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AGENDA

Receive Director's Report — Informational item only.

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

February 10, 2014 Nevada Department of Transportation Board of Directors Meeting
Minutes — For possible action.

Briefing on the University Transportation Center (UTC) — Safety and Operations of Large
Area Rural/Urban Intermodal Systems (SOLARIS) Research Consortium — For possible
action.

Consideration of additional work for the Kyle Canyon Road Improvement Project located
in Southern Nevada along State Route 157 (SR 157) — For possible action.

Briefing on the Boulder City Bypass Project — Informational item only.

Consideration of the Guaranteed Maximum Price (GMP) on the SR-207 Kingsbury Grade
Construction Manager at Risk (CMAR) Project — For possible action.

Approval of Contracts over $5,000,000 — For possible action.
Approval of Agreements over $300,000 — For possible action.
Contracts, Agreements, and Settlements — Informational item only.

Acceptance of Amendments and Administrative Modifications to the FFY 2014-2017
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) — For possible action.

Approval and Notification Process for Interlocal Agreements — For possible action.
Briefing on the 2013 Facts and Figures Book — Informational item only.

Old Business

a. Report of Outside Counsel Costs on Open Matters — Informational item only.

b. Monthly Litigation Report — Informational item only.

c. Fatality Report dated February 20, 2014 — Informational item only.

Public Comment — limited to no more than three (3) minutes. The public may comment on

Agenda items prior to action by submitting a request to speak to the Chairman before the
Meeting begins. Informational item only.

Adjournment — For possible action.
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Good morning, everyone. I'm going to call the Board of Transportation
meeting to order. Madam Controller, | understand you are participating
telephonically. Can you hear us loud and clear?

Yes, Governor, | can hear you. Thank you.
All right. And can you hear us in Las Vegas?
Yes, sir. Loud and clear.

All right. Proceed with Agenda Item No. 1, Director's Report. Director
Malfabon, please proceed.

Thank you, Governor. Good morning, Board Members. First order of
business is we're going to honor Scott Magruder, who retired recently.
Typically we do this on a quarterly basis, Governor, but we thought since
half the room's going to leave after Scott leaves, we'd just get it out of the
way. We wanted to thank him personally for his 27 years of service as
public information officer for NDOT. He saw a lot of great projects go out
the door, a lot of challenges, a lot of phone calls to respond to, and we just
wanted to thank him here in front of the Board with a photo-op. So, if we
could.

Oh, and we have a..

We have his retirement clock...
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We have a clock and -- no, Scott, I really have appreciated and respected all
the hard work that you've done. It's not an easy job that you've had for this
amount of time, but you've handled it well. You've handled it with grace.
You've handled it with the utmost of integrity. And, | don't know, are you
still on the clock today or are you off the clock?

No, I'm off the clock. I'm just getting a clock.

But, no, as | said, | mean, it's not often that you see somebody in your
position work that long and that hard and that well for that period of time.
So | personally want to thank you for everything that you've done for the
department and for the people of the State of Nevada.

Thank you.

Now, Scott is being replaced by Meg Ragonese. So Meg's going to take
over those responsibilities and we'll be filling Meg's position shortly.

I wanted to acknowledge a lot of the MPQOs, or Metropolitan Planning
Organizations, NDOT met recently, Governor and Board Members. And
we're discussing a lot of things: the federal programs, funding equity and
where the money goes across the state, earmarks that were still remaining on
the books from the previous transportation bills, fuel tax indexing and the
ramifications of the public vote in three years, and a lot of other issues
associated with the project agreements that we enter into, and the DBE
program. And | wanted to thank those -- a lot of the MPOs are continuing
the discussion with NDOT today, this afternoon after the Board meeting.

So we had Tina Quigley, General Manager of RTC of Southern Nevada; Lee
Gibson, Executive Director of RTC of Washoe County; Patrick Pittenger,
Transportation Manager of Carson City; Carl Hasty, District Manager of
Tahoe Transportation District; and Nick Haven, Transportation Planning
Manager for TRPA, Tahoe MPO, that were present at that discussion and
they'll be continuing those discussions, as | stated.

Update on federal funding. The House Transportation and Infrastructure
Committee Chairman Bill Shuster recently stated that he favors user fees,
including a vehicle miles tax, to pay for a long-term transportation bill. He's
not supporting a federal gas tax increase. Currently the federal gas tax is set
at 18.4 cents a gallon. So, in previous discussions, he was supportive of
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that, but no longer. He's concerned with the impacts of that gas tax increase
to the economy.

Meanwhile, on the Senate side, I've reported before that Senator Barbara
Boxer, who's the chair of the Environmental and Public Works Committee,
is advocating for replacing the gas tax with a levy paid on oil at the
refineries. So a different alternative there to be considered.

Meanwhile, there was a bipartisan bill that was submitted by Congressman
John Delaney of Maryland. It's called the Partnership to Build America Act.
And it would allow some companies to repatriate overseas earnings tax free
by buying dollar-for-dollar bonds that would be a 50-year bond. It wouldn't
obligate the federal government for repayment of those bonds. But they're
hearing that some companies are willing to take them up on that offer,
should the bill pass. And that money would create a fund that could be used
for loans for infrastructure.  The infrastructure areas are beyond
transportation. They include energy, communications, water, and education
infrastructure projects. But it is another opportunity to fund infrastructure
needs in the nation.

And you've probably seen on the news a lot of comments by the president
and the vice president recently about the state of infrastructure in our nation
and the need to invest in addressing our infrastructure needs. So we're
hopeful that that translates into support for the next transportation bill,
which expires currently on September 30" of this year. And I will be going
to Washington, D.C. for our annual visit to our Nevada delegation and a
meeting with the AASHTO group, the other DOT Directors and Secretaries
on February 26™ and 27". So I'll report back at the next Board meeting on
how that went.

| wanted to report on the fatality report. Previously, there was a story that
went out in January that was a joint press release with NDOT and the
Department of Public Safety and all of our partners in traffic safety. We had
reported that there were four less fatalities. And, subsequently, we found
that there was a pedestrian fatality in Las Vegas right at the very end of the
year, which dropped it to three fatalities compared to 2012. Subsequently,
there was a swing to the positive side, and I'll explain what happened. But it
ended up that, after the final numbers came in, there were five fatalities
more in 2013 compared to 2012.
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So | asked staff what happened and, obviously, we don't like that kind of
swing in the numbers. What they told me was that there's a -- the Fatality
Analysis Reporting System, or FARS, basically, the data is fed in from law
enforcement agencies. And some law enforcement agencies don't submit
the data until they complete their accident and their crash investigation, and
can make the final data available in the system. So there's a time lag
between when some law enforcement agencies enter their information, or at
least provide a teletype to the Office of Traffic Safety, which is a Nevada
office from the Department of Public Safety.

So OTS, Office of Traffic Safety, and NDOT, what we do is review media
reports about fatalities, try to match that up to the numbers that we're seeing
from the law enforcement agencies, and then we follow up on any kind of
discrepancies. Another thing that happened was that, typically, at the Lake
Mead National Recreation Area, Nevada Highway Patrol would investigate
those types of crashes that involve fatalities. But in this particular case, it
was investigated by National Park Service rangers. And those two fatalities
were not reported until we followed up with that discrepancy.

In the future, I've asked staff not to put out that press release immediately
after the first of the year, as happened this year, until we finalize the
numbers from law enforcement, match that up with any kind of
inconsistencies and follow through, and report the fatality statistics in the
later part of January, when we're assured that the numbers are trued up.

Status report on Project NEON. Shortly after the Transportation Board met
in January, the State Board of Finance approved the issuance of the $100
million in bonds. And we're working with the Bond Council and the State
Treasurer's office for that issuance. We also entered into a cooperative
agreement with the City of Las Vegas. The City of Las Vegas is providing
$20.5 million for their infrastructure, the bridge of Martin Luther King over
Charleston Boulevard and some other local improvements. And this week
we're conducting one-on-one meetings with the three P3 teams that have
been shortlisted. And we've released the draft request for proposals, RFP,
and so we expect a lot of back and forth questions, feedback from those
three teams before we edit the final RFP, bring it to the Board for issuance
and then get Board approval before we put that back out there in final form.
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On the Blue Diamond safety project that we discussed last month, | have an
update that we looked at using federal funds. And for the ease of
programming, if we use state funds, it would not require a STIP amendment
through the RTC and then FHWA. So we felt it would be more timely just
to use the state funds that are available for that project. A field review took
place with NDOT engineers checking out the actual field conditions, taking
measurements, and the design effort has commenced. We are looking at
acquiring the steel poles through state purchasing for that traffic signal at
Cimarron. So it'll be provided as state-furnished material under the contract
for that traffic signal. And that would expedite the construction of the
project, instead of having the contractor fabricate the poles.

We are looking at the possibility of a separate contract for crosswalks and
pedestrian push buttons and pedestrian signals at Buffalo and Durango
signal systems on Blue Diamond. That's just so that if there's any hitch in
the traffic signal design at Cimarron, that we could still contract those out
quickly. In fact, if they're state funded, the estimates for Durango are
$200,000 approximately, and Buffalo about $150,000; those two projects
could actually be contracted out through a more expedited process that's
allowed when we're using 100 percent state funds, and it's called the
informal bid process, allowed by NRS.

And the Cimarron signal is estimated at about $560,000. And that will be a
separate construction contract. The schedule is anticipated that we'll have
final plans around early April, advertise for bids around late April, open bids
late May, have a notice to proceed to our contractor for the signal at
Cimarron around early July, and try to complete the project by late August,
early September. We're trying to target before school starts in late August.
And so that's good news on the Blue Diamond safety issues.

I wanted to report on the DBE program. You'll recall in December, I
believe it was, the Board approved the submittal of the triennial goal to the
FHWA for the Disadvantaged Business Enterprise program. In the disparity
study, the consultant that conducted the disparity study for NDOT
determined that there was a base figure of 4.5 percent. And they had an
adjustment called the step-two adjustment for past DBE participation and
for disparities in the business ownership rate. So we had 4.5 percent. We
had 1.08 percent adjustment for past participation and 1.40 percent for
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disparities in business ownership. That totaled at 6.98 and there was a
discussion whether round-off error was 6.98 or 6.99, as you recall.

The Federal Highway Administration took that and sent it over for the legal
review, and the legal reviewers at FHWA said that NDOT can't do both
step-two -- they can't do two adjustments in the step-two adjustment. So
you can only do either the 1.08 or the 1.40, so we opted for the higher of the
two. We have not received anything in writing yet from the FHWA legal
staff through the division office. But we're awaiting that confirmation in
writing. But we believe that they'll respond that the 5.9 percent will be the
triennial goal, because of that inability to have both numbers added to our
base number of 4.5 percent.

This is an overarching goal for the DBE program for the next three years.
And it will not affect the project-by-project goals that are established. So
there's a different process for establishing project goals on professional
services contracts and construction contracts. So, ultimately, | don't think it
will have an effect on the project goals. But when we assess how we're
doing as a program, that's really where it comes into effect. It's obviously
easier to achieve that lower number that the USDOT lawyers come back
with, but it will not affect the project-by-project goals that are established.

Another issue that's come up related to the DBE program is, typically,
federal funds pass through to the RTC. They distribute it to the local public
agencies. In this case, City of North Las Vegas received a substantial
amount of federal funds for a project called North 5™ Street. And when they
take in the bids, if the apparent low bidder does not meet the DBE goal that's
established in the contract, there's a review called a good faith effort review.
Because the City of North Las Vegas doesn't have DBE staff, NDOT has the
responsibility by the agreement with the city to establish the DBE goal and
also to conduct a good faith effort review. We did the review on the
apparent low bidder and determined that he did not meet -- it was Meadow
Valley Contractors Incorporated -- they did not meet the good faith effort
standard that NDOT uses based on the federal program regulations.

Subsequently, Meadow Valley asked for an appeal, and there is an

administrative process called administrative reconsideration. The

reconsideration was done by McCarran Airport. So the Clark County

Department of Aviation does have DBE staff and they're part of the group
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that has a unified certification program for DBEs in Nevada. Excuse me.
So Clark County Department of Aviation conducted the administrative
reconsideration of Meadow Valley's good faith efforts, and they determined
that Meadow Valley did meet good faith efforts, so reversed NDOT's
decision. There is no appeal process for that determination of administrative
reconsideration, so that was the final answer, although we disagreed with
that determination.

So subsequent to that the City of North Las Vegas City Council had to --
they received a bid protest from Las Vegas Paving, the second low bidder,
in December. They considered that recently or were considering awarding
to Las Vegas Paving, but the Federal Highway Administration wrote a letter
to NDOT saying, you can't award that to Las Vegas Paving, or else we pull
federal funds, because it's not following the process. In other words,
Meadow Valley appealed. The Department of Aviation Clark County
determined that they met good faith effort standard. And so the options to
the City Council were award to Meadow Valley or basically re-advertise the
project.

They heard this issue last week and decided to defer the decision. They
decided not to award to Las Vegas Paving, but deferred the decision until
February 19" on what to do; either award or basically re-advertise the
project, so we'll keep the Board updated on that.

There are some other projects that we've heard that are under this type of
situation, where the apparent low bidder did not meet the DBE goal and has
to go through administrative reconsideration. | believe the RTC of Washoe
County has offered their DBE staff to help in review of this good faith effort
determination. The members of the United Certification Program are the
Carson area MPO, RTC in Washoe County, RTC of Southern Nevada,
NDOT, and the two airports in Washoe County and Clark County.

One of the things that we're doing to address DBE issues and this issue of
good faith effort is to work with the construction industry. Recently we
formed a group with the RTC of Southern Nevada. We had a construction
industry working group up here in Northern Nevada. And one was formed
in Southern Nevada with the help of RTC of Southern Nevada and the AGC
Chapter down in Southern Nevada. So we're working with those contractors
as representatives of -- get their perspectives on that.
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We'll work with the local public agencies that are recipients of these federal
funds, with the RTCs, with Federal Highway Administration, and develop
training for those recipients of federal funds, and really address this issue
collaboratively, because it is complex. And we want to make sure that
people understand -- from the councils and commissions that have to
determine award decisions based on these DBE goals, that everybody
understands what their options are.

| wanted to mention also that we provided the performance management
report to the Board last month. And Member Savage had mentioned that, on
the agreements, the processing time had a goal, and it had a goal of 50
percent with an ultimate goal of 90 percent. I'm pleased to report that staff
actually, after the first of the year, had determined that they should
consolidate the goal to 90 percent, after they looked at the agreement
processing time and said let's just measure from when NDOT gets the
agreement and make it a 90 percent achievement goal to turn that around
within the stipulated time.

So we did address that. Staff actually was probably too shy to come up and
mention it during the Board meeting. But | was pleased to hear that they're
being proactive and considering that type of thing, and taking responsibility
for what we control on NDOT's side.

And, finally, there is an RE, Resident Engineers meeting. Resident
engineers are the ones that manage our construction projects, so they have a
lot of responsibility with that and working with our contractors and seeing a
project being delivered. They are having their annual meeting with the
district management staff and headquarters construction division staff in
March 25" through 27". And they would welcome any kind of support
from and presence from the Transportation Board Members that are willing
to attend. And those meeting times are from noon on March 25" to around
noon on March 27". And they would accommodate any Transportation
Board Members that were willing to come and address the group. It's going
to be at the Henderson Convention Center.

With that, that concludes the Director's Report, Governor.
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Thank you. And going back to the DBE, we've had that representative here
twice, who's told us twice that that is the number. Are we certain now we
are where we need to be in terms of DBE determination?

When we receive the written response from FHWA -- | don't believe that
they've received it written from their lawyers. So the division office will
inform the department and will let the Board Members know. But right now
I would say that it's not an approved goal by the -- it has to be approved by
the legal representatives from the USDOT. So | can't say that it's definitive
yet, Governor, until we receive it in writing, but we believe that it's 5.9
percent.

He seemed pretty certain last time.

Well, that was the division office, and the division office worked with us
and our consultant. They're the local representatives, but they're not the
legal reviewers from USDOT. And obviously the legal reviewers have a
different perspective and they have to make sure that it's legally defensible
in court. They're looking at what's happening nationally and what
challenges the DBE receives nationally. Whereas, the division office felt
that it was acceptable to them. But they did say that it had to still go
through the legal review, which took some time, and this is what we're
hearing verbally, but nothing in writing yet.

Okay. Because we're paying the expert to get that number, correct?
Yes.

So we've kind of come full circle twice now, and now we're going around
the third time?

Yes. But the expert is not in contact with the USDOT attorneys when he's
putting together his recommendation. We're usually dealing directly with
the division office and reviewing the disparity study, what's substantiated by
that study. So we felt comfortable with the number that we had submitted.
But the attorneys from the USDOT had some concerns with that double --
basically a double-dip on the step-two adjustment.

And then on this process that you described with Meadow Valley
Construction and this good faith effort and -- the process of appeal seems
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somewhat random. Like you had to go out and find the Airport Authority to
do this check.

Yes.
Is there not a formalized process for that?

We're able to establish our own process, and there's different methods that
are available to us. We could actually have a person or a panel within the
Department of Transportation that wasn't associated with the initial review
make that determination. In this case, we felt -- at least | felt that, well, the
Meadow Valley or someone else could say, well, of course you're going to
agree with yourself, you did the review the first time. So the idea was to use
one of the Unified Certification Program members to do this review.

Unfortunately, the procurement officer that's familiar with the DBE program
at the RTC of Southern Nevada wasn't available. So the next person or
group in Southern Nevada that was available was the Airport Authority.
And obviously we didn't agree with that determination after they reviewed
it. But others in the UCP and RTC of Washoe County had stepped up and
said, we'll be available for a review. We're reconsidering that maybe we
want to just do that in-house. | looked at -- researched this on the Web and
saw that Minnesota DOT just has a review panel internally. Maybe that's
the way that we want to go, Governor, as a process.

But, really, it's just NDOT has to define the process and then follow it. So
FHWA will work with us on the development of that process and inform us
of what other state DOTs are doing, and maybe we'll come to a better
method. Because, obviously, an airport, they do some construction projects,
but they're primarily in the field of concessions and different types of
business with DBEs.

Well, and I'm not being pejorative of the airport and its process and its
determination. It just seems, well, we found the airport, and next time we're
going to find the -- we're going to use Washoe, and it doesn't seem real
cohesive in terms of that process. And then I think | heard you say that once
that determination is made, that's the end of the line.

Yes.
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And -- which is fine. Again, | -- but | just want to ensure that once that
decision is made by whoever ends up making it, the airport or Washoe
County, that there's no jeopardy after that in terms of the federal
government.

Exactly.
They respect that decision and it's final, whatever that decision may be.

Yes, they did. The Federal Highway Administration accepted the decision.
It was the City Council that started looking at the alternative of awarding to
Las Vegas Paving, which wouldn't have been supported.

Which would have caused some issues with the federal government, but,
you know, this is still an open question. The North Las Vegas City Council
could still determine to put this back out to bid, correct?

Yes.

And if that happens, does that involve NDOT in terms of an issue associated
with potential litigation with Meadow Valley?

It's possible that we would have to be there for support of the City of North
Las Vegas. | believe that they're going to be involved in a -- or they have
the chance of a lawsuit, regardless of whether they award it to one or the
other.

I don't -- I mean, North Las Vegas can take care of itself. But my question
is what is the issue for NDOT?

Well, NDOT and the Federal Highway Administration would most likely
have to be testifying about the DBE program and, basically, the process.

Okay.

We wouldn't be -- | don't think that NDOT would be liable or the State of
Nevada would be liable for anything associated with that, other than the
legal expenses of being in court. Now, obviously, the City of North Las
Vegas is making their decisions on that, but what we're doing is providing --
and the Federal Highway Administration division office is providing the --
this is what will happen if you do certain actions. What's available to them.
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Yeah, and | guess what it's going back to is my concern about there not
being a formalized process with regard to this appeal for the DBE and
finding an entity to do this. Because later on there could be an open
question as to how NDOT handled this whole thing. So that's why | think
it'd be better for us to have a more formal process if this happens.

We agree, Governor, that we need to have a more formalized process that
FHWA approves and that we follow that process from then on. This is a
newer requirement, this administrative reconsideration. So we didn't deal
with this -- or this was the first time we had to deal with it.

I don't know if Mr. Gallagher has any comment.

For the record, Governor, Dennis Gallagher, Counsel for the Board. You raise a
very valid point. And depending on what the City of North Las Vegas decides,
may dictate what some of the construction companies who are involved in this.
what avenues they seek. 1 think it's quite possible that if litigation is commenced,
that NDOT and the state will get dragged into it. | can just represent to the Board
that, you know, my office will do its utmost to get us out quickly. But there have
been so many touch points in this process; it involves a lot of parties. And, as you
also noted, it's kind of an undefined process at this point in time. And it is, |
believe, in the department's best interests to formalize this process. And so, on a
go-forward basis, everybody knows what the procedure is.

Thank you. Member Skancke.

Thank you, Governor. On that kind of line of questioning, you know, as our state
continues to grow, these issues are just going to become more and more demand --
can you hear me? No? The red light is on and nobody's home. How about now?
Oh, god. They can hear me in Elko. So what | was saying was that, as our state
continues to grow, we're just going to continue to run into these issues. And so if
there's a way we could be more proactive as the federal government makes these
changes in federal highways and Congress passes all these rules and all these laws,
is there a way that we can be more proactive, as a Board, to help set that policy? Is
that something this Board would do? And if it is, Governor, would it be
appropriate to maybe establish a subcommittee of some sort to work with the
department that we could come back to the full Board with a recommendation?
seeing it across the country. If other states have gone through this, we could do
some research and find out what they have done and maybe bring those
recommendations back.
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But I'm surprised, in 2014, that we still have to have these requirements as part of
our projects. But regardless of that, I'd rather have us be proactive going forward
than having to be reactive.

In response, | would say that it's -- | would recommend that the Board allow us to
follow what 1 had mentioned about working with the construction industry, with
Federal Highway Administration, and the planning organizations which do have
DBE staff typically. So work together and then work with the local agency
subrecipients of the federal funds, so that we're all on the same page. And,
ultimately, it is up to Federal Highway Administration to approve the process that's
established. Obviously, we can bring that back to the Board, as far as a more
definitive process that we could discuss at the Board meeting. But | would say
having a task force or a separate group from the Board -- | don't think it would -- it
would just be another step | think. And | think that we want to deal with this
rapidly.

Thank you. Any other comment on this issue? Member Fransway.

Thank you, Governor. And, Dennis, help me out here. But it seems to me as
though the ball is in the court of the North Las Vegas City Council, in that if they
decide to go back out to bid, first of all, they will have to rescind the previous
action taken. Then they would have to, by vote, go back to bid by a vote of the
Council, correct?

For the record, Dennis Gallagher, Counsel to the Board. Member Fransway, that is
my understanding, that they have postponed the vote and it will be considered at
their next meeting.

Okay. If they do rescind action then they will have to take further action to reject
the low bid, would they not?

To seek putting it out to bid again, yes. They could combine it in a single motion,
but those are two related actions that would be necessary.

Okay. So NDOT can't do anything until the decision is made by North Las Vegas
City Council, correct?

That is correct. It is not NDOT's decision to make.
Right. Thank you, Governor.

What | would ask is that we put this on the Agenda again. We're not going to
figure this out today. Member Skancke has suggested that there be some type of
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task force to look into this. And when you bring something up, you also get the fun
of chairing it.

Member Skancke is not in the room, obviously.

But, you know, frankly, I wouldn't say I'm confused, I'm concerned | guess,
because this process does not seem to be cohesive. And it just could prompt
litigation and liability for the state later on. | don't know what this task force is
going to look like. What I would ask is that, at least for now, that Member
Skancke perhaps converse with the Director and counsel to start putting a little
more meat to the bones on this and so that we can have a more informed discussion
on the issue, because we're hearing it for the first time today. So with your
permission, Member Skancke, | would ask that you chat with the Director and
Mr. Gallagher and perhaps formalize a proposal for consideration on our next
Agenda at our next meeting.

And then, finally, 1 know we need to move on, but on that crosswalks issue for
Blue Diamond, Mr. Director, so you said in order to expedite and get it done, we're
going to use all state funds for that.

Yes.

Will there be an opportunity for the state to recoup some federal funds that
normally would have been used for that project?

We're pretty much -- our plan is to use up all of the federal obligation authority
that's available to the department. So if we were to try to recoup federal funds for
this project, Governor, we would be back in that process of going through the RTC,
who would basically program this as advanced construction, which makes it
eligible for reimbursement later. But we have a lot of other projects that have been
advance constructed, so there's a lot, kind of, on the books that can be still
recouped from the federal government. | would say let's keep this state funded and
go forward, so we don't have to get back into the STIP amendment process and
submittal to FHWA.

Yeah. And, as | said, there is a sense of urgency for this, and I thank you and the
department for making this a priority. Last question on that issue is what is the out-
the-door cost for that, do you know?

The signal system was $560,000. It's roughly about $900,000 for all three
intersections improvements.

14



Sandoval:

Martin:

Sandoval:

Newsome:

Sandoval:

Minutes of Nevada Department of Transportation
Board of Director’s Meeting
February 10, 2014

All right. Money well spent. I'm glad that we did it that way. Board members,
any questions or comments on the Director's Report?

Okay. Then we'll move on to public comments. Any member of the public here in
Carson City that would like to provide comment to the Board? Any member of the
public in Las Vegas that would like to provide public comment to the Board?

Yes, sir. We have what looks to be two.
Good morning, sir. If you would identify yourself for the record, please.

For the record, Shaundell Newsome, Urban Chamber of Commerce board member.
| just have a comment. | agree with you, Governor, that there -- and Member
Skancke also, | have some concerns as well. One of the things that | have a
concern with is the stated goal that is in place. | think that it's important that, as
Member Skancke said, that we shouldn't have to have these types of initiatives in
2014. However, we just can't count on the contracting community to play fair
when it comes to small businesses. And remember that some of these DBEs are
not just ethnical operations. We're talking about veteran-owned businesses,
women-owned businesses and small disadvantaged businesses that just need a leg
up to get themselves in the right direction.

One of the things | believe is that the consistency. So, if NDOT made a decision
that the goals were not met, then how is another entity evaluating? Are they
evaluating on a different scale? Are they looking at it from a different perspective?
I believe that the process should be consistent all the way through, just like the
legal process is. If there's a law on the books, then they go based on the law. They
don't go subjective to somebody's opinion. So | just wanted to go on the record as
stating that | believe that the process should be clear. I'm a 10-year veteran of the
United States Air Force. I'm a small-business owner. And | believe in -- and also
worked in gaming for seven years. And every place I've been had rules. And the
rules were very, very clear and concise, and everybody knew what rules we were
playing by. But this seems to be kind of a gray area that does not work in the
advantage of the DBEs. Thank you.

Thank you very much. And we'd love to have your participation as we move
forward with this subcommittee. And that's the point of it is, you're right, it is
vague and unclear. And | think everybody needs to know what the rules are so that
we can all follow them.

Okay. Any further public comment?
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Yes, sir.  Good morning, Governor Sandoval, Members of the Transportation
Board. For the record, my name is Kenneth Evans. 1'm the president of the Urban
Chamber of Commerce. First of all, I want to say thank you very much to the
Board attorney, Mr. Gallagher, for receiving my previous comments that were
submitted for the record about the DBE goal establishment as a part of the triennial
requirement. | won't totally restate that letter, but suffice it to say that our concern
is that that goal be high enough to allow our membership to grow in terms of
existing DBEs, to grow in terms of future DBEs as yet to be identified, as well as,
last but not least, businesses that have yet to be formed. Again, we want to make
sure that that DBE goal was high enough to allow the greatest capacity possible.

Regarding the situation in the City of North Las Vegas, the Urban Chamber of
Commerce was very vocal and visible in supporting the use of a -- or supporting a
decision that rewarded an actual accomplishment of the DBE goal. Our
understanding is that there were two contractor entities that actually met -- well, not
just met, they substantially exceeded the DBE goal in the North Las Vegas
jurisdiction.

Moving forward, our concern is with precedent. If the decision is made to move
forward with a decision that awards good faith versus actual accomplishment or
exceeding the DBE goal, our concern is that that's going to detrimental to our small
businesses, to our DBEs that are not only a part of the Urban Chamber, but in
general part of the small business community. And considering the fact that the
small business community is the one that, right now, employs quite a few people
and creates business opportunities for quite a few people, we don't want to see that
happen.

But along the lines with my Board member here, we want to make sure that a
process ultimately is created that is fair, clear, and concise, that we can all play by
the rules of and, at the end of the day, will also be beneficial to the small business
DBE community, as well as our Urban Chamber membership. So, with that, thank
you very much.

And we offer ourselves to be a participant in any of these task forces or
committees. By way of background, I'm a retired Air Force lieutenant colonel. |
served as a pavements engineer. | have a civil engineering degree from the Air
Force Academy, so | think we bring some technical expertise to bear about this
issue, as well as other issues that may come forward. So thank you very much, sir.

No, and thank you. And we welcome your input. And, as | said, we'll formalize
this process. This will be an Agenda item next month, so I'd encourage you to be at

16



Evans:

Sandoval:

Quigley:

Sandoval:

Quigley:

Sandoval:

Unidentified Male:

Sandoval:
Unidentified Male:

Sandoval:

Skancke:
Sandoval:

Skancke:

Sandoval:

Minutes of Nevada Department of Transportation
Board of Director’s Meeting
February 10, 2014

next month's meeting. And then after that I'm sure we'll have a regular schedule for
the meeting of the subcommittee.

All right. Thank you very much, sir.
You're welcome.

I just want to say thank you to the Board for highlighting this as an issue. This has
been something in Southern Nevada we've been struggling with, with NDOT and
North Las Vegas City Council, and my Board and FHWA. And so we very much
appreciate the thought of a task force, wherein we can kind of formalize and it'll
force us to sit down and really come up with something that we report back to
you -- that Tom will report back to you. So I just wanted to say thank you.

And, Ms. Quigley, just for purposes of the record, if you'd identify yourself.

Tina Quigley, General Manager of the Regional Transportation Commission of
Southern Nevada.

Thank you very much.

And, Governor, | know that it's a timely conversation to have about the DBE
program, because you'll be addressing the joint chambers luncheon for Urban
Chamber, Latin Chamber and Asian Chamber this Thursday, | believe. So...

Yes. Mm-hmm. It's a sesquicentennial event.
Yes.

All right. Any further public comment? We'll move on to Agenda Item No. 3,
Review and Approval of the January 13, 2014 Nevada Department of
Transportation Board of Director's Meeting Minutes. Have the members had an
opportunity to read the minutes and are there any changes?

Governor.
Member Skancke.

On Page 14, we need to make a correction here. It's one, two, three, four, fifth line
down, where it says "I am an engineer.” | am not an engineer. So if you would just
change that to "I am not an engineer," that would be greatly appreciated. | don't
want the engineering group to come after me.

Your appointment's revoked.
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And who's going to chair the task force?

All right. Any further comments with regard to the minutes?
Governor, yes.

Governor?

Madam Controller.

This is Kim. It's not a correction, but can they give me an idea of when I'm going
to get the information | requested about the accident on Highway 50? That's on
Page 22 of the minutes.

We did collect that information, Madam Controller. We'll get that to you.
Okay. Thank you.

And, Governor, if 1 may. And | apologize, because this was a difficult
conversation a month ago, so I'm going to have to revisit it. On Pages 43 to 45,
please. | thought | was speaking English and apparently | was not. On the middle
paragraph under Krolicki, there's a series of adjustments, but “We'll need much
more in proceeds," in that third line of my comments. And going down to the
drawdown, "making sure that there were no penalties. And if the drawdown is
tight,”" 1 can go through these specifically. But do you use a machine on this or is
this you listening?

Yes. It recorded and then it's transcribed from that recording.

Okay. Because some of this wording is awkward. But we're talking about "the
drawdown is tight," so that's on the last Krolicki, a comma after bonds, because
they're different thoughts. On Page 44, it says inaudible. "These bond proceeds
are available to pay other costs," please. On Page 45, I'm asking a series of
questions in that first paragraph. "The ratings will be secured in the next month?
We expect AA plus to be supported?” And Ms. Chatwood's response, inaudible
should read "AA plus." And the middle Krolicki part here, "You're maintaining the
3.5 times coverage," not "tons coverage,” please. And those would be my changes.
And I'm sorry to revisit that lovely conversation of a month ago.

Do we have those changes -- do you have them down?

Yes.
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Any further changes to the proposed minutes? If there are none, the Chair will
accept a motion for approval of the minutes of January 13, 2014, with the changes
suggested by Member Skancke and the Lieutenant Governor.

So moved, Governor.
Member Fransway has made a motion to approve. Is there a second?
Second.

Second by the Lieutenant Governor. Any questions or comments? All in favor say
aye.

Aye.

The motion passes unanimously. We will move on to Agenda Item No. 4,
Contracts, Agreements, and Settlements.

Thank you, Governor. Assistant Director for Administration Robert Nellis will
present this item to the Board.

Thank you, Director. Governor, Members of the Board, there are 26 executed
agreements under Attachment A, on Pages 4 through 8, for the Board's information.
Does the Board have any questions for the department on any of these items?

Governor, | have a question.
All right. Madam Controller.

Okay. Item No. 11, it's to Technichrome. It says, "Sale of water rights." So I'm
guestioning, did we sell it to them? Because we have a payable amount, so | would
think it's a receivable. Or did we buy water rights from them? I'm trying to figure
that out.

For the record, John Terry, Assistant Director for Engineering. And Item No. 11
actually is a similar item as we had on the Transportation Board Agenda, | don't
have the date, but | believe it was December, which was the rural water rights that
we asked to put up for auction, and this is the actual sale of them. And that, yes, it
should be a receivable amount and not a payable amount.

Okay. So DL is $17,550, then. Correct?

Yes.
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Okay. All right. That's why | was confused, because it said payable. So, okay.
All right. Thank you.

Member Savage.

Thank you, Governor. Mr. Nellis, several of the items have time extensions
without dollars. And | know I've mentioned this before. Is there a department
policy that requests dollar amount and time extensions are granted? Does it go
hand in hand? And | know we talked about this before, Mr. Terry. But does the
department have an internal policy when you extend the time, that associated
dollars are discussed at that time?

Not specifically, but certainly we would talk to, in this case, the consultants about
whether we can stay within budget within extending the agreement. In other
words, yes, it would be an open topic. If we were to add more time, obviously,
they would put more dollars into it. In these cases, these are your agreements
where the consultants are not near the amount not to exceed. So we will continue
to pay without additional money.

I would point out, and I believe three of the big ones that are in here...
Mm-hmm.

...or two of the big ones that are in here are time extensions on our design-build
jobs...

Mm-hmm.

...where they assisted us through the whole process. We just didn't set the date out
there far enough. We wanted to set the date out far enough, but we need their help
to just clear through the closeout of the process. And as you're aware, closing out
our construction contracts, and even more complicated, our design-build contracts,
takes some time. We're just asking their assistance to move on.

But I guess the answer to your question, yes. If we ask them for extra work as a
part of the time extension and they were near the amount not to exceed, we would
consider that. In this case, there is money left in the contract and these services are
not services that weren't anticipated.

I think that's important. And | thank you Mr. Terry for your explanation, because
the last thing that the department wants to be is held a hostage or in a
compromising position, after the fact, without those dollars being disclosed. So |
think it's important that everyone openly communicate and those questions are
asked at the time of the extensions. Thank you, Mr. Terry.
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And I would just say if they signed the amendment for the time extension without
additional dollars, we have no more liability because we have not changed the
amount not to exceed.

Exactly. Thank you, Mr. Terry. Thank you, Mr. Nellis. And thank you, Governor.
Mr. Lieutenant Governor.

Governor, perhaps tracking off of Member Savage's questions, | have no great
concern about the individual contracts, but just more of a philosophical approach.
Contracts 16, 17, and 26, not only the time, but significant amounts of money. |
mean, contracts are going from $2.9 million to $8.5 million. And if we're
expanding the work of some very qualified companies that are engaged currently, 1
just think when you're, in some cases, tripling the amount of monies involved, I'm
just not sure if it's appropriate for an amendment to an existing contract, or it
gualifies to be re-RFP’d.

Again, for the record, John Terry, Assistant Director of Engineering. We have
discussed this a few times already with this Board that this is the way we did
business back then. We put out consultant contracts specifically to start on a Phase
1, with the procurement, with the understanding that we may go to the next phase
and go to Phase 2. And that's why these, and there's three of them in here, are
agreements that start with a smaller amount and are amended for a much bigger
amount.

They were put out that way intentionally. And we have heard from this Board that
they really don't like us doing that except in specific circumstances, and probably
moving forward we might procure these a little bit differently. But these were
intentionally done that way. We said we're hiring you for Phase 1, but in the RFP
we said we may go to these later phases, and we did. And we negotiated those
amendments. So, | don't know if | answered your question there.

You did. Governor, if I may. It's just -- so these contracts are essentially
grandfathered in and we will be seeing fewer and fewer of these as we move along?

Yes. That's correct.

And perhaps if, how do you submit, moving forward, when there are different
phasings? | mean, because we don't have the ability, nor perhaps a capacity, to
look at all the RFPs that go out that produce these little snippets of information.
But if we could have a picture of the whole, a totality, as opposed to the snippet,
then we know, even if it's a smaller amount, we understand that it's a foot in the
door to perhaps a greater amount.
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And | would not say that these types of contracts will completely go away, because
oftentimes, early on, we don't know the scope and the fee enough until we do some
preliminary work to give an amendment later, once we know that. For instance, do
enough preliminary design to properly price the final design. We're going to
continue to do these less than we've done in the past.

And | agree with what you said. We need to make this Board aware. Say, moving
forward, if we have $1 million contract, that this could be a setup for a much bigger
contract to come and we can inform you of that. But these types of contracts,
because they're cost plus fixed fee in a negotiated amount, we're going to continue
to do this less because of the direction of the Board. But | don't think they'll go
away completely.

Mr. Skancke. I'll take your job, Mr. Chair.

So | have a -- I'd like to do -- wow, I've got about seven things | want to say.
Sorry. |1 think it's important for the Board to also understand what is the cost by
changing consulting firms midstream. So my understanding is if you have an
engineer consulting firm who does the preliminary work, they have a really good
understanding of what the project's going to be going forward. So if you then put
that contract out to bid, it's probably a 60- to 90-day process. Then you have to do
another review. What does that cost the department to do the review? What does it
cost the state and the taxpayers to do the review? And then how long does it delay
the project going forward? Because if you look at the long-term effect the systemic
impacts, financially, would probably be rather substantial.

It causes project delays. It causes construction delays. And so if you can buy
materials in today's economy at today's prices and not have to wait until next year
to do it, as the economy comes back, cost of goods go up. So | think it's really
important -- I'm all for transparency and I'm all for more people getting as much
work as possible, but I think it's really important for us to understand what the cost
of this is to rebid it and put it back out on the street, when, in fact, a lot of these --
I'm not so certain someone's contract should go from $3 to $9 million, but when it's
all said and done, | think it's important for us to know what the cost is to delay the
project based upon that process.

Agreed.

Governor, thank you. Member Skancke, you know, | absolutely agree with that
practical approach. | mean, | support it and | could say a similar thing. My
challenge and what this Board's faced, | mean, it's symptomatic. We're often facing
contracts that are Phase 2 or 3 or 5, and we never understood that there could be

longer implications. So the efficiencies you're -- | mean, absolutely. But just on
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the front end, we know that something's coming, because it needs to be fair. |
mean if somebody gets $100,000 contract that's really a $5 million contract, | think
there is reason for us to have a greater due diligence and thought. | mean, with all
due respect to staff, this needs to be Board approved and driven, not staff driven
and approved, essentially, before the Board's even fully engaged and aware. No
surprises. That's the theme. Thank you.

And, Governor, in response, | know that typically the RFP for those technical
services contains language that give us the option to go into future phases. But as
the Lieutenant Governor noted and other Board members have noted, it's not as
clear to the Board when we're entering into these type of technical service contracts
that that was the intent, so it could be this much. We have the option of either
entering into a contract for a larger scope and just not have as many amendments.
That's an option. But the other option is to just keep everybody informed on the
Board as to what the initial scope is, what the option of additional scope to be
added by amendment, should that be the best course of action and we could discuss
that at the Board meetings.

Member Fransway.

And on that level of thought, some of these amendments even include extending
through a different fiscal year. And so to me it would give us concern as to
whether the money is even going to be there if it's not budgeted for in that fiscal
year.

In response, Governor, Board members. That is a good point. We do program the
funds for this preliminary engineering effort, but that is also a concern from Federal
Highway Administration division office to make those very clear in the
programming efforts up front, so that NDOT doesn't come back and say, well we
programmed $1 million, but it's actually $5 million, or something to that extent. So
it's well noted and we are taking action to program as soon as we know that an
effort's going to cost more and it's federally eligible we program it ahead of time so
that it goes into the federal system.

And then | don't -- this really isn't -- I don't know, it's kind of half question, half
comment. But, you know, there are two contracts on here, and | know we're going
to talk about this later in the Agenda, but 8 and 9, Las Vegas Valley Water and City
of Las Vegas, which we're seeing and they're $5,400. But, | guess, I'm a little
confused as to what interlocal agreements we see and then the millions of dollars of
ones that we don't see that are in the back end of our Agenda.

Governor, | will address that later. But it is typically -- when there's a utility-

related issue, we enter into these agreements. And it will be in detail. I'll address
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the interlocal agreements question. But, you're right, these are smaller cost
agreements that are typically for adjusting utility covers that are in the street. And,
definitely, it will come up in the later discussion.

Well, and part of my point is that, you know, when -- | guess | went -- when |
would go through this Agenda item and I'd see some of these smaller agreements, |
would assume that we were seeing everything. And I guess this is -- | don't want to
get into this other Agenda item, but I'm shocked at -- and this is only two years
worth of agreements, that we have pages and pages and tens of millions of dollars
of contracts that we're not seeing and aren't aware of. And then we get $4,600 or
$6,400 in valve cover replacement. And so | guess that's going to be my point, and
I'm really curious to hear from the rest of the Board of their perspective with regard
to this. But I was just surprised to see that we get these little guys, but we don't see
these other big ones.

So, in any event -- and then a more specific question on 26. | just was looking for a
little more detail on what's happening there with that contract.

Yeah, 26. The other -- again, John Terry, Assistant Director for Engineering. The
other two large ones of this type were the design-build where we carried out to a
later phase. This one has a lot more history, | believe, and goes back even further,
all the way back to 2005, and is a little bit more difficult to explain. In fact, even
the limits of the project aren't properly shown in the purpose, although it does say
in the description how the project limits were changed.

And what happened in this was -- again, this started as a study. The study
progressed. The limits actually changed some. And, for the most part, most of this
money in the amendment part of it -- originally, they studied 1-580 and 395. And
then the big contract that widened US 395 as you're going northbound and they add
all the lanes that go towards the airport, was done as the final design of that
element. And then they continued on and extended the agreement in this phase
simply to close out the as-built process and close out the contract and utilize the
consultant for that. So this agreement has been going on since 2005. | don't know
if 1 answered your guestion, but it was essentially preliminary design with a major
amendment to do final design. And now we're just asking for a time extension to
go help us close out the contract.

This is out by Stead, isn't it?

The description says out by Stead, but it was actually modified and it actually was
from Moana to 1-80, to widen the 580/395.
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So is this bringing in which -- | guess, was there extra money in this contract that
you're using on another one? I'm still a little confused as to what's going on here.

Governor, if | may. What Mr. Terry is saying is that the original limits were
changed back in 2007, mid 2000s to include that improvement that was done by the
airport, primarily northbound 395/580. So it never did address all the way out to
Stead. And the previous administration chose to perform this project in that
manner. And we're reporting to the Board that, basically, this is what was done
with this contract. It's didn't study all the way out to Stead. We are doing another
I-80 corridor study that includes an area in Stead, but that's a separate contract with
a different consultant. So, in response, the description does not tie with what was
actually the physical limits of the project by the airport.

I'm completely confused.
We were, too, when we saw this one.

If | could, and again, | wasn't up here at this time. | tried to research what
happened. The original contract was more of a traffic study. It was a traffic study
of 395/580. The results of that traffic study was the best bang for the buck was to
improve 1-580 northbound, in the area from Moana to 1-80, and that was what was
done. And it does say in here and the date, the widening of 395/80 Stead. The
project's scope and limits were changing due to a major amendment in about the
2007 time frame. That was then built.

Most of the money was to go from a traffic study to a full and final design of that
stretch of road, including widening bridges, the bridge over the Truckee River and
some of the other bridges on that northbound stretch. That project has been done
and completed and this extension is just to get additional time so they can help us
close out the contracts. That's what | was able to determine.

For $5 million?

For the final design. Most of the $5 million was for that final design. | don't know,
off the top of my head, what the construction value is at, but it was tens of millions
of dollars.

Okay. | don't want to beat this, but I still am not quite clear as to what happened.

Can we perhaps follow up with some more detailed information after we do some
research and write it up?

Yes. Yeah. And | think Member Skancke, you had a comment. Then I'll go to
Member Savage. Then I'll go to Lieutenant Governor.
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It appears that, since this is a project that's a few years old, that in order to move
the project forward and get completed, that dollars were shifted from one project to
another. That happens all the time across the country. If that's the case, then we
should just be made aware that that's the case. | get that. | don't think anyone's
trying to get a gotcha question here or try to find a -- it's all about really
understanding how dollars move throughout projects. So the cliff notes version is
when a project's moving forward oftentimes we reprogram dollars based upon
where the project is in the process. That happens all the time in every department
across the country. So there's no secret about that. If that's what happened here,
that'd be good for us to know.

If we just reprogrammed dollars from one project to another, that's simple. But if
we don't have the history, and | think it'd be helpful to the Board to have that
history. | understand that these companies need to get paid, but when you've got a
budget augmentation of this size, | think it's really important for those of us that
have worked in this industry for a long time, we get it. For those of us that don't, |
think we need to have a little more information.

So if we have to approve all of these items at one time, if we can hold a couple of
these until we get some information, | don't want to hold up the contractors or
people that need to get paid, because in this economy people need to get paid. But,
at the end of the day, | think we just need to have a better understanding,
particularly of projects that were back in 2004 and 2007. You all weren't running
the joint at the time. None of us were probably here at the time. And so | think it's
just really -- it'd be helpful for us to maybe have that background, whether it's
today or going forward. But, as we close these out, if it's just a dollar
reprogramming, then we should know what that dollar reprogramming is.

No, and the issue here, at least for me, is this is just an informational item. We
don't get to approve or disapprove of this. The action has been taken. And so,
again, it's just important for me to have a little bit more on something like this, as
Member Skancke says, this could be routine. Probably is. But it's a big amount of
money and, you know, again, we don't get to have a say in how this happens
because you're telling us what you did.

Exactly. And, again, the big amount of money was many years ago.
Mm-hmm.

This is simply a time extension for no money to finish it up. But it did happen in
the past.

Okay. Member Savage.
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Thank you, Governor. I'd like to make a suggestion. There might be a venue and
an opportunity at the Construction Working Group level, where we have discussed
the contractors, the change orders, the closeouts. And | think we can also include
the consultants now, in discussions on phases, closeouts, dollars, expectations. |
think there's a good venue at that level to inform the Board as well, to make sure
we keep our hand on the wheel at that construction work. Thank you, Governor.

Any other comments? Member Fransway.

Yes, Governor. Thank you. What we're talking about, Line Item 26 again, it
seems to me like Amendment 3 increased the authority from $8.346 million to
$8.945 million. Amendment 4 had no fiscal impact. So wouldn't the actual
payable amount be $8,945,893?

We believe you're right. And that doesn't -- the numbers shown and the payable
amount should match the amount payable, a few lines down to the right.

Okay. So we're $400,000 different?
Yes, sir.
Okay. Thank you. Thank you, Governor.

If there are no further questions or comments, we'll move on to Agenda Item No. 5,
Condemnation Resolution Number 422.

Thank you, Governor. This is part of a project that we're doing jointly with the
RTC of Washoe County. And it's to acquire property and property rights for the
widening and reconstruction of South McCarran Boulevard from Longley Lane to
Greg Street in the City of Reno and the City of Sparks. While we're continuing
some of the negotiations with the property owners, in some cases they've rejected
our initial offer. And to keep the project on schedule, we would request Board
approval of condemnation actions for the unresolved acquisitions, so that we can
keep the project on schedule.

No, and I -- it sounds like you've knocked on doors. You've sent letters. You've
done -- exhausted all the practical means of trying to communicate with the
property owners?

Yes, Governor. And typically the issue becomes a property owner throws out a
number but with no substantiation, and if we're going to get federal reimbursement,
we have to have a certain amount of information to substantiate that additional cost
that they are requesting, not just a number that they want.
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As | look through these, they're small amounts. | mean, not to minimize the impact
to the property owner, but we're talking $500, $2,000...

Yes.

...in that range. And then just for my benefit, this is a joint project with us and the
RTC?

The RTC.

That's why we're doing this?

Yes.

Okay. Questions or comments from Board members? Member Fransway.

Thank you, again, Governor. | concur that it -- everything | see indicates that these
are minimal amount of dollars for -- $17,000-plus for five or six properties. And
my question is can we handle that with in-house legal staff or -- | don't want to
spend a bunch of money outside to acquire $17,000 worth of property.

For the record, Dennis Gallagher, Counsel for the Board. Any expenses related to
these acquisitions of these temporary easements will be reimbursed from the RTC.

Thank you, Governor.

And | wanted to mention that many of these are so low cost in value because
they're temporary easements. Basically, we're renting their property during the
construction phase of the project.

Okay. If there are no further questions or comments, the Chair will accept a
motion for approval of Condemnation Resolution Number 422, as described in
Agenda Item 5.

So moved.
Member Martin has moved for approval. Is there a second?
Second.

Second by Member Savage. Any questions or discussion on the motion? All in
favor say aye.

Aye.
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Opposed, no. Motion passes unanimously. We'll move on to Agenda Item No. 6,
Public Auction.

Thank you, Governor. Approval is requested from the Board to dispose of property
on State Route 160, Blue Diamond Road, east of Jones Boulevard. It's unimproved
land consisting of roughly 2.08 acres. So we basically want to dispose of the
property through auction.

Board members, any questions or comments with regard to Agenda Item No. 67
So moved.

Lieutenant Governor has moved for approval of Agenda Item 6. Is there a second?
Second.

Second by Member Skancke. Any questions or discussion on the motion? All in
favor say aye.

Aye.

Opposed, no. The motion passes unanimously. We'll move on to Agenda Item No.
7, briefing on the State Route 207, Kingsbury Grade, CMAR Project.

Thank you, Governor. Assistant Director for Engineering John Terry will present
this item to the Board.

This presentation is on the Kingsbury Grade pavement reconstruction project and
really is about some of the changes that have occurred to this project since this
project was before the Board previously. The project, as you may remember from
previous discussions, really goes from the summit on Kingsbury Grade from
Daggett Pass down to Highway 50, essentially the Lake Tahoe side of Kingsbury
Grade. Go ahead.

So June 2013, Transportation approved the use of CMAR and the approval of the
preliminary services contract with Q&D Construction to move forward with the
project. And then design progressed to final PS&E stage. And in March we
requested the Transportation approval (inaudible) the GMP. So we anticipate
coming back to this Board in March for the GMP. And part of the intent of this
presentation is to update you on the project, but also tell you what is changed, so
you're not kind of surprised what we come to you in March for the GMP. Good
catch, March of '14.
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Next. Some of the new challenges that were identified as we'd proceeded through
this -- and | would point out that these are somewhat examples of what we're
running into in quite a few of our 3R-type projects. Of course, the pavement
design is the main part of our 3R projects. But as we've implemented road safety
audits in our projects and are trying to incorporate the safety elements even into our
3R projects, as well as because of the new requirements that we are incorporating
ADA into all our 3R projects, as well as the traffic control. So those design
challenges have somewhat changed the nature of the project, and that's what we're
here to talk about. Proceed.

Natural springs were identified underneath the pavement. So while we had a
pavement design at the time of the beginning of the 3R project, we are proposing to
modify that design to essentially deal with the springs. The springs have caused, of
course, potholes and other issues with the pavement design, and as we've gotten
along on the pavement design, we feel we have to deal with them.

There is quite a significant -- if any of you have ever driven it -- issue right at the
top of Daggett Pass to Kingsbury. The turn in to Tramway Drive, which is the way
into Heavenly, is right there at the top. And, really, that crest curve has no sight
distance. And there have been accidents, as well as long queuing in the left-turn
pocket, because, frankly, you just hardly dare to make the left turn because you
can't see around the corner if there's much traffic up there. So this is right at the top
of the pass. Go to the next one.

This is looking as you're coming up from Kingsbury. You just can't see where
those cars are waiting to make the left turn up there. So this is one of the issues
identified in the road safety audit. Next, please.

The other issue is pedestrian visibility. We have a number of crosswalks up there.
It is, of course, quite dark up there at night. And there's no lighting at the
crosswalk so it was identified in the road safety audit. Next, please. Another
location showing the same thing. Again.

And then the sidewalk issues. We have some small areas where we have to
upgrade the sidewalks. And | would say ADA compliance is something that we
have to do on our 3R projects moving forward. Next, please.

And the maintenance of traffic, looking at trying to minimize and looking at lots of
different ways to minimize the maintenance of traffic. Some of these things,
frankly, are just going to cost more money but are the right thing to do. Instead of
taking three construction seasons, they're really reducing it to one and a half. But
that causes multiple shifts, additional NHP patrol out there, keeping of the lanes
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open and changes the nature of the project. And I can answer questions to do with
that maintenance of traffic. But if you'd go to the next one.

So what are we really saying for all of this? That the initial scope was $6.6 to $8
million. Additional costs to address the new concerns, especially the pavement
springs issue increased the cost by almost doubling or essentially doubling the cost
of the project. So we did not want to come with you with a surprise GMP for your
approval next month, which is double what you had approved previously. | would
say if this similar thing would have happened in the design-bid-build type of
project, we would have internally approved those elements maybe being added to
the job and move forward. Given that this was a CMAR job and we essentially
selected somebody to do a $6 to $7 million job and we're going to come to you to
ask that they be approved for a $14 to $15 million job, we essentially felt we
should come before the Board and update you at the types of things that happened.

And that's it for my presentation. If | could answer any questions.
I have one.

Member Martin.

Do we have an ICE itemized breakdown on this doubling of cost?

Yes, we do. And that will be presented at the GMP meeting in March. Both our --
all three, our engineers estimate, the ICE estimate, as well as the contractor's
estimate: it'll be part of our process. Yes, sir.

I need to get a copy of that ICE estimate before that. You're asking me to take a
look at the estimate and do the approval all at the same time, and that would be a
little arduous.

So we will get you that estimate in advance of the Board meeting, yes.
Okay. Thank you.

It'd probably be good to provide that to all the members.

Can you get that to all of us?

Yeah.

Yes, we will.

Great. Thanks.
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Mr. Terry, thank you for this. | mean, full disclosure, this literally is outside my
driveway. | mean, I'm severely impacted. You know, the Peak litigation
continues, | believe. But for two summers, the folks on Kingsbury Grade were
terribly inconvenienced for the work. And we get that. Are we redoing what Peak
did or have we just found so many deficiencies in their construction or new
problems like the spring? Is that what's adding the cost? And let me do another
question then I'll be quiet and listen.

So we're looking -- | know you talked about potentially three summers or perhaps
working around the clock and shutting down. What are the plans now, so the folks
in Stateline area can truly understand the implications here, because if you shut
down 207 -- I mean, again, | understand the physical needs to perhaps do so. But
rerouting traffic on Highway 50, there are not many options. And people will need
to be fully aware of this because commutes and things would be very different,
because that traffic coming over the hill is extraordinary. School buses -- our
school bus stop is immediately out the door and that will be affected. The
ramifications -- | don't envy you -- are severe and broad.

If 1 could, and we actually have a one-page graphic | could give you a copy of, and
there will be public meetings coming up, | believe, to address these issues. But
essentially I've pulled back up this slide that's saying we are going to require some
night work and multiple shifts. Of course, we're concerned about the noise impacts
of doing that. We are talking about some closures to through traffic using
Kingsbury Grade, which we understand is quite a significant detour, but leaving it
open for local traffic, with one lane in each direction during the day.

There's concepts in there as well about doing much of these closures before and
after the summer season. Essentially before Memorial Day and after Labor Day
and details, but keeping traffic open for local access, but there's some closures all
the way through and moving into night work, which hadn't been done up there
previously. So there are impacts and we're trying to deal with that. And, frankly,
we feel that using the CMAR process has sort of helped us working closer with the
contractor to try and deal with it, but there's going to be impacts. | don't know if |
answered your question. But there will be impacts, but we're trying to do it
quicker.

And would access to Heavenly in the winter be considered local traffic?

We won't be out there constructing during the ski season. So during the winter, we
would be in shutdown and the traffic would be back to two lanes.

Okay. It just wasn't clear to me, because | thought you said...
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We're trying to do it in the spring and fall, which are the lower traffic seasons, and
stay out of the summer. So we're not talking about working in the winter, we can't
up there, but rather working in May and in September to avoid the peak summer
season.

I understand. Okay. Thank you.
Any other questions? Member Savage.

Thank you, Governor. Just a comment. And | want to thank Mr. Terry and staff. |
think we're fortunate to have the CMAR delivery method on this project, because
it's very transparent with established fees and open audits. And | think that needs
to be highlighted to the point where we have a good contractor, we have an open
book, transparent method of audit potential, and getting something done that needs
to be done in a hurry. Thank you, Governor.

Governor.
Yes, Member Martin.

I would agree with Member Savage. This is the perfect application for the CMAR
process, | believe. So | agree, it's a great method on a job with this degree of
difficulty.

No, and | appreciate your putting this on the Agenda today so that we're not getting
it all at the time of approval, so that's very beneficial and...

We're learning, Governor.
No, I -- you got my hint, huh?
Yes, sir,

No, this is -- this is really good. So | appreciate your being here. Any questions or
comments on the Agenda Item? We'll look forward to seeing this next month.
Okay. Thank you. We'll move on to Agenda Item No. 8, the Construction
Working Group's Semiannual Report.

Thank you, Governor. Assistant Director for Operations, Rick Nelson, will present
this item.

Good morning, Governor, and Members of the Board. For the record, my name's

Rick Nelson. I'm the assistant director of operations. And, first of all, | want to

thank the Construction Working Group Members for their commitment to NDOT's

construction program and the process that we're going through. The Construction
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Working Group has been a very worthwhile expenditure of time for the staff, and |
hope for the Board as well, to be able to go through the construction program and
understand the complexities and the issues and provide us feedback with the
Board's position.

As you know, the Construction Working Group presents a biannual report of our
activities, which is what this is all about. The other piece is a yearly report that we
provide the Transportation Board regarding the construction projects that have
closed out and the total costs associated with that closeout. So what I'd like to do is
briefly touch on some of the highlights from the Construction Working Group for
these last six months. And then I'll turn it over to Jeff Shapiro, our chief
construction engineer, to report out on all of the construction projects that have
closed out within calendar year 2013.

The Construction Working Group, this last six months, has had two regularly
scheduled meetings. We did have one meeting that was cancelled for lack of a
quorum. Those Agendas for those two meetings are enclosed in your Board
materials, Attachment A. We've taken up several topics, which are listed in the
Board briefing. And there's just a couple that I'd like to highlight that were fairly
significant for us during this last period.

The first one has to do with the Freeway Service Patrol, and | know we had spent a
lot of time talking and discussing about the Freeway Service Patrol in the
Transportation Board meetings. The Construction Working Group took this up as
one of our items at the request of the Transportation Board, specifically to look at
the actual costs that the department expended to self-perform that work. | think it
was very valuable for us to go through that exercise to determine a true
comparative cost between contracting that work out and what it would cost the
department to perform that work. I'd also like to mention that our first quarterly
report of the Freeway Service Patrol was included in the old business for this
meeting as Attachment E.

One of the things that occurred during the evaluation of project closeouts, we
discovered that there had been overpayments made on eight contracts over the last
five years. The Construction Working Group became involved and investigated
this overpayment situation with the department and we spent quite a lot of time
digging into each one of these contracts to determine how the overpayment was
made and specifically how we're going to recover and how we did recover those
overpayments back to the department. We also spent time talking about how we
prevent this from happening in the future.
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At the request of the Transportation Board, we took up an investigation of contract
change orders; how they're initiated, negotiated and processed. As a result, we
modified our reporting procedure to the CWG so that we highlight specific change
orders, how they're addressed, why they're necessary, why they're needed and how
we're proceeding with that.

The last activity I'd like to mention was a lengthy analysis of the frequency at
which we pay our contractors. About a year ago we presented a brief report to the
Construction Working Group that looked at our cash flow and the fact that we pay
our contractors on a biweekly basis. The NRS actually allows us to pay the
contractors on a monthly basis, if we choose, but we've always paid them biweekly.
So as a result of this initial report -- well, and the thought was that, if we paid on a
monthly schedule we could sort of smooth out the cash flow. So I admit it took us
about a year to go through this analysis to see what the impacts to the department
might be, what the impacts to the industry might be. Staff prepared a report on
this. We got a tremendous amount of public comment from the construction
industry regarding the frequency at which we pay. And as a result, we made the
decision to continue with biweekly payments, as it would be least disruptive to the
industry. We attached that report as Attachment B to this summary.

One of the things we also do is we look at standing Agenda items. We report on a
whole series of standing items every month. We created a task list so that as issues
come up they stay on somebody's radar that we work our way to a resolution. The
current version of that task list is in your materials as Attachment C, just to sort of
give you an idea of the kinds of things that we look at, information that's
exchanged, and that sort of thing.

Every Construction Working Group meeting also has a standing Agenda item that
looks at every active construction project. Every project that's under contract is
reported, particularly with respect to schedule and budget. We try to highlight
contracts that are having specific issues, either with schedule or budget. We have
an opportunity to discuss why that's happening, what remedies we might have. We
also look at the status of closing projects out. That's always been a big issue for us,
getting projects off the books, so to say. And so we take a lot of energy to report to
the Construction Working Group the progress that we're making in closing that out.
In addition, we provide a summary, very similar to what you see in -- well, it's not
very similar, it is what you see in Attachment D that highlights the specific details
associated with every construction project and the total costs associated with them.
So we report to the Construction Working Group at every meeting those items and
then once a year we roll those up to the full Transportation Board.
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Coming up in the next six-month period, the next year, there's a couple of things
that we expect to take up in the Construction Working Group. For example, we've
been working very hard on the eDocumentation Project for our field crews to
expedite and make our documentation of construction projects more proficient. So
as we roll out that package, we'll provide briefings to the Board.

We also want to take a look at the contract dispute resolution process from
beginning to end. We've had some turnover in staff. We have a new partnering
coordinator in the Construction Division, and we want to look at this way that we
resolve construction disputes from the very initial identification that there may be
an issue all the way through to a successful resolution. And, of course, the idea
there is to try to resolve these issues in a timely, expeditious way. And, you know,
quite honestly we want to avoid litigation as much as we can. And there are tools
and techniques and ways we can do that.

We also wanted to look at various construction management models that we use for
our regular design-bid-build projects, as well as our alternately delivered contracts,
to make sure that we're being as efficient as we can in that process.

The concludes my report of the Construction Working Group. Member Savage is
the Chair of our group. | don't know if he has any comments that he'd like to make.

Yes, Mr. Nelson. Governor and fellow Board members, at this time I'd like to
personally thank both Controller Wallin and Member Martin, in Las Vegas, for
their commitment, dedication and input to the Construction Working Group. It's
been an honor and a privilege to chair the group. And | would also like to thank
the NDOT administration and staff for their cooperation. It's really been a gelled
group, and it's been very informative, very productive. And, | believe, together
we're getting better and better, and keeping our hands on the wheel. It's important
that we continue the collaborative understanding of the construction departments
and the relationships that we have in construction, and we'll also bring in the
consultants and review them as well. But | thank you, Governor. And | think
people are making a difference each and every time we meet. And | thank the
NDOT department.

No, and | want to echo your statements with regard to the thanks of all the time
commitment that goes into this and your leadership on this subcommittee, because
it's a lot of work and a lot of time. | mean, | think you probably meet just as long
or more than the Board itself. And it's extremely beneficial for me, but I think it's
beneficial for the construction industry as well, because there's more of an open
line of communication that occurs, so that this Board works better in terms of how
we manage projects and such. So it's been extremely valuable -- invaluable to me
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and | really appreciate everything that you've done and will continue to do. This is
important information, Mr. Nelson. Thank you. And | don't know if there's any
other questions or comments from Board members on this. Member Martin and
Controller Wallin, I also want to personally thank you for your time and efforts as
well.

Thank you, Governor.
Thank you, sir.

Okay, with that, we'd like to report out on the construction contracts that have been
closed in 2013.

Governor, members of the Board, for the record, Jeff Shapiro, Chief Construction
Engineer. 1, too, would like to echo Mr. Nelson's comments about the Construction
Working Group. | really enjoy the conversations we have and we get into some
details of how we do business and why we do business and ask a lot of good
questions. And | believe everybody's -- we're working together to get everybody
on the same page. The level of transparency is going, you know, through the roof.
And | firmly believe it's just going to make us be better at what we do. So | really
enjoy the conversations and look forward to future meetings.

With that, | would like to give you a brief presentation on the contracts that we
closed out last year, 2013, calendar year 2013. These are the basic highlights of the
projects we closed out. We closed out 35. The bid value of these contracts was a
little over $259 million. We had change orders of over $9.8 million. Quantity
adjustments; these are basically where we overran plan quantities of $5.5 million.
Amounts paid to contractors to build these 35 contracts was $274,600,000 and
change. And the budgeted amount -- now, the budgeted amount is the programmed
amount, which is the amount, on a federal aid job that's literally the amount that we
have approved from FHWA to spend on a particular construction project. The
budgeted amount for these 35 contracts was $274,800,000 and some change.

What this slide is telling me, anyways, is our change orders went up a little bit in
2013 over 2012, about two percentage points. Our quantity adjustments went
down a little bit from 2012, three percentage points. But overall, from a program
perspective, for these three contracts we came in under budget from the
programmed amounts. We came in $200,000 under budget.

Governor, if | may explain quantity adjustments. NDOT pays on a unit price by
unit quantity basis, so we actually measure what's installed, sometimes through
the -- by paying exactly what the contractor performs there might be an adjustment,
and that's what that is.
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To add to that, Governor, the competitively bid-build unit price item contracts that
we do as the Department of Transportation, very common throughout the nation.
The contractors literally get paid for the work that they do and we measure it as we
go along. So there is some fluctuation when it comes to quantities and whatnot.
The next slide.

The next slide show percentages of projects that were under budget and over
budget. And I would like to point out to the Board that last month we -- if | don't
drop it on the floor -- last month we presented the performance management report
to the Board, the percentages for Item 7 for the construction performance
budgetwise are not the same ones as you see on the screen here, but there's good
reasons for that. The methodology used in this report is different from the
methodology on -- to measure these numbers right here. This report measures 70
to 80 contracts, active contracts, throughout the fiscal year, reporting them on a
quarterly basis. So those numbers reflect, say a 77 percent budget completion rate.
These numbers -- these percentages here only reflect the 35 contracts in question.
So the math is a little bit different here. So although it looks like it's 65 percent is
not as good as what we did in here, the overall factor here, as | showed on the
previous slide, is we brought those 35 projects in under budget. So I just wanted
the Board to know that the methodologies are different, which is why you're seeing
two different sets of numbers here.

So as the slide shows, we've got 65 percent of our projects were completed on what
we call under budget. There were 20 contractors represented within this group of
35 contracts. And there were no settlements on any one of those projects that we
closed out.

As far as the closeouts go, and this is a work in progress, we're always trying to do
better at the time frames to close our contracts out. Our average duration on the 35
contracts was 19 months. Basically, 18 of those 35 contracts were closed within a
year of completion -- construction. So that's about half of the group. Twenty-
seven were closed within two years. Some of the other projects that were extended
out to 60 months or 72 months -- actually, there's one in there, at the contractor's
request, we kept it open until we could close out another project. But some of
these had some issues with the major asphalt suppliers going bankrupt or
something like that, that we had to address during the closeout phase. So those
are -- the items in blue or the lines in blue are the ones we show as contracts we
closed out. Now, the ones in red, the graph that's showing red, are the ones that are
currently open and that's how aged they've been in the system right now. And
we're trying to do our best to close those out as well.

Excuse me, Mr. Shapiro.
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Yes, Sir.

I'd like you to highlight the fact -- the old average used to be in the mid-30s?
It was something like that. Yes, sir.

Yes.

Yes. So we are making progress.

Good progress. Thank you.

But that's a good point, Member Savage. This is a -- there's always opportunities
for improvement and this is something we're always trying to do better at. And
we've got some bulleted items up here on the screen that hopefully will help. But
the goal is to help us speed these closeouts out or up faster. Of course, we have
monthly meetings with the districts and teleconferences with the resident engineers
trying to work through issues with all the internal divisions to try to get the
contracts closed out faster.

Probably the most significant bullet point up there that I believe is really going to
change closeouts is the implementation of our electronic documentation system,
which we're due to roll that out this season. It's probably going to be closer to
June/July time frame. But that's -- we're going to be able to use this field manager
system to do all the math checks and do the auditing for us within the system,
which is going to help us tremendously over our current paper-based system. And
I do expect significant improvement in closeout time frames because of that alone.

Other than that, | really don't have any more for the presentation. | welcome any
guestions from the Board.

Questions from Board members? Member Skancke.

Thank you, Governor. As the new guy here -- so about $275 million was closed
out. What was the average life of those projects? Do we know?

Member Skancke, we've got projects as small as $300,000 to projects as big as $20
million. So, you know, the work -- the time frame to construct these varies quite a
bit within the system.

Okay.

It's really hard to say what the average time frame was.
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And, you know, | think what's one of the -- an item that's really important for the
public to understand is how many jobs related to $275 million. Oftentimes we
make this look really easy. We're just spending fuel tax dollars, federal fuel tax
dollars, and they don't translate that. And it's too bad that Cy's not here to write
this, so | hope that's his tape recorder. But it's really important to understand that
these are thousands and thousands of jobs that are created in our community by our
fuel tax. So if there's a way that we can translate that $275 million into the number
of people in the State of Nevada that were employed, that helps the public
understand where their money is going. Because these are federal dollars, local
dollars. It's money that they pay at the pump, and it would be really helpful for us
to know just how many Nevadans benefit from that $275 million.

Okay.

So if we could maybe have that at the March meeting, that would be really helpful.
Okay. We can try to do that, Member Skancke.

Thank you.

Mm-hmm.

Other questions or comments? All right. Thank you very much.

Thank you, sir.

Agenda Item No. 9, briefing on the Nevada Pacific Parkway project.

Thank you, Governor. Deputy Director Bill Hoffman will present this item to the
Board.

Good morning, Governor, Transportation Board Members. For the record, Bill
Hoffman, Deputy Director. | haven't been up in front of you in a while. It feels
good to climb back into the saddle. We'll see how this goes.

Let's hope you don't get bucked off.

That's what I'm afraid of. | just need to fall on my feet, right? Okay. So Nevada
Pacific Parkway. It's has a long storied history. It's been in the works for probably
around 14 or 15 years. And what we'd like to do, as Director Malfabon mentioned
earlier, we are learning. We want to be as transparent to the Board and the public
as we possibly can. This is a project that's lasted several years. We just want to
bring this to the attention of the Board and give you a status update and let you help
us walk through the remaining portions of the project. So very quickly what I'll
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talk about is the project purpose, elements of the project, timeline, give you a
project status report, and then we'll go over the next steps.

So, back in the late 1990s, there was a very strong interest both from U.S.
Congressional delegation, state elected officials, there was a lot of support for this
very project. And as evidence to that, there were state economic development
funds that were pledged to this project back in 2005 by the Transportation Board.
Not these members, but the Transportation Board did commit economic
development funds. And then, also, from the national level there were millions of
dollars in earmark or discretionary grant types of funds that were committed to the
project.

And then on a local level, from a congestion mitigation standpoint, this project fit
very nicely and was part of the City of Fernley master plan. And it was going to
improve congestion and help with circulation improvements both from a public and
an industrial commercial standpoint.

So just to give you some perspective for those, there were actually some members
of this Board, some members that were actually part of this project as it came in
and was touched by this Board. However, what | wanted to do is just make sure
that everybody had a good idea of what the project's scope was and where it's
located. So this is I-80. This is Fernley proper. So this is Interstate 80 and this is
actually U.S. 50A, down below. And you can see this is a -- this was a land use
development map. It's part of the master planning done by Sonterra, LLC, the
developer. You can see the gray shaded areas where, you know, proposed
industrial improvements with proposed rail. The red was going to be commercial
development. The actual parcels that you see that are numbered are fairly heavy
hitters in terms of developers that already own land in that area. There's Walmart,
Amazon, Lowe's, UPS, Southwest Gas. So very dense, strong developer
proposals -- or future development that was being proposed at this time.

What I've done with the yellow is the circle highlights the interchange that's an
element of the project. The line along 1-80 and the line along U.S. 50A really mark
the connection that the interchange will then provide through Nevada Pacific
Parkway, which is this stretch here. So it's obvious to see the circulation
development importance of this; but, also, all the traffic that's coming in from
Fallon or the east, has to go through this roundabout and in through to access the
industrial area or to actually get on Interstate 80. This allows a connector or a
bypass around that.

Mr. Hoffman.

Yes.
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Where is the current roundabout?
The current roundabout is right here.
Okay.

Okay, So it just kind of gives the general purpose, what the general layout and
what the approach was back in 2005. So, as | mentioned, Phase 1 was going to be
a new -- well, is actually an existing new interchange. New four-lane roadway,
which was comprised of Phases 2 and 3. There was a new railroad bridge to be
built that was part of Phase 3. Connection to U.S. 50A down on the southern end
of the project.

This is kind of how it lays out. Just a little different perspective from what |
showed you before. So, of course, here's Phase 1 with the interchange. Phase 2 is
the existing roadway that's -- the interchange and Phase 2 have been completed.
There was already an existing roadway here that | believe the developers did help
pay for the piece that was existing. And then right now we're in the design and
funding development phase right now. There is a railroad structure that's going to
need to be bridged there.

So, as | mentioned, Phase 1 is completed. This is an actual aerial view of the
project. So it included a bridge over 1-80, and it also included ramps in all four
guadrants, and then it also did complete the frontage road piece that connects into
the interchange.

And then Phase 2, which is also completed, takes off from this frontage road
intersection and extends down to the south. So you're looking to the northeast right
now, kind of towards Lovelock. Segment 2, which is in between the two yellow
highlighted lines, like I just mentioned, this was the intersection | was pointing to.
This is Phase 2. It is completed, two lanes in each direction and ties into the
portion of the existing road that fed the development -- that does fee the
development.

Then Phase 3, final design, hopeful by mid 2014. And that takes off from the
existing roadway and ties it back into U.S. 50A at the south end.

So the project timeline. Late 1990s; this is when the developer and NDOT entered
into discussions about the need for an interchange like this. That also brought in
the U.S. Congressional delegation, some heavy state support, you know, elected
official state support for the project. 2005, as | mentioned before, the Board
approved using economic development funds for the project. 2006, the first of two
federal approvals were received, so the environmental assessment, the
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environmental work for the project was completed in 2006. Shortly thereafter,
NDOT executed a project agreement with the developer, and that project agreement
spelled out funding responsibilities, maintenance, construction, and really of big
importance that | think will most likely be asked by a couple of members is the
connection between the interchange and the interchange work with that of the four-
lane roadway that is off of NDOT right-of-way. Okay. So those are two main
points that we'll probably have to dive into more detail later.

And then, 2007, control of access approval was granted by the Transportation
Board, and really what control of access is they're openings along the interstate
freeway system that allows new interchanges to be put in. That is controlled; you
only access at certain locations. But the interesting thing about control of access is
it's a property right owned by NDOT. And in this case, the control of access for the
interchange project was actually donated to the project in exchange for that four-
lane roadway to be built from the interchange to U.S. 50A. And that's highlighted
in the original developer NDOT agreement and also the amendment that was
drafted.

Speaking of the amendment, the amendment was drafted and executed in 2008.
And the amendment really defines the completion of the four-lane roadway
segment, and it also highlights the need for relocation of a power line and
additional work. So in 2009, as | mentioned, the interchange was completed. It
was roughly or very close to $10.5 million construction cost.

2012, Phase 2 was completed. That was that four-lane northern section.

2014, we're hopeful that the design for Phase 3 of that final phase will be done in
2014. And then the amendment talks about and highlights details of the
construction for Phase 3 and sets out a deadline of 2019.

So with that, if | could just talk very briefly about the project financing, and this is
representative of the amendment. Okay. So the developer donated land; Sonterra
donated 21 acres that was needed for the interchange and then also for the four-lane
roadway. So they were donating those acres. The developer paid for the design
costs at $1.25 million. What | have here, underlined, are the construction funding
sources for the interchange project. Okay. And really the biggest changes between
the agreement and the amendment, state gas tax was substituted in for state
economic development funds. | don't know why. There might have been a
deadline where the project wasn't advertised on time. I'm not sure, so...

Mr. Lieutenant Governor.
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| hate to interrupt the flow, but could you describe those economic development
funds?

Well, and I...
The commission, I'm not aware, had that kind of substantial ability.

Okay. Well, and | should mention that through my detective efforts, I've done my
very best to try to research this. 1 really didn't have a whole lot of background on
this project before. So I've done a lot of reading, a lot of detective work and tried
to pull as much information together to make as accurate a presentation as |
possibly can. The only documentation | knew of or read mentioned that in an
October 2005 Transportation Board meeting it was approved in the amount of $4.8
million by the Transportation Board to use economic development funds for this
very project. That's all the information | have right now. I'd be happy to try to dig
into that a little bit further.

Bill, you said, "used state economic development funds,” but it says state gas tax
funds. Could you...

No, this was...
You said Board approved use of state economic development funds.

The Board did. It was a Board Agenda item in 2005. What I'm showing right here,
specifically, those funding sources that are underlined were changed. There were
some changes made and reflected in the amendment. The agreement actually
showed a funding source of economic development funds -- the original agreement.
So what I'm trying to do is just highlight the changes between the agreement and
the amendment. | can -- | would...

No, I understand you're the messenger.
Right.

The confusion is what were those economic development funds? Because that
amount of money is probably larger than the entire budget...

Oh, okay.
...of the department at the time.

Right.
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And then having the Nevada -- the Department of Transportation having the say as
to how those -- the Board having a say as to how those monies were approved and
spent.

Right. Well, very valid questions. I'm reading directly out of the original
agreement that says, "$4.8 million in state economic development funds and the
construction engineering costs to be paid by the department were approved by the
Transportation Board at its October 12, 2005 meeting." And really 1 would love to
dive into the details. There's still a lot of work | need to do in researching this
project and trying to complete it, really, is my main goal at this point, so...

Well, I'm sure there are more questions.

Sure. Yep. | will speed through this.

You have more presentation. No, no need to speed.

Yeah. Yeah.

Just | don't want to get going on a line of questioning before you're finished.

Sure. Sure. Absolutely. So I just wanted -- this is -- state gas tax was substituted
in. This is -- the underlying funding sources are the amended -- are amended.
There was no change, or minor changes, maybe $100,000 or $200,000 to the
federal earmarks. And the federal highway fund's interstate maintenance
discretionary funds were pledged. The developer funds went from about $1.7
million to $.94 million. But that power line relocation that | talked about, which
was additional work that was included in the amendment, was to be picked up by
the developer at roughly $400,000.

So, project status report. Phases 1 and 2 have been completed. Phase 3, hopefully
the design can be completed by fall of 2014. Phase 3 construction costs:
approximately $10 million to finish the four-lane, approximately one mile roadway
segment that connects the southern portion to U.S. 50A. There is a railroad bridge
that needs to be built, power line relocation that I talked about, and then all the
municipal utilities from the City of Fernley that need to be run out to the
development.

So, with that, the next steps, really, we want to be transparent. We want to do the
very best that we can as a department. And we understand that there were
decisions made by past NDOT staff. Well, that's, you know, fine and good. We
own this. That's the front office and NDOT staff, we own this situation. So it's our
job to try to complete the project, work with the developer, do the very best that we
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can as effectively and efficiently as we possibly can. So that's the major goal is to
try to get the project completed.

Another thing, we're just going to take the initiative ourselves. We're just going
to -- from now on, with agreements and amendments like this, we're just going to
bring them straight to you. We're just going to be open and transparent. The
agreements and amendments did not come before the Transportation Board up
until -- you know, it changed in July of 2011. That's when -- and it's quite an
undertaking. | know it may not seem like that from up there. You guys seem to --
we seemed to catch you off-guard. But there's a ton of tracking and internal
categorizing and there's a lot of work that goes in to sticking the agreements in the
exact, right category and making sure it gets spit out on the other end. We can do
better and we will do better. | promise that. We're just going to take the initiative.
Developer agreements similar to this will come to you, no questions asked.

And, what we would like to do today is seek any policy or project
recommendations moving forward. | did invite Joe and Patty Wade and | would
what I'd like to do is just defer just a couple of minutes of my time to Patty Wade,
if that's okay, Governor?

Yeah, and before you do so, | think there will probably be some questions. I'm a
little unclear as to what the consideration was for the access points, because the
value was over $4 million; is that correct?

Yes, Governor. For the record, Bill Hoffman. The way | understand control of
access and those openings as a property right, it depends -- they're appraised based
on the increased value of adjacent properties. And that was -- that was valued at
$5.76 million.

Okay. Mm-hmm. And what did we get for giving that up?

Well, it would be completing that four-lane roadway. The two segments, Phase 2
and Phase 3, the new four-lane roadway. That's what we essentially exchanged that
for. The value of that...

Governor, if I may, | think that the -- what we got was the Board, at that time,
supported the economic development that would occur as part of the construction
of the interchange. It would open up access to those properties. And the Board, at
that time, was seeing that it would develop and get additional tax revenue for the
state as a benefit. | think that the Board voted to make that, basically, the state's
contribution to the project as well; is that correct, Bill?
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That is correct. But it is stated in the documents that I've read, either that came
before the Board in 2007, that approved the control of access, or in the original or
amended agreement, it states that that was pretty much the deal. The disposal of
those control of access rights were in exchange for the new roadway -- the
developer completing the new roadway.

So, in conclusion, Governor, and in response, it was the creation of jobs that was
anticipated and the additional tax revenue to the state would basically be a benefit
to the state. So it was a contribution voted on by the Board to basically contribute
that equivalent amount for the -- not make the developer pay for that change in
control of access -- that value.

So then | guess the bottom line is unfortunately the economy didn't go well.
Right.
So that part never happened.

And that's right. And | believe, Governor, that's the reason why we see a 2019
completion date in the amendment. In the original agreement it says that NDOT
and the developer will work out the deadline and the mechanism for delivering the
new four-lane roadway. It wasn't defined in the original agreement. | think the
economy dipped. Revenues probably weren't what was originally expected, and
they had to push off the completion date until 2019. And -- but I'm speaking on
behalf of the Wades, so...

Yeah. And we'll hear that piece.
Yeah.

The other question | had is what was the cost of the construction of the interchange
project?

It was originally estimated at $14.5 million. The bid came in -- again, that was
economic downturn. That was actually about $10.5 million -- just a little over
$10.5 million to construct the interchange.

And then what happened to the spread there?

The spread, $2.8 million of that -- so you could look at that as a $4.5 or $4 million
dollar savings. It was decided by the Governor at the time, the Director at the time,
in agreement with the Wades, that $2.8 million of that $4 million would be rolled
into the next phase for the four-lane connector roadway.
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Isn't that what we just traded for the access though?

We did. And I'll just do a little math. So the Phase 3 work was worth about $10
million at the time, that southern portion. I'm assuming -- | haven't seen any cost
data, final cost. I'm assuming $3 million to $3.5 million maybe for the upper
section. I'm not sure. But, if you -- about $3 million, that's what I figured. So $13
million to complete the roadway, the four-lane connector roadway and $5.76
million was the value of the right-of-way control of access. So there's still a decent
spread there between the value of the roadway that was developer's responsibility,
and then the control of access, which was $5.76 million.

But we don't -- | mean, this is the first time I've ever heard of this...
Right.

...using money from the so-called savings between the engineers estimate and the
amount of the project.

Yeah. Honestly, it depends on how the project and the contract is usually put
together. How it's structured. Sometimes we have, in the past, rolled forward
some savings for a portion of an additional phase or something like that.

Mm-hmm.
So it's not standard. But -- it's not generally standard, you're correct, Governor.

Mm-hmm. Could that -- | mean, | was just chatting with the Lieutenant Governor,
is that the economic development money?

As far as | can tell, there was never state economic development money.
Well, we just said there was though.

Well, there was originally. In the original agreement, the funding did specify $4.8
million of state economic development funds. In the amendment that was executed
two years later, it had taken out the state economic development funds and plugged
in state gas tax funds.

Okay. And all I'm trying to do is understand the deal here.
Yeah. Right.

And perhaps the Wades can help with that.

Right.
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But there was the -- part of the consideration on the state's part was the $4.5 or $5
point something million for the control of access.

Right.

There was the so-called economic development funds that have turned into fuel tax.
Right.

And then there's this $2 point something million on the spread...

Right.

...on the difference between the engineers estimate and the amount of the actual
construction costs.

Right. Right. So, yes, everything you've said is accurate to my knowledge.
Okay.

And that's all the research I've done. But that's correct, Governor.

I think Member Fransway is the only person who was on the Board at the time.
No, Governor, I'm not.

Actually, it was Member Fransway, it was the Controller, and it was Member
Martin...

Member Martin.

...and the Lieutenant Governor.
If I may, Governor.

Mm-hmm.

I have to disclose that | have been working with staff. | have been very concerned
about the procedure that has been in effect over the past several years. And |
remember very vividly, this issue coming to the Board and the approval of the
disposal of access for $5.7 million revolved around the benefit to the public to
connect to Highway 50. There was lengthy dialogue and it finally was agreed to
that the original agreement is what prompted the Board to approve the disposal of
the control of access. And being a Board member from District 3, | had the
opportunity to drive through there a lot and even fly over it, and I noticed that there
had been very little work over time.
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And so | looked into it. And, frankly, | am disappointed that the amendment -- or
the agreement, one, is not in our packet, nor is the amendment in the packet. And,
Governor, I'm here to tell you that this Board member sees the amendment not as
an amendment, but as a total different agreement, which changes the responsibility
of the developer and the responsibility of the department in a major fashion. And,
when we're all done here, 1 would hope that in maybe the next meeting that we do
have the opportunity to have all of that information before us, including the
minutes of the September 20" meeting in 2008, when this came to the Board
originally for disposal of the control of access.

| was here, Lieutenant Governor was here, Member Martin was here. The governor
at the time chose to not vote on the action based on a possible conflict of interest,
along with one other member at the time. And so the agreement bothers me, in that
we had the Chairman of the Board, at the time, basically signed on to the
amendment when he was not a voting participant in the original act. And I see --
I've got both amendments right here, and I'm not an attorney, but | can read. And it
seems to me like the department is going to take a major financial responsibility as
a result of the amendment that we did not vote on. Had that been there, | can tell
you this member would have been opposed in the first place.

Governor, we're going to provide the original agreement and the amendment and
the minutes to the Board with -- providing it to the public as part of the Board
information item next month so we can continue the discussion. But we wanted to
provide it to the Board today so that you can start reading through those materials.

Other questions from Board members? Member Skancke.

Thank you, Governor. | realize this is informational, but just wanted to get some
background. So the developer dedicated some land. Do we know what the value
of that land is?

You know, | don't, Member Skancke.

Okay.

We might be able to get that answered when the Wades come up.

Okay. And then the railroad bridge is that needed as part of the project?
Yes, it is.

I'm not really that familiar with the project.

Right.
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And then are we paying for that or is Union Pacific participating or what's the
partnership on that?

Well, Union Pacific Railroad would have full approval authority of the geometrics
and design criteria, all of that, for the bridge itself. That was part of the four-lane
roadway piece that was exchanged for the control of access. That was just part of
the Phase 3 work that roughly will cost approximately $10 million. So that's on the
developer, so to speak. And they have worked with the railroad very closely and
are very, very close, if not finished with that portion of the design work.

So is that an NDOT expense or is that a UP expense? Who's paying for the bridge?
The developer is.

Okay. Thank you.

Mm-hmm.

Thank you, Governor.

Okay. And just a question.

Sure.

| know there's a typo in the memo to us...

Yeah, sorry about that.

...in the first paragraph of the second page, it says, "The amendment to the original
contract, which was executed by the Director on August 20, 2019." What's the
correct year for that?

The correct date, Governor, is August 20, 2008. Sorry about that.
That's okay.
Probably need a "d" after negotiate earlier on in that sentence too.

All right. And then the reason we didn't get this sooner is it was categorized as the
infamous interlocal agreement?

Yes. And we apologize about that.

Mm-hmm.
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We're going through with a fine-tooth comb. We're trying to find those last
straggling agreements that haven't been properly categorized to try to get those to
you that involve state gas tax funds or those that we think you'd be interested in
seeing. And, yes, this didn't fit a neat, nice category before, but, this would have
been one, Member Fransway, that wouldn't have come before the Board anyway.
Although, based on the 2007 control of access approval, probably should have. So
| agree with you. Not probably, it should have come before you, so...

Yes, | agree with you.

And | believe that it would have been discussed and it would be in the minutes that
we -- | don't know if anybody's driven over that road. But that Phase 2 is in dire
need of help. I can't see how there were any state oversight on the way that was
installed. And the amendment, the way | read it, states -- no longer gives that as a
requirement that that road be brought to state and federal standards. And if we're
going to -- if that road is going to go from Highway 50 to the Interstate, |1 would
imagine that at some point in time, the state's going to have to accept that road as
part of their system. And there's absolutely no possible way that we can accept that
road in the shape that it's in right now.

Well, if | could, Governor? Member Fransway...

Bill, could I first address that? Governor and Board members, | don't feel that
there's an obligation of the state to take over that road and we wouldn't want to take
over that road. There's other examples where earmarks from Congress come to a
project, for instance, the Laughlin Bridge over the Colorado River. The county,
Clark County is the proponent of the project. They still have to build a road to the
state highway, State Route 163, or Needles Highway, and that is not a road that we
would take over, either, in that case. So they can receive federal funds, but it
doesn't obligate the state to take over this new road that's built.

That's part of what I'm understanding, though, but that was part of the deal. Was it
not?

Well, part of the deal and a piece that...
Mm-hmm.

...probably isn't obvious, is Lyon County and City of Fernley are part and privy to
this, as well, through the developer. And unless I'm wrong, | believe that they have
agreed, the City of Fernley has agreed to maintain Nevada Pacific Parkway outside
of our right-of-way limits.
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Okay. And I guess to try and put this all in perspective...

Mm-hmm.

...and we will hear from the Wades...

Mm-hmm.

...and that's exactly what we're trying to get here is the die is cast.

Right. Correct. Right.

I mean, it's done.

Right.

But I think it's important for this Board to know exactly what that die is.
Yes, sir.

And what we gave and what we got and what's not built and what's built and who's
responsible for what, so that, moving forward, if there is a decision point for this
Board, that we know exactly what the history was. Because, like you said, there's
just -- I don't understand what the economic development funds were. | don't
understand the spread on the savings between the engineers estimate and the actual
cost.

Mm-hmm.

| don't understand what we got in exchange for the access points. All of that is still
unclear to me. So as the Director said, we'll have another Agenda item, what is
going to happen now, between now and 2019, because this agreement's been
extended out to there, and what the expectations of the parties are.

Right. Right.
Yeah.

Well, that's why 1 just -- | don't see how a die can be cast when this amendment is
totally different than what we voted on. Somehow, I think that there's a -- certainly
a transparency issue, definitely, and maybe an ethical one. When the Chairman of
the Board at that time excluded himself from voting based on a conflict, and then
signs on or gives his blessing to the amendment, it just doesn't make any sense to
me.

Well, we'll leave that...
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Okay.

...piece alone for today. It's just that I think what's important for today's purposes is
understanding the history that we have here so we know exactly what that is. And
so | don't know if there's any more questions for Mr. Hoffman. Member Martin, |
don't know if you had any questions or comments that you'd like to make.

No, sir. Not right now. Most of the stuff that Member Fransway brought up, | do
remember, about the point of access but the details are really foggy. Too much
water under the bridge for an old guy. But | do have every single Board meeting
Agenda and packet since I've been here. And it's my intent to look it up. Now I
got two dates: September 20™ or August 20, 2008. But | don't know which one's
correct.

September 20, 2008 was -- Member Martin, if | may, was when we, the Board,
took action to dispose of the controls of access.

Thank you, sir. And | do remember that action. And | do remember your
comments, the other member at-large from up there, and | remember that the
Chairman excluded himself. Beyond that I just don't recall the finite details of the
deal.

There was a correction, Governor. It was September of '07.
I believe, that's what Member Fransway (inaudible)...

And the other thing | wanted to mention, as we provide the agreements, the
amendment and the minutes, back at that time, the minutes were not under the same
process we use now, where they're recorded and then transcribed verbatim. So
what we did with the minutes was listen to the tape, the audio tape that we still had,
and then transcribed from there. So was a different process back then on how we
took minutes, but we did have a recorded copy of the minutes.

So it's a verbatim...

Yes.

...(inaudible) we provide them.
Yes.

Okay.

All right. Thank you, Mr. Hoffman. Ms. Wade.
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Governor?
Yes, Madam Controller.

I'm going to have -- and | was at that meeting as well and | kind of remember it the
same way that Member Martin remembered it. And I'm going to have to go back
and look through my notes from back then as well. But | remember that it was -- as
Member Fransway talked about it, there was a lot of concern there when we did
this. So I'll have to look (inaudible), so -- but | do have to go. | have to go to my
next meeting. And | just want to go and say, after looking through those interlocal
agreements, | think we should be approving those, if you guys, you know want to
bring it up at the next meeting to put it on for approval. Because | know it's just
informational right now.

We'll have that discussion, but it could be one of those be careful what you wish
for.

I know. But like you said, there's a lot of money there, and | think that there's too
many times where they can just say it's an interlocal agreement, so it doesn't have
to go to the Board. And then it's like, oops, this shouldn't have been an interlocal.
So if we don't have the exceptions, then we won't miss stuff.

All right.

That's my thought.

All right. Thank you, Madam Controller.
All right. Thank you. Bye.

Good morning, Ms. Wade.

Good morning, Governor and members of the Board. Thanks for giving us a
chance to try to shed some light on this. | think it's important for everyone to
understand that this was always -- we started looking at this -- in fact, | remember
being in Governor Guinn's office on September 11, 2001. 1 just remember that day
very well because of -- as we all do. But | do remember that we had a meeting
scheduled and | went to the meeting and he was still there. So we had the meeting.
So that's what sparks it.

A lot has happened. But | think it's really important for everyone to understand
that this has always been seen as a regional, much needed improvement. This was
not solely for the developer and for the value that the developer gets from this. The
roundabout has had a lot of problems in Fernley. | think if the Fernley folks were
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here to tell you about that, and I think some of the folks from NDOT would
confirm that, that there needs to be another access point. There really needs to be a
connector from Highway 50 to 80 for a whole variety of reasons. | won't go into
that, you know, today, but we can certainly talk about that.

But this has always been viewed as a regional improvement that was needed for the
overall area. It's also been viewed as a public-private partnership, and there's a lot
of precedent that went on over the last 14 years or so that really exhibits that. But I
think it's -- | think, there's -- | always understand, you know, when you have
different Board members and things change that things certainly, you know, you
went back to what your predecessor did and you would have done it differently.
However, there were a lot of circumstances that went on during that period.

So | think it's important to understand that, in going into this and looking at it, that
it wasn't seen as a direct tit for a tat type of thing where we give you this and
Mr. Developer, you give us this. There's a third component, which is that it was
seen as a regional, much needed top priority for the City of Fernley and
surrounding areas, and Fallon as well; folks coming in and making that commute.
Quite a few people do that to Reno. And so it was viewed that way. And | think
that's how a lot of this agreement came together.

| started lobbying for dollars at the federal level back in -- gosh, I guess it was '99.
You lose track of time, especially as you get my age. But I think, you know, it was
'99 or 2000, and spent a lot of years in D.C. before we actually got the federal
funding. Spent a lot of years dealing with the folks at NDOT, the Fernley folks,
and certainly the governor, then Governor Guinn and a lot of his folks. So there
was a lot that went into this and | just think it's important that everybody
understand the history and how we came to this point. That it wasn't strictly a
developer coming in and saying we want money. It was -- everybody got involved
in that.

We put -- Sonterra Development, our development company for the Fernley
properties, put in well over $2 million into the design. We also dedicated the right-
of-way; I'm sorry | don't recall exactly what that value was, but | will tell you that
we had sales for some of our commercial property at about $7 a foot, and there's 21
acres. It wouldn't all be there, you know, at that level, but it was, you know, it's a
substantial amount of contribution that we gave as well.

So | don't remember all of the history perfectly. I'll have to go back and, you
know, brush up on that a little bit before the next meeting. But | kind of tend to
agree with the Governor, the things that happened at that point in the negotiations
were in good faith. And they -- everything's been relied on about that and to
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change it now would be pretty difficult. The other think that I think is really
important, and | know we all appreciate it; the economy took an absolute nosedive,
and there were no sales coming in. And it was contemplated that part of -- at least
a portion of the dollars that would be spent on making those connections would
come from continued sales proceeds. Well, if there aren't any sales proceeds and
there aren't folks that are coming to locate there, it's pretty tough, you know, to
make a project of this size, i.e., the third phase to come out of pocket. There just
was no pocket to go into, because there were no dollars coming out.

| did want to talk a minute about that savings -- the cost savings. The original
estimate, in boom time -- it's interesting how that can change when things are kind
of bust -- but the original estimate for the interchange project Phase 1 was $14.5
million, and we ended up getting in at $10.5. And the $2.7, basically, I think, Bill,
you said $2.8, but | think it was $2.7, and then we covered the rest.

Mm-hmm.

The cost was $2.8 and some change to get that Phase 2 road completed. And that
was -- there was a lot of discussions that went on at that time with the NDOT folks
and also federal -- especially the federal folks, Senator Reid and the delegation --
about that savings and whether or not that could be utilized to go through and
continue that much needed connection. And it was decided, ultimately, that yes it
could go toward that, and that's what happened on those dollars.

But, again, I think it's really important to also reflect the truth, which is we got the
savings partially because of the economy, but also because of effective project
management and because of the efficiency. And it was finished four and a half
months early, ahead of schedule. | mean, it was finished in -- it was nine months,
and we were supposed to go about 14 -- 13 or 14 months. So that was done very
well with all the players. And there were a lot of efficiencies. There was only one
change order of any substance, and that was only $25,000 out of the whole project.
And that was for safety reasons, because the road was not -- originally it was
contemplated that the road would be available at the same time that the interchange
was completed but for reasons discussed, that didn't happen; primarily economic
conditions, sales, and everything reflective of that.

But | do want to say that this has been a very positive project in an awful lot of
ways. Fernley's getting ready to be ramped up again. It's been completely
stagnant, as has, you know, an awful lot of development around the country and
certainly across the state. And there was a $500,000 earmark -- we don't call them
earmarks anymore, but that's what it was at the time -- that we learned about three
or four years ago, that was set aside to complete the design. We're about 75
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percent done with the design for the Phase 3. We'd like to have it shovel ready,
particularly because of where we are now with the economy picking up and
projects really, you know, we've had a lot of activity recently, and we want to be
ready, you know, to get those big ones and have it done.

So we're working closely with NDOT. We're also working with Senator Reid's
office to "A," try to identify that $500,000 so that we can complete the design and
get that done on a schedule very similar to what Bill was describing. And then
looking at some other possibilities and looking at continuing with this public-
private partnership, whereby we certainly participate, but also that, you know, the
federal folks have reflected to us that they really want to see this done. They want
it completed. They want that regional improvement. The precedent has been set
and we want to continue on with the final phase. So we're exploring those options
and that's kind of where we sit today.

One other thing, Governor, that | didn't cover and, again, this was all internal, how
this happened. It didn't have anything to do with the developer. But on those $4.5,
originally, that came from the state -- originally, what happened was we got federal
funds, but the federal funds were dependent upon getting state funds as well. They
said you guys are going to have to come up with some matching dollars to get that,
and that's pretty ordinary. | mean, that's a pretty typical thing to happen.

And so, at the time, and again, Governor Guinn was the one who was really kind of
spearheading this, what he said was, you know, we can use some economic
development funds. | don't know the source of what was contemplated, but that's
what we were looking at for those matching dollars, so that we could indeed get the
$7 million from the feds, because they wouldn't release it until we had matching
funds -- not dollar for dollar, but it was kind of dollar for dollar if you took the state
funds and then what we put in, in terms of land and design. It was just almost
dollar for dollar that got us to the $14, and so he came up with that.

Then somewhere along the line, as | recall, there was a reason and it had to do with
timing use of the funds or something like that, but they'd already committed to
doing it, and so they went through gas tax, because it was a regional improvement,
and that's where the gas tax money came from. So it had to do with, | think, the
economic fund that he was going to go into. It wasn't like the economic
development fund that we think of as like $10 million or whatever it is for the
whole state. It was some other dollars that they had and | don't recall exactly.
Probably could go through and try to find that for you, if you wanted it. But that's
what happened. So that's the explanation on that, is that there were matching
funds, regional improvement, everybody plays, public-private partnership.
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And then the other thing that wasn't answered, | believe, is -- or | don't know if it
was answered adequately, but the city did build that extension for Phase 2. And the
city is responsible for keeping that maintained to the correct standards.

And, Mr. Fransway, if | may, | just wanted to ask you about the road. I'm not sure
which portion of the road you're speaking of, but the new road is in pretty good
condition.

Thank you. And with all due respect, Ms. Wade, there's cracks in that road that
are...

Now, are you talking about Nevada Pacific Parkway or are you talking about East
Newlands? Because East Newlands does need some maintenance. But Nevada
Pacific Parkway, the north to south connector road is in pretty good condition.

The original one. It's the Phase B or 2 that I'm talking about.

Okay. Oh, you know what, let's -- we'll talk -- can we talk about that so that we
don't take everybody's time.

Yeah, let's not have a conversation here, but then...

Let's do that. I'm sorry. | just wanted to address your question. And I'd be happy
to sit down and have our project people sit down. 1think that's about it.

I did want to mention that | did speak last week with Bob Herbert of Senator Reid's
office and he -- and then we had a great meeting with the NDOT folks, Rudy and
his team. And we're all looking toward, you know, identifying those design dollars
that were actually set aside so we can finish the design and then also looking at,
you know, other possibilities.

And that's kind of where we are. I'd like to say that overall I think it's been a really
good project. | think, when it's finished, there's been a lot of cooperation. NDOT's
been great, the federal government, state, everybody has been great, the City of
Fernley. And we just want to continue that, get done with the third phase and
really get going on this, so...

Any guestions? Thank you very much, Ms. Wade.
Thank you very much.

All right. Board members, before we leave this Agenda Item, last opportunity for
guestions or comments. We'll move on to...

Governor.
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Oh. Member Fransway.

So will this be continued until the next meeting then?
Yeah. Mr. Hoffman.

Okay.

Governor, if I may. Yes, Bill Hoffman, for the record. If we could come back in
April, that would give us enough time to dig in a little bit deeper and try to get
really good answers for the Board. That would give us enough time to come back
and present. So if | could recommend April.

I have no objection to this going on the April Agenda, so we can have a fully
informed Agenda Item. Member Skancke.

Thank you, Governor. Bill, if you could maybe, in the process, find out if that
federal money is 90/10, 80/20 money and what that formula might have been of
how we got to that match? Don't want any surprises in the federal process as we
move down the road, so to speak, on this project.

Sure.

That'd be helpful for me. It doesn't have to come to the Board. If you want to just
give it to me, that'd be really helpful.

Very well.
Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Skancke.

We'll move on to Agenda Item No. 10, Quarterly Briefing on Interstate 11 and the
Intermountain West Corridor Study.

Thank you, Governor and Board members. This will be presented to the Board by
Sondra Rosenberg, our project manager for this study.

Welcome back.

Thank you. Good to be back. Good morning, members of the Board. It's still
morning, barely made it. For the record, my name is Sondra Rosenberg, Federal
Programs Manager for the Nevada Department of Transportation and the NDOT
project manager for the 1-11 and Intermountain West Corridor study.
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This Board has asked me to come back at times when there's decisions being made
or recommendations being made, so | felt that it was a good time, as we're kind of
rounding the corner towards our final recommendations for this study. This is our
schedule for the project or the study. And we're about three quarters of the way
through a two-year study. But we're kind of wrapping up our recommendations for
the alternatives analysis.

Just a refresher. I've shown you this before. But this is our evaluation process.
Each step along the way we've met with our stakeholder partners to develop the
evaluation criteria, the universe of alternatives. And then we did our level one
screening, which was primarily qualitative, went back to the stakeholders, made
some adjustments. And now we've completed our level two screening on the
Congressionally designated area, which is Phoenix to Las Vegas. And we have
some recommendations from that screening. We just wrapped up a series of
stakeholder meetings with those results. And we'll begin a public outreach effort
this week. We'll be putting on our website some recorded presentations, as well as
a survey instrument, to get input from the public.

So just, again, a refresher. These were our level one recommendations for the
entire corridor from the Mexico-Arizona border, through Phoenix, Las Vegas, and
up through Northern Nevada as well. And you can see the Las Vegas region. We
had -- at the end of level one, we had five alternatives. One was removed because
it doesn't connect to the Northern Nevada recommendation. And then two of them
were sort of morphed together; they were combined to avoid certain sensitive areas,
particularly Nellis Air Force Base area and areas of concern.

So these are our three alternative that were evaluated for the level two analysis.
Alternative Y loosely follows the 215 beltway around the western side of the valley
to U.S. 95 to connect to the Northern Nevada segment. Alternative Z follows the
93/1-5/15 alignment and then 95 North out north of the Spaghetti Bowl. And then
this new combined alternative, which would be a brand-new corridor along the
eastern part of the valley and then connecting to the northern beltway to then
connect to 95 North.

These are our -- we're calling them our draft analysis pending input from our
stakeholder partners, as well as the public. And you can see here, basically, green
is good, red is bad. We looked at -- we do have some quantitative data that backs
this up, but really at this long-range planning level it made more sense to look at
them sort of comparatively across for each section of the corridor. So this is for the
Las Vegas region. So as you can see there's some great opportunities; there's also
some constraints. We would like to recommend for a more detailed study,
Alternative BBQQ, which is that new corridor along the eastern side of the
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valley -- or outside of the valley, actually. We think there's some really great
opportunities, including travel time savings, more direct routes in between logistic
centers.

The majority of the corridor has been in long-term transportation improvement
plans, so it's been in that sort of unfunded long-range plan for quite some time. So
certainly the region has seen a need for an eastern connection, if you will. It
provides the most direct connection to the CANAMEX Corridor, so that that
connection from 93 south of Las Vegas to I-15 going north, as well as the
opportunity to connect to Northern Nevada via 95. It certainly is not without
constraints, as you might imagine. There are definitely some environmental
constraints as well as some land ownership constraints. We've heard some
concerns from the National Park Service, as well as the City of Henderson.

Findings for the other alternatives, which are also feasible alternatives, we just
don't feel they meet the goals and objectives of an I-11 type facility as well as
BBQQ. But Alternative Y along the western beltway, minimum environmental
impacts and low preliminary estimated costs due to using, you know, sort of
expanding an existing facility where there's available right-of-way. However, there
is some inconsistency with the land use along that corridor. It would be very
difficult to accommodate other modes in this corridor, and it would have air quality
impact, adding traffic through populated areas.

Alternative Z, fewer environmental impacts than BBQQ, but still has quite a few.
It would use existing corridor, but that corridor does need quite a bit of
improvement already. The constraints, you know, anytime you're adding traffic to
an already congested area, even with expansion of that system, it would be very
difficult to build our way out of congestion if we're using that corridor. Certainly,
very high impacts to air quality, which is a big concern for this region, highest total
vehicle hours of delay, poor travel speeds. And, actually, when we looked at the
improvements that are needed on this corridor already, as well as expanding it to be
able to accommodate additional traffic from an 1-11 type facility, it actually came
out with the highest estimated cost.

In addition, we looked at -- or actually as part of this analysis, we looked at the
opportunities to include other modes as part of this corridor. So we kind of looked
at what's the ideal width if we wanted to include highway, including frontage road,
utility, and the potential for railroad as well. And then we looked at these
recommended portions of the corridor and which ones could potentially
accommodate all modes or multiple modes. If our recommended alternatives could
not accommodate those modes, we looked at what are some parallel or alternative
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routes that could accommodate these other modes, if the highway is built on our
recommended alternative.

So, and this is the entire Congressionally designated corridor from Phoenix to Las
Vegas and our, you know, the level two recommended alternatives that were
evaluated. And the area that is -- 1 know it's difficult to see, that's highlighted in
green, we felt could accommodate highway, rail and utilities. The area with the
orange, we felt could most likely accommodate, and in some areas already does,
highway and utility. And the blue areas, we felt could only accommodate the
highway.

So then we looked at, you know, the whole corridor and looked at the existing rail
lines and the opportunities to connect some of those links to provide a potential
North-South rail corridor that loosely follows our recommended 1-11 corridor.
And so the greenish-blue lines are existing rail lines, and the pink lines are those
connections that would need to be made to make sort of a seamless North-South
rail corridor.

So next steps, we'll be completing the level two evaluation with core agency
partners, stakeholder, and public input. We have public input available through the
end of this month. We accept it at any time, but to be included in this phase of the
analysis, we're asking that input be provided by the end of this month. We'll be
developing a planning level purpose and need for the Congressionally designated
area corridor. In the connectivity segments, those areas north and south of the
designated corridor, we're preparing feasibility assessment reports. Those are kind
of wrapping up right now, actually. And then for the entire corridor, we'll be
preparing a business case foundation. We actually have a workshop this week with
transportation and economic experts meeting together for an entire day to talk
about the business case for this corridor.

Planning and environment linkage checklists, each state has developed those and
we're filling those out for the different sections of the corridor. An implementation
plan, and our final deliverable will be a corridor concept report.

Upcoming meetings, as | mentioned, we have a virtual public outreach this month.
That instrument should be up on our website today, tomorrow at the latest. And
then we will have a joint stakeholder partners meeting. We'll be meeting in several
locations all at the same time on March 19" where we'll go over our final
recommendations once we've received all that input. Then we'll follow that with a
stakeholder partners meeting in May to discuss the implementation plan, business
case foundation, and corridor concept report; sort of those final deliverables. And
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that will be followed by a public meeting in June. And we'll be wrapping up the
final report for the study in July.

We have heard from Arizona DOT that there is an event planned for March 21
between the two governors' offices. We're trying to stay in the loop on that and
help out in any way we can. My understanding is that's an event to actually place a
sign on the Arizona side that says future Interstate 11. And we're working on our
process for signing our side as well.

This is a very busy figure, but we just wanted to talk about -- a little bit about
where we are now and all the things it takes to actually start building something
new. So we're wrapping up this corridor study. What we're recommending for that
BBQQ alternative is rather than go right into NEPA, because that requires fiscal
constraint and there's still some unanswered questions about that corridor, but do a
more detailed -- what we're calling advanced planning study that we can actually
do kind of some pre-NEPA analysis as well as really robust outreach with the
stakeholders that are along that corridor that might have some concerns and
hopefully find an alternative that is mutually beneficial to Park Service, City of
Henderson, Bureau of Land Management, as well as the Department of
Transportation. And then we would move into the NEPA process or the
environmental process, and then eventually preliminary design, right-of-way
acquisition, and construction.

So there is quite a lot to do before we move into that, but we think we've gathered a
lot of information. We have a really good opportunity here and we want to keep
moving it forward.

And, with that, there's my contact information. As you know, this is a joint effort
between NDOT and the Arizona Department of Transportation, so my counterpart,
Michael Kies, in Arizona is also there. And I'd be happy to take any questions.

Has the group settled on the 95 versus the 93, since the 93 wasn't even shown as an
alternative?

Yes. That was part of our level one evaluation, which I presented to you several
months back. What we're recommending is if there is an extension of the Interstate
11, that that would follow 95, because that connects, really, the major activity
centers. We are, however -- and this is the only section of the corridor where we're
really doing this, is we're recommending that 93 get studied or developed as a
statewide initiative. We do see some opportunities and the need to connect the
eastern part of the state to the Las Vegas region. It just didn't fit the purpose and
need of an interstate type facility, you know, a NAFTA trade corridor. Whereas
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connecting the existing, you know, high-density activity centers made more sense
for that.

And when you say you're recommending, to whom are you recommending that?

Well, it's going to be in our corridor concept report where we kind of summarize
what we've found. So we'll say we found that it's of statewide importance to
develop the eastern corridor or the corridor on the eastern part of the state. It's
really of, sort of, national mega region importance to develop the 95 corridor
eventually to be an interstate connecting Reno and Las Vegas.

And who was the group that made that decision?

That's a good question. That was based on input -- | mean, based on the initial
analysis, we felt that 95 met the goals and objective of this corridor.

No, and I guess I'm asking who's we?

The study team. But that was done in conjunction with the input we received. So
initially we had only recommended 95. We received quite a bit of input from the
eastern part of the state in really highlighting the importance of that corridor as well
and the opportunities there. =~ And that's when we sort of revised our
recommendations to say, okay, this is important also. Not at the level that 95 is for
a potential new NAFTA trade corridor, but to the state, it's still important to
connect those areas as well.

It's just that's a pretty darn big policy decision that -- | guess, | don't feel like | had
any say in that.

Okay. And everything's still a draft at this point, so...

Governor, if | may. But -- and | appreciate your work, Sondra. And I'm -- |
probably would not disagree with it. But at the same time, the last conversation we
did have, we thought when there were pivot points and decision points, it would be
brought back from a policy standpoint, because if you start committing at a staff
level -- and again, you're a professional, | get it -- but at the same time, you start
making decisions that make it tighter and the flexibility of the Board from a policy
standpoint is limited, if not even existing at that point. So | would just hope that
this is more of an engaging process as we go forward, so we can give our stamp of
approval.

And | have a distinct memory recollection of saying that at least that there would
be consideration by this Board on that issue. And today you're telling us that
basically the decision has been made.
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Well, actually these are our draft recommendations. And that is why I'm here
today to say here's what we're heard from our stakeholders and from the core
agency partners and sort of our draft recommendations. Nothing's final at this
point. So | am sort of coming here to say...

That is the purpose of this presentation...

Right.

...Governor and Board members, so...

Okay. Okay. All right. Further comments or questions? Member Skancke.
What time did you want to go home today? First of all, Sondra, outstanding job.
Thank you.

As someone whao's been involved with this project since the genesis of it a number
of years ago, | think you and your counterpart in Arizona have really taken this to a
new level of where this Board and the ADOT Board will have some substantial
input. And to the Governor and Lieutenant Governor, there have not been any
decisions made on the alignments.

As someone who's attended a lot of these meetings and been a part of this for a
long time, it just -- I'm sorry, it -- from where it came from and where we are today,
I think it gives us some real good perspective of what could happen. When this
project first started with a group of folks in Arizona and a group of folks here in
Nevada, it was interesting the amount of momentum that was built in the states of
Washington and Oregon, when you start creating a new interstate highway, they
actually jumped ahead of us about 18 months and started looking at how they
would connect the Vancouver ports to the Mexican ports and the California ports.
The amount of support in Congress from Senator Boxer and Senator Inhofe, who
have nothing to do with this state, but saw the benefits of creating a new interstate
highway -- | think the leadership Governor, from you, and from this department
and our Congressional delegation has just been phenomenal.

I've got a couple of things that I'd just like to ask as it relates to the EIS and how we
might be able to expedite this project as we move forward with whatever
alignment. | think it's very visionary to take a look at an eastern connector in
Southern Nevada. The I-15 will be at capacity by 2020, 2022, and there is no more
right-of-way along the I-15 corridor. The 215 does not make any logical sense if
you want to have a multimodal corridor and possible freight rail connectivity as it
relates to GOED initiatives of a logistics economy for Southern Nevada. This
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report -- this presentation really clears the way for one of the GOED initiatives and
the LVGEA's initiatives of creating a logistics economy for Southern Nevada, with
possibly bringing in another freight railroad company to create some additional
competition in pricing, as well as connectivity to Arizona and Mexico.

So looking at a multimodal corridor, looking at potential freight corridors, and
other regional connectivity just makes logical sense. In my opinion, this type of
vision actually takes the Southern Nevada's economy to a whole new level. So I
don't think we should restrict any alternatives. But to me, looking at the 15
corridor or the 215 corridor, it doesn't make sense. As it relates to the 93 and 95, |
won't go into that debate. But there are options for the 93 that I think we should
look at. And we should keep in mind the eastern part of the State of Nevada. It's
critical for their economic development. It's critical to the future funding streams
for our state. And so I think we should leave the door open for those options. But |
have some ideas of what we can do with the 93 corridor down the road, so to speak.

So I think it would be helpful to our Board, at least from my perspective, Governor,
and to my colleagues, is to have something in probably April or even May of how
we can simultaneously run some of these environmental processes to speed up the
process of this project. There is another authorization coming forward. There
likely won't be any funding on the federal level, but there's going to be more state
responsibility. And I think that the more that this Board can plan and have a
strategic vision of how we're going to take a look at the funding for this project, |
think, is really critical. And, again, | think it's beneficial for us to be proactive as
opposed to reactive. With the momentum that you've created with this, Sondra,
and your team and your colleagues have created, and the national recognition for
creating an interstate highway between these two municipalities, we should capture
that momentum and not let some process slow us down.

Thank you, Mr. Skancke. Questions or comments from Board members? Member
Fransway.

Thank you. And, Member Skancke, just as a possibility, | would assume that a
major portion of the proposed route, the corridor, would be using existing rights-of-
way. And so I'm wondering if it may be an option to obtain an EA as opposed to
an EIS as we proceed with the project. And | can tell you that an EA would
definitely speed the project up, as opposed to an EIS. So just as a suggestion, if we
can go with an EA, then it may be the route we should take.

Thank you, Member Fransway. With the recommended alternative for Southern
Nevada, it's actually an entirely new corridor. So | believe we would have to go
through the full EIS process. But that's one of the reasons we want to do a more in-
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depth study and actually do big outreach workshops with all the landowners along
that corridor to see. There are some utility lines there, some utility rights-of-way,
so there might be some opportunity there. So we want to really make sure we look
at all of those opportunities and exhaust them all before we decide whether it's an
EA or an EIS. But given the, you know, the nature of this and a new corridor, the
likelihood is that it would be a full environmental document.

But we do see some opportunities with the federal government to streamline that
process, especially if we do a little bit more in the planning process, where we do
have extensive outreach with all of those partners, identify some of the concerns,
identify some of the mitigation opportunities early on, that makes that
environmental process shrink down quite a bit.

Is there a supposed time frame as to when the entire state may be transited all the
way through?

Not at this time. Really a lot of that depends on funding. So if we get, you know, a
huge windfall, yeah, we can move things rather quickly. But, as you know, there's
quite a bit of financial constraint at this time.

Thank you, Sondra. Thank you, Governor.
Mr. Lieutenant Governor.

Thank you, Governor. Sondra, please don't take any of my earlier comments as a
negative. This is something | too have looked at for many years. And this is a
project that will unleash so much economic potential and change lives. And it
really is a transformative opportunity and we want to get it right. My only
comment, not to slow down the process, but just to be partnered at the appropriate
times when there are some strategic decisions to be made, just so that we have
equity in these decisions. And, again, | don't want to do anything to slow you
down. | want to do things to speed it up. But, again, that partnership is important
and | think input is important.

And it was just my understanding from the last meeting, and | may have misheard
you, but I thought you said the 95 corridor had been chosen over 93, and maybe
that was not quite what you meant. It was perhaps a recommendation. But those --
that was the purpose of my conversation.

Right.

I am excited. I'm thrilled. And just, the Board is ready to engage.
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Right. Thank you very much. And just to clarify, the 95 is our, you know, draft
recommendation for the potential of extending this corridor north. We just wanted
to recognize that both in our connecting Nevada, our long-range statewide plan, as
well as some economic development plans for the eastern part of the state that there
is some opportunity on that side of the state as well. It's not -- we don't feel it
meets the goals and objectives of an interstate, you know, transnational type of
facility, but there are still opportunities there. So they would -- might move
forward on parallel paths, if you will.

Any other questions or comments? Thank you very much.
Thank you.
We'll move to Agenda Item No. 11, Old Business.

Thank you, Governor, Board Members. Items A and B under 11 are the report of
outside counsel costs and open matters and the monthly litigation report. And our
Chief Deputy Attorney General, Dennis Gallagher is here to respond to any
guestions you may have. He's unable to comment on ongoing legal matters, but
can update you on some things that you may have questions about.

Any questions on legal aspects of old business? There are none.

Thank you, Governor. Moving on to Part C is the fatality report. Good news is
that we are -- in fact, | have the latest from February 6" and it's even better than
the January 27" report. We're actually eight below this time last year as of
February 6™. As | stated though, there is a time lag between when information gets
into the data base, but I think it's a good trend that we're quite a bit less than this
time last year. Any questions on Item C?

Seeing none, could you queue up the presentation for interlocal agreements?

Next slide, please. So the background is that | was requiring certain agreements to
come to the Board, and it was noticed -- we have all these University agreements,
which were classified as interlocals. And interlocal agreements, in general, are not
reported to the Board. That was based on Board approval of what would and
would not be presented to the Board, regardless of whether it was for approval or
informational. And when Mr. Hoffman was going through his presentation, he
included in the Board packet, the previous, | believe, it was 2011 and the 2013
changes to that matrix for approval of certain items.

So beginning in the fall of last year, that's when | started requiring informational
presentations in concert or with the fact that these agreements, if they were over
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$300,000, they were also in that portion of the Board packet for agreements. So
the idea was informational to give you the background on that project or initiative,
and then the agreement was in a separate tab in the Board packet. And as part of
the recognition that there were some large agreements there, Governor, you
requested the last two years of interlocal agreements.

Next slide, please. So what | took away was the Board was definitely concerned
with certain initiatives that were requiring significant investment and expense. We
had an obligation to provide the opportunity for Board discussion and direction
prior to committing to certain initiatives. And it was also the concern that service
agreements, particularly those ones that we were talking about with the university,
in excess of $300,000 are approved by the department without Board approval. So
there generally was a concern about a lack of transparency.

Next slide. So let's start from what an interlocal agreement is, recognizing that in
the end this is an informational item, but we expect a lot of discussion, and then a
future action item for direction to the department on how to handle these in the
future.

Interlocals are defined as an agreement by public agencies to obtain a service from
a public agency. | cited an NDOT Transportation Policy number there, but it really
comes from NRS, as far as the authority. And a cooperative agreement is an
agreement between two or more public agencies for the joint exercises of powers,
privileges, and authority. So there's really two types of agreements. You'll see the
term agreement and contract used in NRS interlocal contract, cooperative
agreement, but really it's an agreement between two parties and it just depends on
whether it's to obtain a service or whether it's joint exercise of powers. But | cited
the NRS there as far as the -- where authority is granted. And there is -- obviously
the State Administrative Manual translates that into how to go forward and do these
types of agreements, is for direction to the state agencies that enter into these types
of agreements.

Next slide. So public agency is -- one of the questions was should these university
agreements be interlocals or classified as interlocals? Well, public agency as
defined in NRS doesn't specifically say universities, but political subdivisions of
the state and it talks about counties, cities, towns, school districts, other districts,
any agency of the state, a political subdivision of another state, or an Indian tribe or
group of tribes. So the university, in our opinion, is basically an agency of the
state. It's part of the Governor's Cabinet, as higher education. But the specific
university is just a question of whether it's a public agency or not. | kind of
provided the definition there. Governor, you have a question?
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No, | just, I would love for the Board of Regents to hear you say that.
Oh, well. I know. Well, it's a -- yes. Maybe we...

You don't have to respond.

We're going to get there, so...

Do you want me to tweet that out?

Next slide. So types of interlocal agreements. There's definitely a public agency
providing a service and definitely debatable on whether we are wrong on that,
seeing the university as a public agency. The examples of university agreements:
benefit/cost studies provided certain references to line items in your Board packet;
the GIS data base and research projects, which I'll go into a little bit more in detail
later. Those are the type of agreements we enter into with a university. Local
public agencies; an example would be of a service type agreement. City of
Mesquite providing landscape maintenance service at our visitor center there in
Mesquite.

Next slide. Cooperative agreements. And probably the university agreements
might be more of a cooperative. But, basically, | wanted to make the point that
cooperative and interlocals kind of get jumbled together. But it's a public agency
exercising joint powers and privileges and authority. So we use cooperative
agreements a lot as local agency projects that are using federal funds that flow from
NDOT, typically, to the RTC, and then they give it to the city or the county. An
example of that would be Line Item No. 90, ITS improvements on Rancho.
Rancho is a state highway, but the city is applying some federal funds to that
project.

A local agency providing fund; an example of that would be Las Vegas Convention
Visitors Authority, which is overseen by a Board of commissioners and council
members in Southern Nevada, they provided the funding for the Tropicana
Escalators Construction Manager at Risk Project. There's jointly funded programs,
and cited some lines there as examples of projects or programs that are jointly
funded, and those are primarily related to our Safety Program. And the Department
of Public Safety collaborates with NDOT, and they receive some funds for safety,
we receive that. We both rely on the state highway fund to jointly fund those, as
well as federal funds that they receive.

Next slide. The Research Program. We use the interlocal agreement process for
those research projects, but they're ranked through a committee. It's a two-step
committee, so there's a research advisory committee that ranks the research
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projects. And then eventually it gets to the management committee, Research
Management Committee, that selects which projects will receive the federal funds,
typically. And what I'm proposing to change on the research program is to have an
annual presentation to the Board on which research projects are funded through our
research program.

Next slide. So this is the research process. It's a constant cycle. It starts with --
basically, if you look on the left side, the yellow box, we start basically on the new
federal fiscal year getting research topics provided to the department, and then we
ask for proposals on those. So we get a problem statement and then eventually a
proposal. Those are ranked and approved. And this cycle goes through until we
have basically the research program submit that to the Federal Highway
Administration for final approval.

And next slide. What I'm proposing is that we would bring the research project as
an annual presentation to the Board, so you see where the research funds are going
to. And some of these are pooled fund studies that we join in with AASHTO or
other state DOTSs to support.

Next slide. The gist is that, as | mentioned last fall, we're requiring now
presentations to the Board in advance. Now, although the presentations are
informational, if the project -- if the agreement with the entity performing the
service is over $300,000, they will be coming to the Board for approval. Examples
were the Oracle Business Intelligence Support contract with the University of
Nevada, Las Vegas. Upcoming we will have a presentation next month on the
planning portal, which will gain some efficiencies in having a STIP process, or
State Transportation Improvement Program process. It's electronic instead of on

paper.

And another one would be Congress sometimes gives money to the USDOT
through the, what's a program called RITA, Research Innovation and Technology
Administration. They select or provide grants to consortiums of universities. In
the past, UNLV had a UTC. And there's one that's currently a grant that's been
received by UNR and a consortium of other universities, including UNLV. In
those kinds of cases where there's a UTC, basically that university consortium
comes to NDOT and says will you provide the state match for the federal funds?
So there's a 50/50 match program under that grant program. Those types of things
will be coming before the Board for approval. So that University of Reno and Las
Vegas grant program will come to the Board next month for formal approval to
expend state funds for that type of effort.
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Next slide. Now, this is not a complete menu of options, obviously. The Board
could direct NDOT to present interlocal agreements, regardless of whether it's a
university or not. But if it's a service over $300,000 we could bring that to Board
for approval, for Board action. It would be an action item. We could also present
these agreements, regardless of whether it's a university or a local agency; we could
bring them for information. But it's really the pleasure of the Board. As I stated,
it's an informational item. But we just wanted to have the discussion of what the
Board would like to see going forward. But definitely transparency is what's
desired by the Board. We understand that and we're willing to talk about the
specific questions you may have on several of these interlocal agreements.

Next slide. So that kind of gives an overview of what interlocal agreements are,
the authority that's granted to the department and why we saw, probably, you
know, whether universities are public agencies or not, they're kind of quasi. But
we definitely want to have the -- be more transparent with the Board. And as far as
some of the lengthy list of agreements that were not reported previously because
they were classified as interlocals, the first couple pages are primarily university
agreements. And a lot of those are either service agreements -- we felt that those
would come to the Board for approval, regardless of that, because we're classifying
more as service now and some of those were UTC. In other words, the university
received a grant for research, federal funds, and we were providing the match of
state funds to perform that research. And we had an opportunity to tell the
university what to research. So it was a benefit to the department, not a waste of
taxpayer funds just for the sake of research.

Several in there were related to the Vehicle Miles Traveled Study or the distance-
based user fee. | wanted to make the point that those, number 18 and 19 are
actually the same agreement. There was, since it was some of that was receivable
from other states that were joining in on our study in Nevada, the numbers were
incorrectly identified in the first draft of that agreement, but it had been executed
before that error was caught. So we basically replaced that with number 19. So it's
not in addition to, it's actually the same agreement. Roughly the numbers changed
a little bit, but the receivable amount was substantially more for that VMT study,
which was placed on hold based on previous discussions by the Board.

The other study that was related to the Vehicle Miles Traveled initiative was
number 12. And that one was going on, but we have the opportunity, should the
Board desire, to place that one on hold as well.

When you get into Page 3, that's where we had a lot of research-based agreements.
One of those was related to distance-based study, so another VMT-related
initiative. And then a lot of those are typically the research process or UTC-type
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process, where a university receives a federal grant and we're identifying what they
can research for us to use up that grant funding from the federal government with
state funds to match.

Then you get into the -- on Page 8 of 19 and thereafter, a lot of them are related to
either the MPO, the Metropolitan Planning Organization, RTC, city, county,
another state or local agency, or another state agency, such as the ADOT agreement
with the study that Sondra had mentioned giving the presentation on I-11. But
these are the types of agreements. And | know that the decision was made not to
report interlocals, but definitely we would like to eventually have an Agenda Item,
should the Board decide that they want to change that policy and see all interlocals
and which ones they'd like to have for approval. As I looked at it, | think that you
probably want to see all of these interlocal agreements on a regular basis rather
than not be aware of some of these things.

Many of the project related agreements are typically identified in the STIP process,
if they're using federal funds, and the Board sees that -- approves that STIP on an
annual basis. But project level agreements are happening independently from the
Board approval of the STIP. It's just the STIP document, the Statewide
Transportation Improvement Program, which the Board approves, identifies the
funding sources. So it would say state funds to match federal, for instance, or local
funds to match a federal commitment to a project. But that's probably why the
previous administration felt that the Board wasn't seeing those or put it as
interlocals, because they were thinking more of the project related agreements.
But, as you can see by this list, there's a whole kind of range of types of agreements
that previously were interlocal -- considered interlocal.

Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Director. And we've lost three of our members, so
we're not going to make the decision today. | mean, | appreciate -- again, |
understand this is a lot of work to present this. And | guess my point is this, and
I'm not sure where I'm going to land. | know the Controller has her opinions. 1 just
feel like sometimes we're sitting here as a Board and I'll just speak for myself, and
we see the tip of the iceberg. And there's a whole big piece that's moving that we're
never aware of. And then every now and then something will pop up, like what we
had on the Agenda today. And we're not aware of it and we didn't know that it
happened, and then suddenly we've got to make some policy decisions with regard
to that.

You know, all these -- | mean, just two years, | mean this is a lot of agreements that
none of us know about. And | know | can speak for myself. | don't want to have to
review and approve every one of these. It just is, practically, not a good idea and it
would interfere with the operations of what happens at NDOT. But | do want the
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opportunity to be at least aware of it. And | like the idea -- | know it won't look
like this every month, because this is two years' worth.

But there's just little questions that I'd like to ask along the way when this is an
informational item, like | asked about with all these university contracts. | love our
universities, but sometimes an issue comes up with regard to the administrative fee
that is attached to it. And a lot of -- you know, we found this on the Board of
Examiners...

Yes.

...where sometimes there was up to a 50 percent administrative take. And so only
half the money was actually going to the study or the service and the other half was
going to overhead and other things. So I just am curious about those things.

And then, as you say, we don't want to study things for the sake of study. | mean, |
would imagine there's a product at the end of this, because there's some pretty big
numbers on here.

Yes.

$610,000, $158,000, $56,000. And there's a deliverable, | would imagine, at the
end of these studies. And a binder is turned over to the department and someone at
the department reviews it and looks through it and says, oh, we're going to use this
and implement it as part of a project or a policy or what have you. But I'm just --
you know, | think all of us have a big responsibility here sitting as the Board.

Yes.

And if there's a big piece of this operation that's going on that we don't know about,
yeah, it just kind of, for me, undermines why we're here.

Yes.

So, you know, | appreciate your efforts here in terms of transparency. You know,
the Controller mentioned, | want the -- she's moving toward having all of these on
our Agenda every month. And I just, you know, Member Skancke said it best
today. We don't want to slow these projects down. We don't want to slow jobs
down. We don't want to slow down the agreements between NDOT and the local
transportation boards and commissions, all of that. There are a lot of moving parts
here that, again, we're not aware of, that | don't want to interfere with.

But we do -- as | said, I think moving forward, | don't necessarily disagree with
what you've recommended here, that similar to what we have on these other
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Agenda items is a piece that shows us, for information purposes. And if somebody
wants to ask a question, they can. And they have the opportunity. It means a lot
more work for the Board members, frankly. It probably means a lot more work for
you as well. But once we get into the rhythm, I think it'll work out better for
everybody.

It's the right thing to do, Governor.
Mm-hmm. So, Member Fransway.

Thank you, Governor. Rudy, will relinquishments, road relinquishments be
defined as cooperative or interlocal? Certainly, | would think that those
agreements would come before the Board for approval.

Yes. We feel that those are substantial commitments for those road swaps, road
transfers, road relinquishments. And we would bring those to the Board for
approval. And if they're not clear in the matrix, then we would make that basically
as an action item in the future, to make that certain and that the Board would
approve of that policy change.

I would be in favor of that. Thank you.
Member Savage.

Thank you, Governor. And thank you, Mr. Director, for your presentation, your
disclosure and your transparency. Just a couple quick questions and comments.
On Pages 1 through 7, there were a total of 70 agreements with the universities.
And I'm all about education and supporting both universities, but it totals around
$20 million in both UNLV and University of Nevada, Reno. And | don't know if
it's possible or not as to getting the underlying consultants’' names and their
percentages, similar to what UNLV presented last month on the Oracle Business
Intelligence, and they listed their consultant and the percentage of involvement
with that dollar amount. And | don't know if that information's already readily
available.

Itis.

Or, | would be interested in seeing that, if that's available, Mr. Director. And |
think that would benefit the transparency as well.

And, lastly, you had made a quick comment on Item 12 regarding the Sustainable
Transportation Funding Study, and that is a state project for $1.590 million. And
you'd made reference to this earlier during your oversight review. You know, I
look at that Blue Diamond $1 million and | look at this $1.590 million. How far
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down the road are we with this commitment to whether or not we can take some of
those funds and possibly utilize those for the Blue Diamond? Or is that too far
gone?

I believe we're about half way through this substantial contract with UNLV and its
subconsultants. 1 don't know if -- this is one that we had ongoing. Now, we put the
other one, number 19, on hold. This one was continuing, so...

And I don't know. You had made mention to that. That's the only reason | wanted
to follow up with that. It's something the department might look into if it's feasible.
If we're already committed, | certainly understand. But it's just another avenue.
Thank you, Governor. Thank you, Mr. Director.

Before 1 go to member Skancke, just another question, Rudy, is the money we
spend here is that the same bucket of money that would come out of where we
could be putting more money toward road projects and such?

Yes, because a lot of those substantial contracts -- they might say -- some might be
federal. Usually that's a different category of state planning and research funds.
But when it says, N, No, that's state highway funds that could be going to
construction contracts. Obviously, we wouldn't take the initiative of doing some of
these projects, because we're trying to gain some improvements, as was presented
on that Oracle Business Intelligence, as an example, or the electronic STIP
planning portal. Those are the kind of initiatives that we want to get enacted to
gain some efficiencies. But when we obligate all of our federal funds that are
available, that's when the department has been using state funds for some of those
efforts.

Mm-hmm. No, and | just, you know, | think this is more of a diatribe than
anything else, but | want to -- I'm hoping that we can deploy as much money on the
ground as we possibly can. And when there is, you know, a choice -- | mean, that's
something | would hope would be factored in, is, you know, we can study this or
we can put more money toward road projects. | mean, we took a pretty good bath
last year in settlements. And that's money that comes out of this road fund as well.
And, again, that's why | think it's important for us to be aware of what's going on.
But, you know, | think we're doing a lot better managing things so that we're not
paying these big settlements that come out of that highway fund that could have
otherwise gone toward more road projects and we...

Yes. And that's why we had started bringing some of these larger cost initiatives to
the Board for your approval or information for basically the program elements or
an overview of what we're trying to achieve. And then you would see the contract

for your approval, if it was over $300,000...
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Mm-hmm.

...or information, if it was less. But we started making that change. But when we
saw all of these previous ones, it started raising the same questions on our side
about are these really service agreements or are they interlocal agreements?

Because it would be interesting to me and I -- you know, we see what the highway
fund is. But then there's that dollar figure and then there's the dollar figure that
actually goes to highway projects versus, you know, other expenses.

Yes.

And, you know, as | said, I, you know, Mr. Skancke mentioned it today, for me,
you know, | think about jobs, | think about improving the transportation
infrastructure. And | just want to make sure that we're spending every dollar that
we have in the best way possible.

Member Skancke. Okay. Member Savage, and then Member Skancke.

Yeah. Excuse me, Governor. | needed to make one correction on that $20 million
amount for both universities. That included last month's $4.7 million Oracle
Business Intelligence agreement as well. So that's incorporated in that $20 million.
Thank you, Governor.

Yes.
| just wanted to be clear.
Sure.

Thank you, Governor. I've got a couple questions for you, Rudy. In this university
grants and colleges, does that include like faculty who write grant requests from
USDOT for research projects on their own and that flows to the department? Or
does that go through the university? How does that...

Those RITA grants go directly to the university. So the university approaches the
department with, hey, can you help us out with matching funds? In the past, with
the UNLV, the Tier -- | think it was a Tier 2 university center, UTC, they actually
were getting funded jointly by RTC of Southern Nevada and NDOT. And because
of the tightness of availability of funds, RTC had to kind of withdraw from that
arrangement with the university. And NDOT was basically guiding and directing
what research would be conducted with the state funds that we matched with.
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Governor, to your point of having every penny go to construction projects and
making sure that our fuel tax dollars are going to roads and projects and there's lots
of research, but | think it would be worthwhile for us to take a look at -- and this is,
again, my comments are not disparaging towards any faculty or any universities,
but when they write those grants and they get the grant and then they come to you
for the matching funds, my instincts would tell me that if that doesn't play into
some type of systemic solution to our transportation infrastructure issues in the
state, we should probably take a look at whether or not it's -- boy, | don't even
know what -- worthwhile is not the right word, but worthwhile, I guess, is the best
thing to say.

Grants can be written all the time. And faculty love to write grants and generate
revenue. But at the end of the day, if we have to match those grants and those
grants don't apply some type of systemic solution to what we're looking at, | really
think that this Board should have some input as to whether or not that actually is
beneficial to the state Board and the highway trust funds. I'm not saying that they
shouldn't be doing that. It's just that there's lots of federal programs at USDOT that
people love to go after. And I think it has to have some type of systemic impact to
what the department -- what the goals and objectives of the department are, what
the Governor wants to achieve while he's governor; and how does that play in
overall.

I know that, Member Skancke, what | foresee is that, when a university -- and I've
seen this with the University of Nevada, Las Vegas. They actually approach
NDOT before the grant is actually submitted in for competition. That they have
basically a discussion with NDOT on what they can do for the department, and
they want to get a commitment. Obviously, that would be coming before the Board
before we would commit to even -- so you know, even before it's competing for
this federal grant process, that the Board gives the department authority to commit
state funds as a match.

So that's what | would see that it's done very early, even before they're selected,
that the Board would know that there's a grant opportunity for the universities in
our state to compete for and that you're supportive of that. Recognizing that maybe
the actual research projects are not identified at that phase but, overall, you
understand that there is a commitment that the Board would like to make for that
effort.

And, Governor, if I could, just two more comments. | absolutely agree with you on
our partnerships and administrative fees. And, as you look at some type of policy
recommendation to come back to the Board, Rudy, in addition to your $300,000
level, | would like to suggest that if there's an administrative fee of 50/50 in that,
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that the Board have some type of input as to what that is. Having been involved
with a lot of those types of grants over the years, when that administrative fee is
50/50, that's a cost to the program. And I think that this Board should actually have
at least the knowledge of whether that admin fee is 50/50.

My final comment is | like the $300,000 level. That's consistent with what the
Board has put before you. But knowing how -- this is no reflection on anyone in
this room, this is people that may come after us, but |1 would hope that we would
not try to lower those contracts to $100,000 or make it three or four contracts at
$50,000 to get past that $300,000 threshold. I'm not saying you or anyone else
would do that, but someone may try to pull a fast one on you and come back every
month with a $50,000 request. So we're the adults and | would hope that we
would, you know, use our better discretion and err on the side of disclosure, as
opposed to someone trying to pull a quickie and get around these things.

There's always ways to get around. And | think what the Governor's asking, | think
what the Board is asking, is that we just -- not even just play by the rules, but just
do the best in the interest of the people of the State of Nevada.

In response to Member Skancke's comments, | recognize that. And, for example,
on the next month's Agenda, when you consider the electronic STIP and the
planning portal, | asked staff specifically what -- you know, give me all the phases
you still have to do so that can be presented. | told them to prepare the presentation
to the Board, but not just this agreement for this little piece or this phase. What is
the big picture and if there are other steps to take. The Board doesn't want to feel
that they're committing to this piece, and then we come back later and tell you
we're amending or going to the next phase for millions more than you were
presented initially.

Thank you. Thank you, Governor.

Any other comments on this Agenda Item? | would put it back on only for the,
obviously, so that next month the Controller and the Lieutenant Governor and
Member Martin will have some input. But I think it will be ripe for action at that
time.

Very well.
And we'll move on to 11E, which is the report on the Freeway Service Patrol.

Yes. The Freeway Service Patrol information is provided there with our new
service provider, United Road Towing, Incorporated. Previous presentations have
been made to the Board on this contract. | wanted to make that point about
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Freeway Service Patrol Technician Yancy Baglio, about basically saving a child's
life. That was amazing that one of our service providers could make that much
impact to a motorist and her child. So we definitely felt it was worthy of
mentioning in this highlight. Any questions from the Board on the Freeway
Service Patrol program or the data?

Member Savage.

Thank you, Governor. Real quick, Mr. Director. Is the vendor providing the
vehicles, do we know?

Yes.

The vendor is. Okay. And | think it's great that you bring this up quarterly, just to
keep our hands on the wheel again. And that last question is the incident response
vehicle, | see where it doubled in November to December down in Las Vegas --
actually more than doubled, and | know there was a comment that we're keeping
our eye on that as well -- from $17,000 to $46,000. So | think it's important that we
keep -- whether or not we need the IRV or we can reduce that, | think is something
that we need to look at. And I think you're on top of that, | would imagine.

And Denise Inda, our Chief of Traffic Operations could respond to that.

Good afternoon, Governor, Board Members. As you see, the numbers -- the IRV
was started beginning in November. And so we're working really closely with all
of the involved partners in the Las Vegas area to fine tune and keep that program
functioning right. 1 think the numbers are -- we'll be able to better evaluate over
time, once we get a better feel for how that program operates and what its benefits
and values are. There -- it did not -- during the first month, we did not utilize the
IRV program as much, because there were not incidents that were of the level that
qualified for their response.

Okay.

And so that's what you see -- the difference in numbers is right there. But you are
absolutely correct. We're going to be watching over time...

Mm-hmm.

...how the IRV and FSP work together, what the right balance is, because we
absolutely want to keep this the most effective and efficient program that we can.

Mm-hmm.
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Malfabon: Thank you, Ms. Inda. Thank you, Governor.

Sandoval: And just one quick question. Maybe you know it off the top of your head. But is
the frequency of the mitigations for the Reno-Sparks FSP the same now as it was
when we were doing it in-house?

Inda: It's actually -- in Reno, it's actually -- | want to say it's a little bit higher. But we
are making sure to monitor that. We think that's a key indicator of how well the
program is performing. It's a little higher or maybe about comparable.

Sandoval: Okay.

Inda: But the cost is less.

Sandoval: Yeah. Great. Thank you. Board members, any further questions with regard to
Agenda Item No. 11?

We'll move on to 12, which is public comment. Is there any member of the public
here in Carson City that would like to provide comment to the Board? Anyone in
Las Vegas that would like to provide public comment to the Board?

Martin: No. There's no public here right now.

Sandoval: Thank you. We wore them down. Okay. Agenda Item 13, adjournment. Is there a
motion to adjourn?

Skancke: So moved.

Sandoval: Member Skancke has moved for adjournment. Is there a second?

Savage: Second.

Sandoval: Second by member Savage. All in favor say, aye.

Group: Aye.

Sandoval: Motion passes. This meeting's adjourned. Thank you for your patience.

Secretary to the Board Preparer of Minutes
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MEMORANDUM
February 24, 2014
TO: Department of Transportation Board of Directors
FROM: Rudy Malfabon, Director
SUBJECT: March 10, 2014 Transportation Board of Directors Meeting
ITEM #4: Briefing on the University Transportation Center (UTC) — Safety and

Operations of Large Area Rural/Urban Intermodal Systems (SOLARIS)
Research Consortium — For possible action

Summary:

The University Transportation Centers (UTC) program was established in 1987 for the purpose
of establishing federally funded university-based transportation centers for research, education,
and training/outreach programs. Under the program, UTCs receive grant funds from the U.S.
Department of Transportation (U.S. DOT) to educate the future transportation workforce and to
conduct research to advance the field of transportation. The UTC program is a nationally
focused effort to strengthen the country's competitiveness in the global transportation industry.

In 2013, The University of Nevada, Reno (UNR) applied for and was successful in being
selected as a western region, Tier-1 University Transportation Center. About 120 universities
applied and the University of Nevada was one of 20 institutions chosen. This Tier-1
transportation grant will definitely further enhance research and education programs in Nevada
and give our state’s research efforts greater exposure at the national level.

Joining UNR in its UTC efforts will be the University Nevada, Las Vegas (UNLV), the Desert
Research Institute (DRI), Arizona State University (ASU) and the University of New Mexico
(UNM). The name of this UTC consortium is SOLARIS.

Dr. Zong Tian, a civil engineering professor at the University of Nevada, is the principal
investigator and will lead the SOLARIS consortium as its director.

SOLARIS will be working on U.S. Department of Transportation priorities to promote safer and
more efficient and economic movement of goods and people on our roadways. The focus will
be on transportation networks in rural Nevada and the southwest that connect smaller cities and
towns with denser networks of larger cities.

The detailed areas of research will be emerging technologies regarding traffic safety data
management and crash mitigation; technologies for safe traffic operations and management and
sustainable and safe transportation infrastructure. Education and workforce development will
also be central to the themes of SOLARIS.

SOLARIS will be receiving federal funds in the amount of $1,414,100 per year, for two years,
and will be conducting research and expending funds between February 2014 and September
2017.

SOLARIS is requesting NDOT provide state matching funds in the amount of approximately
$250,000 per year, for four years. SOLARIS has secured matching funds from UNM in the
amount of $280,000 and from ASU in the amount of $140,000.



The Arizona Department of Transportation and New Mexico Department of Transportation were
solicited for matching funds. They are unable to match the first year but may provide matching
funds the second year. UNR and UNLV will seek available funds from RTC of Washoe County
and RTC of Southern Nevada, however, these agencies have not committed funds to this
current research effort nor do not have funds readily available to do so.

The research projects funded under the UTC process are separate and distinct from the
research projects approved through NDOT’s Annual Research Program.

NDOT will be presenting the Department’s Annual Research Program at an upcoming Board
Meeting.

Analysis:

The SOLARIS request is in line with our previous practice of supporting Nevada Universities
with matching funds for federal research grants that were competitively selected.

List of Attachments:

Attachment A: Map of National Centers, Regional Centers and Tier-1 Centers
Attachment B: Diagram of Annual Research Program Cycle

Recommendation for Board Action:

NDOT recommends State Transportation Board authorization to enter into an interlocal
agreement with the University of Nevada, Reno on behalf of the research consortium known as
SOLARIS to provide approximately $250,000 per year, for four years, in state funds. NDOT will
select the research projects that it will fund.

Prepared by:

Rudy Malfabon, P.E., Director
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Research Process Schedule

Oct 16 — Dec 31: Conduct
Meetings/Brainstorm
Sessions to Identify

Research Needs
November

Oct 1-15: Solicitation [Helsfe]el=13
Begins; Distribute
Problem Statement

Form

Sep 1-30: Agreement September

Drafting / Develop SPR
Work Program

Aug 1 - 31: RMC Meets to
Approve New Research
Priorities

December NETIETY

Research

Timetable

Jan1l - 31:
Develop/Prepare Problem
Statements
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Mar 1 — 15: RAC Evaluates
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Mar 16 -June 15: Proposal
Development/Submission

Jun 15 — July 31: RAC
Meets to Evaluate and
Prioritize New Proposals

April
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MEMORANDUM
February 21, 2014
To: Department of Transportation Board of Directors
From: Rudy Malfabon, Director
Subject: March 10, 2014 Transportation Board of Directors Meeting
ltem #5: Consideration of additional work for the Kyle Canyon Road

Improvement Project located in Southern Nevada along State Route
157 (SR 157) — For possible action

Summary:

The Department of Transportation is seeking approval of the Amendment No. 2 to
Agreement No. P244-12-802 to contribute additional Five Million Five Hundred
Thousand and 00/100 ($5,500,000.00) funding as the Moving Ahead for Progress in the
21st Century (MAP-21) Highway Bill match request to be allocated for the construction of
4-feet shoulder, safety improvements and pavement reconstruction along State Route
157 (SR-157) also known as Kyle Canyon Road for approximately 17 miles from the
intersection of State Route 158, Deer Canyon Road, to the junction with US-95.

Background:

Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFLHD), in cooperation with the Humbolt-
Toiyabe National Forest and the NDOT, will construct roundabouts, road widening,
pavement reconstruction, and safety improvements along 17 miles of Kyle Canyon Road
(SR-157) from the intersection with SR-158 to the junction with US-95.

The original agreement with CFLHD included a Two Million Dollar match from NDOT to
fund the construction of 4-foot bike lane shoulders. The scope of the CFLHD contract
only included an overlay of SR-157 outside of the area of the roundabouts. However,
that pavement strategy is no longer viable because the underlying pavement condition
has substantially deteriorated since the scope of the contract was originally set. There
are approximately 9 miles of very poor pavement condition with areas of significant
cracking and some sub-base failure. The additional $5.5 Million funding is necessary to
reconstruct the pavement section in the worst area (approximately MM 3.3 to 12.3).
Additional areas will be rehabilitated by milling and overlaying the pavement. This would
extend the service life of Kyle Canyon Road (SR-157) for at least ten more years. The
estimated additional cost for this work is $5,500,000.00, 100% state funds for Fiscal
Year 2014.

Timing is critical for this additional funding. CFLHD has awarded the contract for
construction of the project to Las Vegas Paving Company (LVP) and is expecting to start
road construction approximately by April-May 2014. The addition of this work to the



CFLHD will enable them to continue their work without significant delay. Without this
additional funding, the planned overlay in the CFLHD contract would have to be reduced
or deleted. That would require NDOT to fund a separate project in the very near future
of approximately Fifteen to Twenty Million to reconstruct and pave the 15 miles of SR-
157 in question.

The CFLHD and NDOT Agreement P244-12-802, Article I, Paragraph 6 of this
agreement will be amended by deleting Paragraph 6 in its entirety and replacing it with:
“To allocate the DEPARTMENT's not to exceed total contribution to the PROJECT cost of
Seven Million Five Hundred Thousand and 00/100 Dollars ($7,500,000.00) from which
Two Million and 00/100 Dollars ($2,000,000.00) were received by the CFLHD on
September 4, 2012 as the MAP-21 match for the PROJECT, and Five Million Five
Hundred Thousand and 00/100 Dollars ($5,500,000.00) that will be received by the
CFLHD through this amendment.” Please see attached agreement and amendments.

Analysis:

The Department and the CFLHD have analyzed the convenience of including the
additional scope of work in this project considering the saving in time, efforts and
ancillary costs. Since LVP is mobilizing to this remote area and it has already budgeted
for the project temporary traffic control, the Department is confident that this decision will
save several millions of dollars to the State of Nevada.

The original total project cost was $20,640,000.00 from which $2,000,000.00 in State
funds was NDOT contribution.

The proposed total project cost is $26,140,000.00 from which $7,500,000.00 in State
funds is NDOT contribution as the MAP-21 match for the PROJECT.

List of Attachments:
A. P244-12-802 Amend 2
B. Kyle_Amend 2- Form 2a
C. P244-12-802 Amend 2 Summary Sheet

Recommendation for Board Action:

1. Approve Amendment 2 to Agreement P244-12-802, additional scope of work and
the additional funding for the project.

Prepared by:

Luis Garay, P.E., Project Manager
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Amendment No. 2 to
Interlocal Agreement No. P244-12-802

This Amendment is made and entered into this day of , ,
between the State of Nevada, Department of Transportation, hereinafter referred to as the
DEPARTMENT, and Central Federal Lands Highway Division, Federal Highway Administration,
12300 West Dakota Avenue, Suite 380, Lakewood, Colorado 80228, hereinafter referred to as
the CFLH.

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, on June 27, 2012, the Parties entered into Agreement No. P244-12-802 to
contribute funding as the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) Highway Bill
match request to be allocated for the construction of widening including 4 feet shoulder and
safety improvements along State Route 157 (SR 157) also known as Kyle Canyon Road for
approximately 17 miles from the intersection of State Route 158, Deer Canyon Road, to the
junction with US-95; and

WHEREAS, this Amendment No. 2 increases the amount to be paid to the CFLH by Five
Million Five Hundred Thousand and No/100 Dollars ($5,500,000.00) due to the additional scope
of work to the PROJECT.

WHEREAS, the termination date is amended due to CFLH requires completing the
construction of the PROJECT.

WHEREAS, the Parties hereto desire to make certain amendments to Agreement No.
P244-12-802.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Parties agree as follows:

A. WITNESSETH is amended by deleting the paragraph: “WHEREAS, the purpose
of this Agreement is for road widening and safety improvements along State
Route 157 (SR157) also known as Kyle Canyon Road for approximately 17 miles
from the intersection of State Route 158, Deer Canyon Road, to the junction with
US-95, as shown in Attachment A, attached hereto and incorporated herein,
hereinafter called the PROJECT; and”
and inserting in its place: “WHEREAS, the purpose of this Agreement is for road
widening, safety improvements and pavement reconstruction along State Route
157 (SR157) also known as Kyle Canyon Road for approximately 17 miles from
the intersection of State Route 158, Deer Canyon Road, to the junction with US-
95, as shown in Attachment A, attached hereto and incorporated herein,
hereinafter called the PROJECT; and”.

B. The expiration date of this agreement referenced in Article Ill, Paragraph 1, is
changed from December 31, 2015 to December 31, 2016.

C. Article |, Paragraph 6 is amended by deleting it in its entirety and inserting in its
place: “To allocate the DEPARTMENT’s not to exceed total contribution to the
PROJECT cost of Seven Million Five Hundred Thousand and No/100 Dollars
($7,500,000.00) from which Two Million and No/100 Dollars ($2,000,000.00)
were received by the CFLH on September 4, 2012 as the MAP-21 match
requirement costs for the PROJECT, and Five Million Five Hundred Thousand
and No/100 Dollars ($5,500,000.00) will be received by the CFLH through this
amendment.”
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Article 1l, Paragraph 1 is amended by deleting it in its entirety and inserting in its
place: “To provide cash or electronic payment to CFHL for PROJECT costs not
to exceed a total contribution of Seven Million Five Hundred Thousand and
No/100 Dollars ($7,500,000.00) as described in the above amended Article I,
Paragraph 6.”

Article Il, Paragraph 3 is amended by deleting it in its entirety and inserting in its
place: “To reimburse the CFLH within thirty days (30 days) after receipt of invoice
from CFLH for PROJECT costs not to exceed a total contribution of Seven Million
Five Hundred Thousand and No/100 Dollars ($7,500,000.00) of state gas tax
funds as described in the above amended Article |, Paragraph 6."

All of the other provisions of Agreement No. P244-12-802 shall remain in full
force and effect as if set forth herein.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the above named Parties have hereunto set their hands and
executed this Amendment on the date first written above.

Central Federal Lands Highway Division STATE OF NEVADA, acting by and through

its DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Rudy Malfabon, Director

Name (Print)

Approved as to Legality and Form:

Title (Print)

Deputy Attorney General
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STATE OF NEVADA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

MEMORANDUM

February 13, 2014

TO: 1. Felicia Denney, Budget Section
2. Norfa Lanuza, Project Accounting
3. Rudy Malfabon, P.E., Director

FROM: Mary Martini, P.E., District 1 Engineer

SUBJECT: REQUEST APPROVAL FOR AMENDING AGREEMENT P244-12-802 TO
INCREASE THE CONTRIBUTION FUNDING TO THE CENTRAL FEDERAL
LANDS HIGHWAY PROJECT ON SR 157 MT CHARLESTON

Central Federal Lands in cooperation with the Humbolt-Toiyabe National Forest and the
NDOT will construct road widening, pavement reconstruction and safety improvements along Kyle
Canyon Road (SR 157) from the intersection with SR 158 to the junction with US-95.

Central Federal Lands and NDOT are under Agreement P244-12-802.

Additional pavement reconstruction is needed in a stretch of the SR 157 Highway (Kyle
Canyon Road) located within the project limits, due to the poor conditions of the existing pavement.

The estimated additional cost for the additional work is $5,500,000.00, 100% state funds for
Fiscal Year 2014.

Approval of this memo by the Budget Section of the Financial Management Division
indicates funding authority is available for Budget Category 466006, Object 814U and Organization
C804. The AO04 Financial Data Warehouse, Budget by Organization Report No. NBDM30 is
attached. Actual availability of funds and the monitoring of actual expenditures must be determined
by the Division Head/District Engineer. Return this memo to the originator for inclusion in the
project.

Approval of this memo by the Director’s Office authorizes the request to solicit services.

Approved: Approved:
Director Budget Section
Approved:

Project Accounting

Comments:

NDOT
Form2a
070-041
Rev. 01/14



Attachment C
NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

AGREEMENT SUMMARY
Agreement No. P244-12-802  Amendment No. 2 Task Order No. Task Order Amendment No.
Contact Person: Melvin McCallum Phone No.: (702) 730-3303 Email: mmccallum@dot.state.nv.us
Project Manager: Luis Garay Phone No.: (702) 671-8858 Email: lgaray@dot.state.nv.us
Start Date: 06/27/12 End Date: 12/31/15 Amd Date:
Agreement Type: Interlocal Agreement Sub-Type: Construction

Purpose of Agreement/Amendment: Add scope of work of pavement reconstruction to the Project and

increase the cost of the Project by additional $5,500,000

Name and Address of Second Party: Contact Person: Christopher Longley
Company name; Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFLH) Phone No.: (720) 963-3733
Address: 12300 West Dakota Avenue, Suite 380 Nevada Business License No.:

City:  Lakewood State: Colorado Zip Code: 80228

A copy of your budget approval (Form 2A) must be attached for processing.
Total Estimated cost of the Agreement: ~ $7,500,000.00

Payable Amount: $7,500,000.00 Receivable Amount: Amendment Amount: $5,500,000.00
Division Responsible for Billing: P.M. Fixed Fee %:

Payment Code: Payable Federal Participation: ~ Yes Security Deposit:

Payment Cycle: Monthly In Kind Services: Deposit Amount:

Were Bids/Proposals Solicited? No If so, please attach.

If not, why not? Interlocal Agreement

Why was this firm chose in N/A
preference to others?

PROJECT IDENTIFICATION: (MUST COMPLETE)

CONTRACT NUMBER PROJECT NUMBER

WORK OR NUMBER 20132001 SUB-PROJECT

PROJECT ID NUMBER PHASE

PCEMS NUMBER NONE Permit No. 201131-2012

County(ies) where work is being performed? Clark County

Board Approval: Transportation Boar: Board Date: BOE Contract No.:

Does the firm employ anyone currently employed with or who has left State employment in the past two years? No
If yes, who, where did they work and when did they leave?

REVIEW APPROVAL.: FINAL DISTRIBUTION: Execution (to be completed by

ASST. DIR. DIVISION: RECIPIENT: Admin Services)

LEGAL Project Management Luis Garay AGMT

PROJ. ACCTNG. District 1 Engineer Mary Martini " ANOT

DIST/DIV. HEAD Planning Melvin McCallum AGMM

RIGHT OF WAY CFLH Chris Longley AGML

ENVIRON. Project Management Erlinda Guiller Notice of Award Sent

AGREE. SVC Insurance Log updated
Date/Initials

NDOT
070-001
Rev. 05/12



EVADA 1263 South Stewart Street

Carson City, Nevada 89712

DOT Phone: (775) 888-7440
Fax:  (775) 888-7201

MEMORANDUM
February 20, 2014
TO: Department of Transportation Board of Directors
FROM: Rudy Malfabon, Director
SUBJECT: March 10, 2014 Transportation Board of Directors Meeting
ltem #6: Briefing on Boulder City Bypass Project - Informational Item only

Summary:

The Nevada Department of Transportation is moving forward with the delivery of the first phase
of the Boulder City Bypass / Interstate 11 and working with the RTC of Southern Nevada to
deliver Phase 2 as a Design-Build (DB) Contract. Phase 1 of the Boulder City Bypass has been
divided into multiple “packages”:

e Package 1 (Right-of-Way acquisitions) is progressing;

e Package 2A (tortoise fencing/plant salvaging) was completed Summer 2013 for $1.4
million;

e Package 2B (Frontage Rd, retaining wall and Henderson utilities) with a value of $12
million advertised Dec 18, 2013 but was cancelled due to the potential Naturally
Occurring Asbestos (NOA) in the project limits;

¢ Package 3 (mainline from Foothills Grade Separation to Silverline Road) with a value of
$62 million is scheduled to advertise August 2014

The Department is proposing combining 2B and 3 to be delivered as one contract in the Fall
2014 pending the results of the NOA testing. There is also approximately $13 million in Utility
relocations that were scheduled to be constructed between the completion of 2B and the
beginning of 3. The utility relocations will also be combined with 2B and 3.

Phase 2 is being administered by the RTC of Southern Nevada with the help of the Department.
On October 17, 2013 the Department and the RTC entered into an Interlocal Agreement
defining the roles and responsibilities for the entire Phase 2 duration along with coordination for
Phase 1. The DB procurement process is progressing rapidly with the Draft RFP issued and the
Final RFP will be issued in April 2014. The selected DB will be notified in September and the
target NTP is scheduled for early November 2014. The budget for Phase 2 is $273 million.

Background:

The Boulder City Bypass has been a high-priority project for the Department for several years.
The Department was granted full approval in 2005 to move forward with the project following the
issuance of the Record of Decision (ROD). The Boulder City Bypass Project consists of a
continuous four-lane, controlled-access, divided freeway and highway passing south of the
developed area of Boulder City. In order to implement the project as effectively and efficiently
as possible, the Department split the project into two phases. Phase 1 is the western portion of
the project beginning at the Foothills Road grade separation and ending at just north of the US
95, approximately 1.2 miles south of the existing US 93/US 95 Interchange (Figure 1). The
development of Phase 1 is broken into 5 packages. Package 1 is the right of way acquisitions
for US 93/US 95 freeway improvements. Parcel acquisitions are currently underway for property
needed for phase 1 of the Boulder City Bypass Project, along with coordination of utilities.
Package 2A is the installation of tortoise fencing and plant salvaging throughout the entire
Phase 1 perimeter. Package 2B is the construction of the west frontage road and the
Henderson utility relocations. Package 3 will construct a realigned portion of US 93/US 95



mainline to Silverline Road just north of the US 95. Package 4 was absolved and split into two
halves. The north half was added to Package 3 and the south half was added to Phase 2.
Package 5 is the Railroad/Mainline bridge structure and this will be constructed with Package 3.

Analysis:

Through continued partnership and an executed Interlocal agreement between the Department
and the RTC of Southern Nevada, Phase 2 will be delivered on a parallel track with Phase 1
and both are scheduled to be complete at approximately the same time in the year 2018.
Phase 1 is 95% Federally funded with a 5% State match. Phase 2 will be funded with
approximately $52 million in STP Federal funds and approximately $221 million in RTC Local
funds as a result of AB413 passage in Clark County. The Financial Plan is currently being
updated and will be sent to the FHWA for approval by March 2014.

In December of 2013 it was brought to the Department's attention that Naturally Occurring
Asbestos is present in Boulder City and within the project limits. UNLV published a report with
preliminary findings of NOA and the Department immediately assembled a Task Force to
determine the most suitable way to progress with the project given the highly sensitive nature of
the potential health risk to Boulder City and the surrounding areas. It was determined that the
most appropriate strategy moving forward is to procure an expert to do additional testing and a
full analysis for concentrations within the project area. The Department will hopefully have
these results by June 2014.

Signhage of I-11 is also being coordinated with the FHWA, AASHTO and ADOT staff. The
Department will be signing the Boulder City Bypass as I-11 from the Nevada/Arizona state line
up to the 1-15/I-215 Interchange in Henderson.

List of Attachments:

Figure 1. Boulder City Bypass Overview of Phase 1

Figure 2. Overview of Phase 2

Recommendation for Board Action:

Informational item only.

Prepared by:

Tony Lorenzi, P.E., CPM
Senior Project Manager
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Do , 1263 South Stewart Street
Carson City, Nevada 89712

Phone: (775) 888-7440
Fax: (775) 888-7201

MEMORANDUM
February 14, 2014
To: Department of Transportation Board of Directors
From: Rudy Malfabon, Director
Subject: March 10, 2014 Transportation Board of Directors Meeting
Iltem #7: Consideration of the Guaranteed Maximum Price (GMP) on the SR-

207 Kingsbury Grade Construction Manager at Risk (CMAR) Project
— For possible action

Summary:

The Nevada Department of Transportation will be seeking approval by the Board of
Directors to award the following Construction Contract to Q&D Construction Inc. (Q&D)
for a negotiated Guaranteed Maximum Price (GMP) not to exceed $14,877,619.20. The
GMP was achieved in accordance with the Department’s Pioneer Program Process for
Construction Manager at Risk (CMAR) procurements as approved by the Board on
December 12, 2011, and in accordance with applicable sections of Nevada Revised
Statute (NRS) Chapter 338 and the Department’s Pioneer Program. The CMAR
procurement process requires Board review and approval of the CMAR construction
contract after its negotiation by the parties.

Background:

Using the CMAR delivery method, the Project Team and the Construction Manager,
Q&D, developed the final design and construction documents in a manner to minimize
overall project risk, improve the project delivery schedule, and apply innovation to meet
the project goals. The contractor offered their expertise regarding the schedule, budget,
and constructability.

Analysis:

Q&D, the Independent Cost Estimator (ICE), and the Engineer each evaluated the
design plans, assessed project risks, and independently prepared an independent
Opinion of Probable Construction Costs (OPCC) at specified Milestones during the
design process:

e The NDOT Design team advanced design plans based on the input of Q&D
and the ICE.

e During the risk workshops the project team identified, evaluated, and
mitigated project risks. At each OPCC the Engineer, the ICE and Q&D
submitted independent estimates of construction costs which were reviewed
and discussed by the Project Team. The estimates began to come closer
together based upon a common understanding of the design and construction
including risk, schedule, and methods of construction.



e Following the final OPCC and prior to the GMP, the Department began
negotiations with Q&D.

e The final Project documents were placed into NDOT's electronic bidding
system and both Q&D and the ICE bid the project separately and
independently. The bids submitted by the Contractor and ICE were within
0.3% of one another, further verifying the reasonableness and accuracy of
this bid.

List of Attachments:
A. Pioneer Program CMAR Process (flowchart)
Prepared by:

Pedro Rodriguez, Project Manager
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EVADA 1263 South Stewart Street
Carson City, Nevada 89712
DOT Phone: (775) 888-7440
Fax:  (775) 888-7201

MEMORANDUM
March 3, 2014
TO: Department of Transportation Board of Directors
FROM: Rudy Malfabon, Director
SUBJECT: March 10, 2014 Transportation Board of Directors Meeting
Item #8: Approval of Contracts Over $5,000,000 — For Possible Action

Summary:

The purpose of this item is to present to the Board a list of construction contracts over $5,000,000 for
discussion and approval.

Background:

The Department contracts for services relating to the construction, operation and maintenance of the
State’s multi-modal transportation system. Contracts listed in this item are all low-bid per statute.

The attached construction contracts constitute all contracts over $5,000,000 for which the bids were
opened and the analysis completed by the Bid Review and Analysis Team and Contract Compliance
section of the Department from January 18, 2014, to February 14, 2014.

Analysis:

These contracts have been prepared following the Code of Federal Regulations, Nevada Revised
Statutes, Nevada Administrative Code, State Administrative Manual, and/or Department policies and
procedures.

List of Attachments:

A) State of Nevada Department of Transportation Contracts Over $5,000,000, January 18,
2014, to February 14, 2014

Recommendation for Board Action:
Approval of all contracts listed on Attachment A.

Prepared by: The Administrative Services Division

Approval of Contracts Over $5,000,000
Page 1 of 19
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STATE OF NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
CONTRACTS OVER $5,000,000
January 18, 2014 to February 14, 2014

1. January 30, 2014 at 2:00 p.m. the following bids were opened and read related to Department of
Transportation Contract No. 3557, Project No. BR-0011(009). The Project is on FR EUO02 near
Dunphy at the UPRR and at Humboldt River; replaces substandard off-system structures G-324
and B-395, District 3, Eureka County.

Q & D CONSITUCTION, INC. coiivriiiieiieeeeeeeeteeee ettt e e e e e e e st e e e e e e e e eraba s $7,835,211.70
Canyon Construction COMPANY ....coeeiiiuueii e eee et e e e e et e e e e e e e eeeaa e e e eeeeeeeeennanns $9,853,479.75
FISher SANd & GraVel CO. .. .u it eaaeaaees $11,401,000.00

The Director recommends awarding the contract to Q & D Construction, Inc., in the amount of
$7,835,211.70.

Engineer’s Estimate: $8,419,981.47

2. January 29, 2014 at 1:00 p.m. the following bids were opened and read related to Department of
Transportation CMAR Contract No. 3564, Project No. STP-0207(006). The Project is on SR 207,
Kingsbury Grade, from the junction with US 50 to 3.866 miles east of US 50. MP DO 0.00 to DO
3.866; Pulverize 13-inch depth, 8-inch roadbed modification, place 5-inch plantmix bituminous
surface overlay, and construct stormwater quality improvements, District 1, Douglas County.

CMAR - Q & D CONSIIUCHION, INC....oeiiieiiiiiei i eeeeab e e e e e e eeeaaes $14,877,619.20

The Director recommends awarding the contract to Q & D Construction, Inc., in the amount of
$14,877,619.20.

ENQINEEI'S ESHMALE ......oiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiieee ettt ann s aannnnnnannnnnnns $14,101,795.99
ICE - Consultant ENgiNeering, INC. ...coooo i $14,830,500.57

Approval of Contracts Over $5,000,000
Page 3 of 19
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EVA DA 1263 South Stewart Street
Carson City, Nevada 89712
DOT Phone: (775) 888-7070
Fax: (775)888-7101
MEMORANDUM

Administrative Services
February 19, 2014

To: John Terry, Assistant Director - Engineering
Richard Nelson, Assistant Director - Operations
Rudy Malfabon, Director

From: %LL, Jenni Eyerly, Administrative Services Officer

Subject: Concurrence in Award for Contract No. 3557, Project No. BR-0011(009), FR EU
02 near Dunphy at the UPRR and at the Humboldt River, Eureka County,
described as Replace Substandard Off-System Structures G-324 and B-395,
Engineer’s Estimate $8,419,981.47.

This memo is to confirm concurrence in award of the subject contract.

Bid proposals were opened on January 30, 2014. Q & D Construction, Inc. is the apparent low
bidder at $7,835,211.70 and they submitted a properly executed proposal, bid bond and anti-
collusion affidavit. The second low bidder is Canyon Construction Company with a bid of
$9,853,479.75.

The project is federally funded, required 3% DBE participation and is not subject to State Bidder
Preference provisions.

The subcontractor listing documentation and DBE information submitted by the two lowest
bidders have been reviewed and certified by the Contract Compliance Officer. The bid is below
the Engineer's Estimate Range, and a copy of the Unofficial Bid Results report is attached for
your reference. The BRAT Chairman has provided their concurrence to award, and their report
is attached.

Your concurrence in award of this contract by endorsement hereon is respectfully requested.
Please return the approved copy to this office. Upon receipt a packet will be prepared to obtain
Transportation Board approval of the award at the next available meeting.

Concurrence in award:;

QB Tae

ﬁhn'Terry, Assistant Directo% Richard Nelson?! Assistant Director

.,ér\\
Rudy Malfébon, Directqf ./

Enclosures:

Unofficial Bid Results Report
Contract Compliance Memo
BRAT Summary Report

Approval of Contracts Over $5,000,000
Page 5 of 19



Nevada Department of Transportation
Unofficial Bid Results
February 03, 2014

Contract Number: 3557 Bid Opening Date and Time: 1/30/2014 2:00 pm
Designer: BILLY EZELL Liquidated Damages: $7,300
Senior Designer: JOHN BRADSHAW Working Days: 220
Estimate Range: R28 $7,950,000.01 to $9,550,000 District: DISTRICT 3

Project Number: BR-0011(009)

County: EUREKA
Location: FR EU 02 near Dunphy at the UPRR and at the Humboldt River

Description: Replace Substandard Off-System Structures G-324 and B-395

Apparent Low Bidder Q & D Construction, Inc. $7,835,211.70
Apparent 2nd Canyon Construction Company $9,853,479.75
Apparent 3rd Fisher Sand & Gravel Co. $11,401,000.00
Actual
Bidders: Bid Amount
Q & D Construction, Inc. $7,835,211.70

P.O. Box 10865
Reno, NV 89510
(775) 786-2677

Canyon Construction Company $9,853,479.75
PO Box 2030

Elko, NV 89803

(775) 738-2210

Fisher Sand & Gravel Co. $11,401,000.00
1302 West Drivers Way

Tempe, AZ 85284-

(480) 730-1033

Approval of Contracts Over $5,000,000
Page 1 0f 1 Page 6 of 19



1263 South Stewart Street
Carson City, Nevada 89712
Phone: (775) 888-7490
Fax: (775) 888-7401

Memorandum
February 18, 2014
TO: Jenni Eyerly, Administrative Services Officer
FROM: Paul Frost, Chief Roadway Design Engineer

SUBJECT: BRAT Summary Report for Contract #3557

The Bid Review and Analysis Team met on 2/11/14 to discuss the Bid Tabulation for the
above referenced contract. The following BRAT team members were in attendance:

Shawn Howerton, Principal Roadway Design Engineer
Paul Frost, Chief Roadway Design Engineer

Paula Aiazzi, Administrative Services Officer

Liz Avram, Administrative Serivices

Casey Connor, Assistant Chief Roadway Design Engineer
Jeff Shapiro, Chief Construction Engineer

Billy Ezell, Roadway Designer

The Price Sensitivity Report (attached), as prepared by the Administrative Services
Division showed no items were overly sensitive to the quantity estimates.

Several significant bid items are mathematically unbalanced. The majority of the plan
quantities were verified and no errors were found (please see attached quantity Price
Sensitivity report with comments). The proposal bid prices were evaluated and
determined to be reasonable.

The apparent low bid is 93 percent of the engineers estimate. The BRAT recommends
proceeding with awarding this contract.

Approval of Contracts Over $5,000,000
Page 7 of 19



BRAT Chairman Concur to Award

RO, LW

Date 2/ 18/ 4

cc: attendees
Pierre Gezelin, Legal
Attach.

Approval of Contracts Over $5,000,000
Page 8 of 19



Contract No: 3557

Project Number: BR-0011(009)
Project ID/EA No.: 73548

County: EUREKA

Range: R28 $7,950,000.01 to $9,550,000

Working Days: 220

Price Sensitivity Report

Engineer's Estimate|Q & D Construction, Canyon Diff. Between Diff Between Low Bid
Inc. Construction Low & 2nd EE & Low % of EE
$8,419,981.47 $7,835,211.70 $9,853,479.75 $2,018,268.05 -$584,769.77 93.05%

RE: Mike Simmons
Designer: Billy Ezell

Item No. Quantity Description Unit Engineer's Est. [Low Bid Unit Price| 2nd Low Bid Unit | Qty Chg Req'd to | % Change in Qty Low % of EE Significantly Quantity Check Comments
Unit Price Price Chg Bid Order Req'd Unbalanced
2020105 2.00|REMOVAL OF BRIDGE EACH 100,000.00 125,000.00 135,000.00 -201.83 -10091.34% 125.00% No Quantity ok, EE ok
2030140 36350.00(ROADWAY EXCAVATION CUYD 12.00 6.00 7.97 -1,024,501.55 -2818.44% 50.00% Yes Quantity ok, EE high $6-8 ok
2030230 43480.00([BORROW EMBANKMENT CUYD 11.00 6.00 12.59 -306,262.22 -704.37% 54.55% Yes Quantity ok, EE a little high $8-10 ok
2030260 7050.00|SELECTED BORROW EMBANKMENT CUYD 25.00 24.00 21.89 956,525.14 13567.73% 96.00% No Quantity ok, EE ok
2060110 9135.00|STRUCTURE EXCAVATION CUYD 30.00 20.00 9.99 201,625.18 2207.17% 66.67% Yes Quantity ok, EE high $15-20 ok
2070110 2243.00|GRANULAR BACKFILL CUYD 40.00 55.00 64.90 -203,865.46 -9088.96% 137.50% No Quantity ok, EE low $55 ok
2110100 3323.00|TOP SOIL CUYD 20.00 20.00 7.31 159,043.98 4786.16% 100.00% No Quantity ok, EE ok
2110260 9.00|HYDRO-SEEDING ACRE 6,000.00 4,000.00 3,650.00 5,766.48 64072.00% 66.67% Yes Quantity ok, EE high $3500-4000 ok
3020130 7360.00| TYPE 1 CLASS B AGGREGATE BASE TON 22.00 27.00 25.83 1,725,015.43 23437.71% 122.73% No Quantity ok, EE a little low $25
4020180 4920.00|PLANTMIX SURFACING (TYPE 2)(WET) TON 100.00 119.00 156.90 -53,252.46 -1082.37% 119.00% No Quantity ok, EE low $120 good
4030110 590.00|PLANTMIX OPEN-GRADED SURFACING TON 175.00 168.00 255.00 -23,198.48 -3931.95% 96.00% No Quantity ok, EE ok
(3/8-INCHYWET)
5020530 24.00|LAMINATED ELASTOMERIC BEARING EACH 4,000.00 3,500.00 4,000.00 -4,036.54 -16818.90% 87.50% No Quantity ok, EE ok
PAD
5020950 768.00|CLASS AA CONCRETE, MODIFIED CUYD 700.00 580.00 750.00 -11,872.17 -1545.85% 82.86% No Quantity ok, EE ok
(MAJOR)
5020990 158.00|CLASS DA CONCRETE, MODIFIED CUYD 1,000.00 800.00 1,050.00 -8,073.07 -5109.54% 80.00% No Quantity ok, EE ok
(MAJOR)
5021010 815.00|/CLASS EA CONCRETE, MODIFIED CUYD 775.00 860.00 1,200.00 -5,936.08 -728.35% 110.97% No Quantity ok, EE a little low $850 ok
(MAJOR)
5050100 156918.00|REINFORCING STEEL POUND 1.25 0.85 1.00 -13,455,120.33 -8574.62% 68.00% Yes Quantity ok, EE ok
5050120 200359.00|REINFORCING STEEL (EPOXY COATED) POUND 1.50 1.10 1.18 -25,228,350.63 -12591.57% 73.33% Yes Quantity ok, EE ok
5060100 1.00({STRUCTURAL STEEL LS 1,380,444.00 1,440,000.00 1,700,000.00 N/A N/A 104.31% No Quantity ok, EE ok
5060800 672.00|PEDESTRIAN RAIL, TYPE V LINFT 90.00 95.00 89.00 336,378.01 50056.25% 105.56% No Quantity ok, EE ok
5080270 4540.00|FURNISH STEEL PIPE PILES (18-INCH) LINFT 50.00 77.00 84.05 -286,279.16 -6305.71% 154.00% Yes Quantity ok, EE low $75 ok
5080410 100.00|DRIVE STEEL PIPE PILES EACH 3,000.00 3,050.00 1,690.04 1,484.06 1484.06% 101.67% No Quantity ok, EE ok
6100200 845.00/RIPRAP (CLASS 400) CUYD 50.00 70.00 88.50 -109,095.57 -12910.72% 140.00% No Quantity ok, EE low $75 ok
6100210 1917.00/RIPRAP (CLASS 550) CUYD 75.00 70.00 91.19 -95,246.25 -4968.51% 93.33% No Quantity ok, EE ok
6180550 5463.00|GALVANIZED GUARDRAIL (TRIPLE LINFT 25.00 25.00 28.00 -672,756.02 -12314.77% 100.00% No Quantity ok, EE ok
CORRUGATION)
6240140 220.00{TRAFFIC CONTROL SUPERVISOR DAY 700.00 250.00 638.10 -5,200.38 -2363.81% 35.71% Yes Quantity ok, EE ok
6250490 1.00(RENT TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES LS 400,000.00 125,000.00 140,089.28 N/A N/A 31.25% Yes EE may be high, all bids were lower.
6280120 1.00{MOBILIZATION LS 475,929.24 685,000.00 937,935.00 N/A N/A 143.93% No 6%
6370170 1.00(RIVER DIVERSION LS 80,000.00 85,000.00 265,158.63 N/A N/A 106.25% No Quantity ok, EE ok

Additional Comments:

Approval of Contracts Over $5,000,000
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Do 7 1263 South Stewart Street
Carson City, Nevada 89712

Phone: (775) 888-7440
Fax: (775) 888-7201

MEMORANDUM
February 14, 2014
To: Department of Transportation Board of Directors
From: Rudy Malfabon, Director
Subject: Approval of the Construction Contract with Q&D Construction Inc.

for the Kingsbury Grade (SR 207)- Project Delivery via Construction
Manager at Risk (CMAR) Process

Summary:

The Nevada Department of Transportation is seeking approval by the Board of Directors
to award the following Construction Contract to Q&D Construction Inc. (Q&D) for a
negotiated Guaranteed Maximum Price (GMP) not to exceed $14,877,619.20. The GMP
was achieved in accordance with the Department’'s Pioneer Program Process for
Construction Manager at Risk (CMAR) procurements as approved by the Board on
December 12, 2011, and in accordance with applicable sections of Nevada Revised
Statute (NRS) Chapter 338 and the Department’s Pioneer Program. The CMAR
procurement process requires Board review and approval of the CMAR construction
contract after its negotiation by the parties.

Background:

Using the CMAR delivery method, the Project Team and the Construction Manager,
Q&D, developed the final design and construction documents in a manner to minimize
overall project risk, improve the project delivery schedule, and apply innovation to meet
the project goals. The contractor offered their expertise regarding the schedule, budget,
and constructability.

Analysis:

Q&D, the Independent Cost Estimator (ICE), and the Engineer each evaluated the
design plans, assessed project risks, and independently prepared an independent
Opinion of Probable Construction Costs (OPCC) at specified Milestones during the
design process:

e The NDOT Design team advanced design plans based on the input of Q&D
and the ICE.

e During the risk workshops the project team identified, evaluated, and
mitigated project risks. At each OPCC the Engineer, the ICE and Q&D
submitted independent estimates of construction costs which were reviewed
and discussed by the Project Team. The estimates began to come closer
together based upon a common understanding of the design and construction
including risk, schedule, and methods of construction.

e Following the final OPCC and prior to the GMP, the Department began
negotiations with Q&D.

Approval of Contracts Over $5,000,000
Page 11 of 19



e The final Project documents were placed into NDOT’s electronic bidding
system and both Q&D and the ICE bid the project separately and
independently. The bids submitted by the Contractor and ICE were within
0.3% of one another, further verifying the reasonableness and accuracy of
this bid.

The attached Concurrence in Award (Attachment B) summarizes the work completed by

the Project Team during the preconstruction development of the Project and summarizes
the Construction Contract terms and conditions.

List of Attachments:

A. Pioneer Program CMAR Process (flowchart)
B. Concurrence in Award

Prepared by:

Pedro Rodriguez, Project Manager

Approval of Contracts Over $5,000,000
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ATTACHMENT A
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GMP = Guaranteed Maximum Price

Approval of Contracts Over $5,000,000
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E VA DA 1263 South Stewart Street
Carson City, Nevada 89712

Phone: (775) 888-7070

Fax: (775)888-7101

MEMORANDUM

Administrative Services
February 20, 2014

To: John Terry, Assistant Director - Engineering
Richard Nelson, Assistant Director - Operations
Rudy Malfabon, Director

From: y“f/ Jenni Eyerly, Admin. Services Officer

Subject: Concurrence in Award for Contract No. 3564, Project No. STP-0207(006), SR
207, Kingsbury Grade, from the junction with US 50 to 3.866 miles east of US 50.
MP DO 0.00 to DO 3.866, Douglas County, described as Pulverize 13-Inch
Depth, 8-Inch Roadbed Modification, Place 5-Inch Plantmix Bituminous Surface
Overlay, and Construct Stormwater Quality Improvements, Engineer's Estimate
$14,101,765.99.

This memo is to confirm concurrence in award of the subject contract.

Q & D Construction, Inc. submitted their Guaranteed Maximum Price (GMP) on January 29,
2014, in the amount of $14,877,619.20. Consultant Engineering, Inc. submitted their
Independent Cost Estimate (ICE) on January 29, 2014, in the amount of $14,830,500.57. The

project is federally funded, required 6.5% DBE participation, and is not subject to State Bidder
Preference provisions.

The subcontractor listing documentation and DBE information submitted by Q & D Construction,
Inc., have been reviewed and certified by the Contract Compliance Officer. The bid is 106% of
the Engineer's Estimate. The Project Manager, Designer, and Resident Engineer have
provided their concurrence to award, and their report is attached.

Your concurrence in award of this contract by endorsement hereon is respectfully requested.
Please return the approved copy to this office. Upon receipt a packet will be prepared to obtain
Transportation Board approval of the award at the next available meeting.

Concurrence in award:

/
§6hn Terry, Assistant DirectoV

A, e g

Rudy Malfabon, Directér’

Richard Nelson, Assistant Director

Enclosures:

Unofficial Bid Tab
Negotiation Summary Memo
Contract Compliance Memo

Approval of Contracts Over $5,000,000
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STATE OF NEVADA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
1263 South Stewart Street
Carson City, Nevada 89712

BRIAN SANDOVAL RUDY MALFABON, P.E.
Govemnor Director

February 21, 2014

A070

MS SUSAN KLEKAR Contract No. 3564
DIVISION ADMINISTRATOR

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

705 NORTH PLAZA STREET #220

CARSON CITY NV 89701

Dear Ms. Klekar:

Request for Concurrence in Award for Contract No. 3564, Project No. STP-0207(006). SR
207, Kingsbury Grade, from the junction with US 50 to 3.866 miles east of US 50. MP DO

0.00 to DO 3.866, Douglas County, described as Pulverize 13-Inch Depth, 8-Inch Roadbed
Modification, Place 5-Inch Plantmix Bituminous Surface Overlay, and Construct Stormwater

uality Improvements, CMAR Project, Engineer's Estim 14,101.765.99.

This is to advise you that on January 29, 2014, Guaranteed Maximum Price (GMP) submittals were
received for the subject contract. Q & D Construction, Inc., the CMAR, submitted a properly executed
proposal and anti-collusion affidavit.

As required by Federal-Aid Highway Program Manual, Volume 6, Chapter 4, Section 1, the Anti-Collusion
Affidavit is on file in this office and the notices concerning "Certification of Non-Segregated Facilities" and
"Implementation of Clean Air Act and Federal Water Pollution Control Act" were included in the bid
proposal.

The DBE participation documentation furnished by the Q & D Construction, Inc. is attached for your
review and approval. The DBE goal of 6.5% was met with a 6.54% commitment for participation by DBE
firms. The firms listed are currently certified as DBEs with NDOT.

The low bidder had been pregualified in accordance with our prequalification procedures and was eligible
to submit a proposal for the project.

Attached is a copy of the bid tabulation, the DBE Report and the NDOT Contract Compliance Approval
Memo.

Your concurrence in award of this contract and approval of the DBEs by your endorsement hereon is
respectfully requested. Please return an approved copy to this office.

Program Officer llI

At Z\M/ Feb 21, 20t

Division Administrator, Federal Highway Adminﬁtration Date

Approval of Contracts Over $5,000,000
Page 15 of 19



Contract No: 3564
Contract Description: Pulverize 13-inch depth, 8-inch roadbed modification,

place 5-inch plantmix bituminous surface overlay, and construct stormwater quality

improvements.
Contract Location: SR 207, Kingsbury Grade, from the junction with US 50 to
3.866 miles east of US 50. MP DO 0.00 to DO 3.866.
Bid Opening: January 29, 2014, 1:00 PM

Project No.: STP-0207(006)
Project ID/EA: 60590
County: DOUGLAS

Range: R31 $13,500,000.01 to $16,500,000
Working Days: 200

Engineer's Estimate

ICE - Consultant Engineering

Q & D Construction, Inc.

Iltem No. Description Qty Unit Unit Price Amount Unit Price Amount Unit Price Amount
1100100 |TRAINING (1 TRAINEE) 1,000.00 | HOUR 0.80 800.00 0.80 800.00 0.80 800.00
2010100 |CLEARING AND GRUBBING 1.00 LS 25,000.00 25,000.00 26,529.71 26,529.71 19,828.81 19,828.81
2020185 |REMOVAL OF STRUCTURES AND 1.00 LS 800.00 800.00 5,251.79 5,251.79 13,667.80 13,667.80

OBSTRUCTIONS
2020285 |REMOVAL OF CULVERT PIPE 40.00 | LINFT 80.00 3,200.00 69.51 2,780.40 33.65 1,346.00
2020400 |REMOVAL OF CONCRETE BARRIER 263.00 [ LINFT 45.00 11,835.00 14.89 3,916.07 12.78 3,361.14
RAIL
2020465 |REMOVE GUARDRAIL END TREATMENT 6.00 | EACH 750.00 4,500.00 825.00 4,950.00 819.53 4,917.18
2020475 |REMOVAL OF GUARDRAIL 438.00 | LINFT 6.00 2,628.00 6.60 2,890.80 6.56 2,873.28
2020476 |REMOVE AND RESET GUARDRAIL 3,963.00 [ LINFT 6.00 23,778.00 5.06 20,052.78 5.03 19,933.89
2020925 |REMOVAL OF PULL BOX 2.00 | EACH 250.00 500.00 220.00 440.00 182.46 364.92
2020935 |REMOVAL OF COMPOSITE SURFACE 1,130.00 | CUYD 125.00 141,250.00 193.58 218,745.40 216.34 244,464.20
2020955 |REMOVAL OF BITUMINOUS SHOULDER 229.00 | LINFT 3.00 687.00 6.34 1,451.86 3.59 822.11
DIKE
2020990 |REMOVAL OF BITUMINOUS SURFACE 13,013.00 | SQYD 4.50 58,558.50 2.59 33,703.67 5.08 66,106.04
(COLD MILLING)
2020995 |REMOVAL OF BITUMINOUS SURFACE 8,268.00 [ SQYD 6.00 49,608.00 8.00 66,144.00 8.50 70,278.00
(MISCELLANEQUS COLD MILLING)
2021095 |REMOVAL OF GABIONS 234.00 [ LINFT 50.00 11,700.00 54.10 12,659.40 69.77 16,326.18
2030140 |ROADWAY EXCAVATION 11,710.00 | CUYD 38.00 444 ,980.00 44.26 518,284.60 43.69 511,609.90
2030160 |DRAINAGE EXCAVATION 4,276.00 | CUYD 40.00 171,040.00 37.68 161,119.68 48.92 209,181.92
2030400 |SLOPE SCALING 20.00 | CUYD 400.00 8,000.00 539.00 10,780.00 371.17 7,423.40
2030680 |GEOTEXTILE 17,253.00 | SQYD 2.00 34,506.00 5.39 92,993.67 1.94 33,470.82
2030720 |GEOGRID 4,319.00 | SQYD 4.00 17,276.00 5.43 23,452.17 3.86 16,671.34
2060110 |STRUCTURE EXCAVATION 7,005.00 [ CUYD 40.00 280,200.00 34.91 244,544.55 43.11 301,985.55
2070110 |GRANULAR BACKFILL 1,858.00 | CUYD 55.00 102,190.00 74.38 138,198.04 88.78 164,953.24
2070130 |BACKFILL 3,590.00 [ CUYD 30.00 107,700.00 34.11 122,454.90 34.43 123,603.70
2090120 |TYPE 1 DRAIN BACKFILL 1,617.00 | CUYD 50.00 80,850.00 59.25 95,807.25 78.64 127,160.88
2090130 |[TYPE 2 DRAIN BACKFILL 36.60 | CUYD 75.00 2,745.00 125.02 4,575.73 80.71 2,953.99
2110260 |HYDRO-SEEDING 7.35| ACRE 6,000.00 44,100.00 7,510.80 55,204.38 7,460.96 54,838.06
2120040 |AESTHETIC PATTERNING 52.00 | SQYD 300.00 15,600.00 286.00 14,872.00 322.69 16,779.88
2120390 |PLANT ESTABLISHMENT WORK 1.00 LS 20,000.00 20,000.00 21,667.80 21,667.80 21,524.00 21,524.00
2120400 |PLANTS (GROUP A) 717.00 | EACH 75.00 53,775.00 54.45 39,040.65 54.09 38,782.53
2120470 |PLANTS (GROUP B) 51.00 | EACH 375.00 19,125.00 434.50 22,159.50 431.62 22,012.62
2120870 |DECORATIVE ROCK (TYPE A) 986.00 | TON 60.00 59,160.00 89.60 88,345.60 78.96 77,854.56
3020130 |TYPE 1 CLASS B AGGREGATE BASE 4,177.00| TON 32.00 133,664.00 40.81 170,463.37 40.44 168,917.88
3050140 |PROCESSING FOR ROADBED 64,475.00 | SQYD 3.50 225,662.50 4.39 283,045.25 5.34 344,296.50
MODIFICATION
3050190 |PULVERIZE EXISTING SURFACE 62,250.00 | SQYD 2.50 155,625.00 2.77 172,432.50 2.99 186,127.50
3050220 |PORTLAND CEMENT 503.00 | TON 175.00 88,025.00 148.50 74,695.50 157.98 79,463.94
4020100 [PLANTMIXING MISCELLANEOUS AREAS 9,000.00 [ SQYD 10.00 90,000.00 8.47 76,230.00 8.38 75,420.00
4020130 [PLANTMIX BITUMINOUS SHOULDER 1,680.00 | LINFT 10.00 16,800.00 16.50 27,720.00 16.39 27,535.20
DIKES
4020180 |[PLANTMIX SURFACING (TYPE 2)(WET) 23,408.00 | TON 118.00 2,762,144.00 135.39 | 3,169,209.12 130.60 | 3,057,084.80
4030100 [MILLED RUMBLE STRIPS 0.53| MILE 4,000.00 2,136.00 1,655.34 883.95 1,632.02 871.50

Approval of Contracts Over $5,000,000
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Engineer's Estimate ICE - Consultant Engineering Q & D Construction, Inc.
Iltem No. Description Qty Unit Unit Price Amount Unit Price Amount Unit Price Amount

4060110 [LIQUID ASPHALT, TYPE MC-70NV 3.91 TON 750.00 2,932.50 1,348.91 5,274.24 1,823.04 7,128.09

4060130 [LIQUID ASPHALT, TYPE MC-250 207.00 TON 300.00 62,100.00 390.50 80,833.50 323.46 66,956.22

4060210 |[SAND BLOTTER 62.00 TON 100.00 6,200.00 150.82 9,350.84 185.46 11,498.52

4070190 |[(EMULSIFIED ASPHALT, TYPE SS-1H 4.20 TON 750.00 3,150.00 1,047.62 4,400.00 874.34 3,672.23
(DILUTED)

5020160 |CONCRETE BARRIER RAIL (TYPE A) 250.00 [ LINFT 70.00 17,500.00 81.68 20,420.00 89.33 22,332.50

5020750 |CLASS AA CONCRETE (MINOR) 141.00 | CUYD 1,000.00 141,000.00 980.38 138,233.58 1,276.46 179,980.86

5020950 |CLASS AA CONCRETE, MODIFIED 16.70 | CUYD 1,100.00 18,370.00 1,178.88 19,687.30 1,341.97 22,410.90
(MAJOR)

5050100 |REINFORCING STEEL 5,232.00 | POUND 2.00 10,464.00 1.10 5,755.20 1.00 5,232.00

5050120 |REINFORCING STEEL (EPOXY COATED) 8,614.00 [ POUND 1.50 12,921.00 1.38 11,887.32 1.58 13,610.12

5060110 |STRUCTURAL STEEL 1,209.00 | POUND 4.00 4,836.00 4.40 5,319.60 3.51 4,243.59

5060820 |PEDESTRIAN RAIL, TYPE X 39.00 | LINFT 125.00 4,875.00 242.00 9,438.00 240.39 9,375.21

5060900 |BOLLARDS 2.00 | EACH 500.00 1,000.00 440.00 880.00 506.35 1,012.70

6030140 |15-INCH REINFORCED CONCRETE 73.00 | LINFT 100.00 7,300.00 159.22 11,623.06 123.79 9,036.67
PIPE, CLASS Il

6030170 |18-INCH REINFORCED CONCRETE 67.00 | LINFT 110.00 7,370.00 132.84 8,900.28 132.56 8,881.52
PIPE, CLASS Il

6030190 |18-INCH REINFORCED CONCRETE 106.00 | LINFT 100.00 10,600.00 119.46 12,662.76 128.98 13,671.88
PIPE, CLASS V

6030250 |24-INCH REINFORCED CONCRETE 80.00 | LINFT 125.00 10,000.00 188.91 15,112.80 199.29 15,943.20
PIPE, CLASS V

6030840 |45-INCH X 29-INCH OVAL REINFORCED 454.00 | LINFT 225.00 102,150.00 272.88 123,887.52 241.11 109,463.94
CONCRETE PIPE, CLASS HE V

6031020 |15-INCH PRECAST END SECTION 1.00 [ EACH 1,000.00 1,000.00 1,055.01 1,055.01 1,206.56 1,206.56

6040235 |15-INCH CORR. METAL PIPE (16 GAGE) 56.00 | LINFT 60.00 3,360.00 41.46 2,321.76 98.42 5,511.52

6040280 |18-INCH CORR. METAL PIPE (16 GAGE) 7.00 | LINFT 100.00 700.00 46.06 322.42 129.09 903.63

6040545 |36-INCH CORR. METAL PIPE (16 GAGE) 54.00 | LINFT 150.00 8,100.00 228.94 12,362.76 550.13 29,707.02

6042420 |18-INCH METAL END SECTION (SAFETY 1.00 [ EACH 500.00 500.00 856.64 856.64 574.33 574.33
TYPE)

6042475 |36-INCH METAL END SECTION 1.00 [ EACH 1,000.00 1,000.00 1,487.39 1,487.39 1,148.60 1,148.60

6042480 |36-INCH METAL END SECTION (SAFETY 1.00 | EACH 1,200.00 1,200.00 1,694.50 1,694.50 1,148.60 1,148.60
TYPE)

6050160 |18 - INCH HIGH DENSITY 227.00 | LINFT 60.00 13,620.00 82.19 18,657.13 152.24 34,558.48
POLYETHYLENE PIPE, TYPE S

6050170 |24 - INCH HIGH DENSITY 1,034.00 | LINFT 75.00 77,550.00 79.39 82,089.26 120.70 124,803.80
POLYETHYLENE PIPE, TYPE S

6050180 |30 - INCH HIGH DENSITY 175.00 | LINFT 90.00 15,750.00 132.24 23,142.00 117.83 20,620.25
POLYETHYLENE PIPE, TYPE S

6050190 |36 - INCH HIGH DENSITY 1,366.00 | LINFT 110.00 150,260.00 123.15 168,222.90 130.65 178,467.90
POLYETHYLENE PIPE, TYPE S

6071090 |6-INCH PERFORATED PIPE 1,890.00 | LINFT 16.00 30,240.00 12.80 24,192.00 20.44 38,631.60

6071105 |18-INCH PERFORATED PIPE 409.00 | LINFT 50.00 20,450.00 79.68 32,589.12 78.82 32,237.38

6090180 |INLET RISER 1.00 [ EACH 2,000.00 2,000.00 2,689.96 2,689.96 2,310.99 2,310.99

6090270 [ADJUSTING MANHOLE COVERS 62.00 | EACH 750.00 46,500.00 852.50 52,855.00 1,041.61 64,579.82
(METHOD C)

6090380 |TYPE 1 MANHOLE (MODIFIED) 2.00 | EACH 4,000.00 8,000.00 4,134.96 8,269.92 3,557.51 7,115.02

6090400 |TYPE 4 MANHOLE 15.00 | EACH 7,000.00 105,000.00 6,704.87 100,573.05 8,097.62 121,464.30

Approval of Contracts Over $5,000,000
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Engineer's Estimate ICE - Consultant Engineering Q & D Construction, Inc.
Iltem No. Description Qty Unit Unit Price Amount Unit Price Amount Unit Price Amount
6090610 |ADJUSTING VALVE COVERS (METHOD 44.00 | EACH 375.00 16,500.00 676.50 29,766.00 796.78 35,058.32
C)
6090620 |ADJUST DROP INLET 3.00 | EACH 2,800.00 8,400.00 878.74 2,636.22 1,473.38 4,420.14
6091030 |CASTINGS 20,250.00 | POUND 2.50 50,625.00 1.65 33,412.50 1.80 36,450.00
6091040 |STRUCTURAL STEEL GRATES 6,406.00 [ POUND 2.75 17,616.50 2.46 15,758.76 2.60 16,655.60
6091160 |48-INCH PRECAST REINFORCED 7.00 | EACH 5,400.00 37,800.00 7,667.00 53,669.00 4,356.87 30,498.09
CONCRETE MANHOLE, TYPE 1
6091410 |ABANDON PIPE 45.00 | LINFT 50.00 2,250.00 86.86 3,908.70 39.81 1,791.45
6091708 |12-INCH PIPE LINER 51.00 | LINFT 100.00 5,100.00 341.00 17,391.00 338.74 17,275.74
6091730 |18-INCH PIPE LINER 655.00 [ LINFT 190.00 124,450.00 165.00 108,075.00 163.91 107,361.05
6091742 |[24-INCH PIPE LINER 530.00 | LINFT 265.00 140,450.00 170.50 90,365.00 169.37 89,766.10
6091750 [28-INCH PIPE LINER 62.00 | LINFT 340.00 21,080.00 280.50 17,391.00 278.64 17,275.68
6091764 |36-INCH PIPE LINER 56.00 | LINFT 400.00 22,400.00 335.50 18,788.00 333.27 18,663.12
6100170 |RIPRAP (CLASS 150) 423.00 | CUYD 100.00 42,300.00 137.82 58,297.86 137.54 58,179.42
6100190 |[RIPRAP (CLASS 300) 376.00 | CUYD 120.00 45,120.00 103.29 38,837.04 132.61 49,861.36
6100200 |RIPRAP (CLASS 400) 87.00 | CUYD 125.00 10,875.00 126.14 10,974.18 144.45 12,567.15
6100210 |RIPRAP (CLASS 550) 549.00 | CUYD 90.00 49,410.00 121.88 66,912.12 144.12 79,121.88
6100220 |RIPRAP (CLASS 700) 99.00 | CUYD 115.00 11,385.00 125.16 12,390.84 142.08 14,065.92
6100585 |ARTICULATED CONCRETE BLOCK 4,530.00 | SQYD 100.00 453,000.00 99.13 449,058.90 100.21 453,951.30
6130130 |DETECTABLE WARNINGS 30.00 | SQYD 300.00 9,000.00 266.88 8,006.40 526.67 15,800.10
6130260 |CLASS AA CONCRETE CURB (TYPE 3) 88.00 | LINFT 30.00 2,640.00 27.50 2,420.00 29.07 2,558.16
6130590 |CLASS AA CONCRETE VALLEY GUTTER 47.00 | LINFT 35.00 1,645.00 45.73 2,149.31 41.37 1,944.39
(TYPE 1)
6130850 |CLASS AA CONCRETE CURB AND 5,272.00 | LINFT 28.00 147,616.00 32.55 171,603.60 34.68 182,832.96
GUTTER (TYPE 6)
6130860 |CLASS AA CONCRETE CURB AND 3,295.00 | LINFT 25.00 82,375.00 28.68 94,500.60 28.43 93,676.85
GUTTER (TYPE 6 MODIFIED)
6131140 |CLASS AA CONCRETE SIDEWALK (4- 1,801.00 | SQYD 40.00 72,040.00 43.79 78,865.79 41.67 75,047.67
INCH)
6131300 |CLASS AA CONCRETE DRIVEWAY (9- 892.00 | SQYD 85.00 75,820.00 93.36 83,277.12 107.41 95,809.72
INCH) (REINFORCED)
6180110 |GUARDRAIL POSTS 10.00 | EACH 50.00 500.00 55.00 550.00 54.64 546.40
6180120 |GUARDRAIL BLOCKS 10.00 [ EACH 20.00 200.00 17.60 176.00 17.48 174.80
6180330 |SPECIAL GUARDRAIL TERMINAL END 1.00 [ EACH 2,750.00 2,750.00 6,616.50 6,616.50 6,572.59 6,572.59
6180350 |GUARDRAIL TERMINAL (FLARED) 11.00 | EACH 2,750.00 30,250.00 2,805.00 30,855.00 3,065.02 33,715.22
6180400 |GUARDRAIL- BARRIER RAIL 2.00 | EACH 2,750.00 5,500.00 2,805.00 5,610.00 2,786.39 5,572.78
CONNECTION (TRIPLE CORRUGATION)
6180550 |GALVANIZED GUARDRAIL (TRIPLE 407.00 | LINFT 40.00 16,280.00 39.05 15,893.35 38.79 15,787.53
CORRUGATION)
6190200 |GUIDE POSTS (RIGID) 754.00 [ EACH 40.00 30,160.00 46.75 35,249.50 46.44 35,015.76
6190280 |OBJECT MARKERS, TYPE 3 3.00 | EACH 125.00 375.00 110.00 330.00 109.27 327.81
6190330 |MILEPOST MARKERS (POSTS ONLY) 12.00 | EACH 50.00 600.00 46.75 561.00 46.44 557.28
6230230 |NO. 5 PULL BOX 16.00 | EACH 720.00 11,520.00 462.00 7,392.00 458.93 7,342.88
6230235 |NO. 7 PULL BOX 4.00 | EACH 850.00 3,400.00 715.00 2,860.00 710.26 2,841.04
6230266 |LUMINAIRE 4.00 | EACH 1,500.00 6,000.00 1,617.00 6,468.00 1,606.27 6,425.08
6230570 |STEEL POLE, TYPE 7 3.00 | EACH 8,000.00 24,000.00 6,226.00 18,678.00 6,184.68 18,554.04
6230590 |STEEL POLE, TYPE 14 (MODIFIED) 1.00 [ EACH 12,000.00 12,000.00 7,744.00 7,744.00 7,692.61 7,692.61
6230830 |LOOP DETECTOR AMPLIFIER 2.00 | EACH 300.00 600.00 539.00 1,078.00 535.43 1,070.86
CHANNELS (EXISTING CABINET)
6230921 |RADAR DETECTOR SYSTEM 1.00 [ EACH 25,000.00 25,000.00 28,160.00 28,160.00 27,973.12 27,973.12
6230922 |ADVANCED RADAR WARNING 1.00 [ EACH 10,000.00 10,000.00 10,857.00 10,857.00 10,784.95 10,784.95
DETECTOR SYSTEM
6230995 |TYPE 1 CONTROLLER, M CABINET 1.00 [ EACH 5,500.00 5,500.00 6,116.00 6,116.00 6,075.41 6,075.41
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Engineer's Estimate

ICE - Consultant Engineering

Q & D Construction, Inc.

Iltem No. Description Qty Unit Unit Price Amount Unit Price Amount Unit Price Amount
6231055 |SPECIAL CABINET 1.00 | EACH 8,000.00 8,000.00 1,419.00 1,419.00 1,409.58 1,409.58
6231104 |FLASHING BEACON 4.00 | EACH 1,500.00 6,000.00 836.00 3,344.00 830.45 3,321.80
6231105 |FLASHING BEACON CONTROLLER 2.00 | EACH 1,500.00 3,000.00 308.00 616.00 305.96 611.92
6231140 |COMMUNICATION SYSTEM 1.00 LS 10,000.00 10,000.00 17,600.00 17,600.00 17,483.20 17,483.20
6231261 |FIELD HARDENED ETHERNET SWITCH 2.00 | EACH 750.00 1,500.00 6,028.00 12,056.00 5,988.00 11,976.00
6231262 |VIDEO ENCODER 2.00 | EACH 3,750.00 7,500.00 6,127.00 12,254.00 6,086.34 12,172.68
6231265 |CCTV FIELD EQUIPMENT 2.00 | EACH 10,000.00 20,000.00 13,860.00 27,720.00 13,768.02 27,536.04
6231620 |UNDERGROUND ELECTRICAL SERVICE 2.00 | EACH 4,000.00 8,000.00 12,210.00 24,420.00 12,128.97 24,257.94
6231820 |3-INCH CONDUIT 2,897.00 | LINFT 18.50 53,594.50 20.90 60,547.30 20.76 60,141.72
6231980 |NO.8 CONDUCTOR 2,410.00 | LINFT 1.10 2,651.00 1.10 2,651.00 1.09 2,626.90
6231985 |[NO. 10 CONDUCTOR 5,263.00 [ LINFT 1.05 5,526.15 1.10 5,789.30 1.09 5,736.67
6232185 |COMPOSITE CABLE 382.00 | LINFT 8.00 3,056.00 7.70 2,941.40 7.65 2,922.30
6232630 |LOOP DETECTOR (6-FOOT X 6-FOOT) 12.00 | EACH 500.00 6,000.00 440.00 5,280.00 437.08 5,244.96
6232645 |LEAD-IN CABLE FOR LOOP DETECTORS 898.00 | LINFT 1.50 1,347.00 1.10 987.80 1.09 978.82
6232870 |CELLULAR TELEPHONE MODEM 1.00 | EACH 2,000.00 2,000.00 11,220.00 11,220.00 11,145.54 11,145.54
6240110 |FLAGGER 31,000.00 | HOUR 45.00 | 1,395,000.00 4299 | 1,332,690.00 49.50 | 1,534,500.00
6240130 |UNIFORMED TRAFFIC CONTROL 1.00 FA 146,250.00 146,250.00 146,250.00 146,250.00 146,250.00 146,250.00
OFFICER

6240140 |TRAFFIC CONTROL SUPERVISOR 200.00 DAY 1,150.00 230,000.00 1,454.10 290,820.00 1,476.51 295,302.00

6250490 |RENT TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES 1.00 LS 891,702.50 891,702.50 741,243.85 741,243.85 449,918.19 449,918.19

6270190 |PERMANENT SIGNS (GROUND 1,441.18 | SQFT 100.00 144,118.00 140.25 202,125.50 139.32 200,785.20
MOUNTED) (METAL SUPPORTS)

6270220 |PERMANENT SIGN PANELS (PANELS 24.75 | SQFT 60.00 1,485.00 55.00 1,361.25 54.64 1,352.34
ONLY)

6270240 |PERMANENT SIGNS, REMOVE 1,218.41 | SQFT 9.00 10,965.69 3.85 4,690.88 3.82 4,654.33

6270260 |PERMANENT SIGNS, RESET 1.50 | SQFT 100.00 150.00 137.50 206.25 136.59 204.89

6280120 |MOBILIZATION 1.00 LS 1,269,714.72 | 1,269,714.72 | 1,113,199.99 | 1,113,199.99 944,636.09 944,636.09

6320800 |EPOXY PAVEMENT STRIPING (VARIES) 430.50 | SQFT 15.00 6,457.50 11.55 4,972.28 11.47 4,937.84

6320910 |EPOXY PAVEMENT STRIPING (SOLID 7.05| MILE 1,500.00 10,575.00 1,677.50 11,826.38 1,666.37 11,747.91
WHITE)

6320930 |EPOXY PAVEMENT STRIPING (8-INCH 500.00 | LINFT 1.50 750.00 1.38 690.00 1.37 685.00
SOLID WHITE)

6320970 |EPOXY PAVEMENT STRIPING (24-INCH 962.80 | LINFT 18.00 17,330.40 8.25 7,943.10 8.20 7,894.96
SOLID WHITE)

6321060 |EPOXY PAVEMENT STRIPING (BROKEN 0.74 | MILE 3,000.00 2,220.00 2,090.00 1,546.60 2,076.14 1,536.34
YELLOW W/SOLID YELLOW)

6321080 |EPOXY PAVEMENT STRIPING (DOUBLE 3.30 | MILE 3,250.00 10,725.00 2,805.00 9,256.50 2,786.38 9,195.05
SOLID YELLOW)

6370190 |DUST CONTROL 1.00 LS 71,104.03 71,104.03 86,401.80 86,401.80 75,228.72 75,228.72

6370260 |SILT FENCE 8,393.00 [ LINFT 4.00 33,572.00 4.40 36,929.20 4.66 39,111.38

6370280 |SEDIMENT LOG 3,973.00 [ LINFT 5.00 19,865.00 5.50 21,851.50 6.00 23,838.00

6370290 |ROADWAY INLET PROTECTION 70.00 | EACH 150.00 10,500.00 165.00 11,550.00 205.80 14,406.00

6370310 |GRAVEL BAG 312.00 | EACH 12.00 3,744.00 11.00 3,432.00 28.88 9,010.56

6370320 |PRESERVATION FENCING 733.00 | LINFT 4.50 3,298.50 5.50 4,031.50 4.22 3,093.26

6440100 |SOIL NAIL 168.00 [ LINFT 70.00 11,760.00 253.00 42,504.00 251.32 42,221.76

6600100 |PNEUMATICALLY PLACED CONCRETE 55.00 | SQYD 175.00 9,625.00 308.00 16,940.00 305.96 16,827.80
MORTAR (5-INCHES)

6670010 |RISK RESERVE 1.00 LS 1,850,000.00 | 1,850,000.00 | 1,850,000.00 | 1,850,000.00 | 1,850,000.00| 1,850,000.00

Total $14,101,765.99 $14,830,500.57 $14,877,619.20

Approval of Contracts Over $5,000,000
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EVADA 1263 South Stewart Street

Carson City, Nevada 89712

DOT Phone: (775) 888-7440
Fax:  (775) 888-7201

MEMORANDUM
March 3, 2014
TO: Department of Transportation Board of Directors
FROM: Rudy Malfabon, Director
SUBJECT: March 10, 2014 Transportation Board of Directors Meeting
ltem #9: Approval of Agreements Over $300,000 - For Possible Action

Summary:

The purpose of this item is to provide the Board a list of agreements over $300,000 for
discussion and approval following the process approved at the July 11, 2011 Transportation
Board meeting. This list consists of any design build contracts and all agreements (and
amendments) for non-construction matters, such as consultants, service providers, etc. that
obligate total funds of over $300,000, during the period from January 18, 2014, to February 14,
2014.

Background:

The Department contracts for services relating to the development, construction, operation and
maintenance of the State’s multi-modal transportation system. The attached agreements
constitute all new agreements, new task orders on existing agreements, and all amendments
which take the total agreement above $300,000 during the period from January 18, 2014, to
February 14, 2014.

Analysis:

These agreements have been prepared following the Code of Federal Regulations, Nevada
Revised Statutes, Nevada Administrative Code, State Administrative Manual, and/or
Department policies and procedures. They represent the necessary support services needed to
deliver the State of Nevada’'s multi-modal transportation system.

List of Attachments:

A) State of Nevada Department of Transportation Agreements over $300,000, January 18,
2014, to February 14, 2014.

Recommendation for Board Action:
Approval of all agreements listed on Attachment A.

Prepared by: Administrative Services Division

Approval of Agreements Over $300,000
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State of Nevada Department of Transportation
Agreements for Approval
January 18, 2014 to February 14, 2014

Attachment A

Line Original Amendment Payable Receivable
Agreement No | Amend No Contractor Purpose Fed| Agreement Y End Date Amend Date Agree Type Notes
No Amount Amount Amount Amount
1 03414 00 TBD NOA TECHNICAL SERVICES N 400,000.00 - 400,000.00 - 5/31/2015 - Service 03-10-14: NATURALLY OCCURRING ASBESTOS
Provider (NOA) TECHNICAL SERVICES FOR THE

BOULDER CITY BYPASS PROJECT, CLARK

COUNTY.

Approval of Agreements Over $300,000
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Line Item 1
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Attachment A
Scope of Services

This Scope of Services will address NOA concerns only on Phase | (Railroad Pass to Silver
Line Road). The proposer needs to demonstrate their knowledge with developing a scientifically
based, statistically valid approach for assessing NOA, both before and during construction in an
arid climate, involving excavation cuts in excess of 100 feet, the movement and placement of
millions of cubic yards of material and assessing health risk to worker and neighboring
community impacts. The following elements shall be expanded upon in the submitted proposal.

Sampling Analysis Plan: Discuss anticipated surface and subsurface sample types to be
collected, general sampling or mapping procedures protocol (inclusive of activity based
sampling and air monitoring as appropriate), equipment to be used, data quality objectives and
validation, and other relevant information and assumptions.

Site Characterization: Discuss sampling methodology to be used, the types of samples to be
collected, and other relevant information and assumptions.

Testing and Analysis Methodology and Procedures: Discuss testing and analysis hierarchy
and when and why various methodologies would be utilized.

Risk Assessment: Discuss how health risk to the worker and nearby communities would be
established, analyzed and mitigated.

Construction Mitigation Measures: Discuss anticipated construction mitigation measures,
how they will be developed for all aspects of construction, including blasting and how they will
be incorporated into the construction documents.

Schedule: Develop Gantt type schedule showing anticipated activities, deliverable dates and
conclusion of work.

Approval of Agreements Over $300,000
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E VA DA 1263 South Stewart Street
Carson City, Nevada 89712

Phone: (775) 888-7070

Fax: (775) 888-7101

MEMORANDUM

Administrative Services
February 19, 2014

To: Rudy Malfabon - Director
From: W Jenni Eyerly - Administrative Services Division Chief
Subject: Agreement # 034-14-013

Emergency Procurement — Boulder City Bypass Naturally Occurring
Asbestos

The procurement for studies on naturally occurring asbestos in areas related to the Boulder City
Bypass project will be procured under emergency procurement procedures. This is due to the
unexpected and potentially dangerous environmental conditions on the project, and the need to
obtain the asbestos study information most expeditiously.

Basic elements of scope are site characterization (sampling, testing, analysis), risk assessment,
and recommendations for what to do during the construction phase (monitoring, additional
sampling and testing during construction, develop specifications to include in bid package).
Selection of the service provider will be quality based — cost will not be included in the
evaluation criteria. The estimated cost of the project is $400,000. Requests for Proposals will
be sent to CDM Smith, Tetra Tech, Weston Solutions and Kleinfelder. There will be no DBE
goal on this emergency procurement.

Please indicate your approval of the procurement by signing below.

Approved:

e S i

Rudy Malfabon, P.E. - Hirector

Approval of Agreements Over $300,000
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EVADA 1263 South Stewart Street

Carson City, Nevada 89712

DOT Phone: (775) 888-7440
Fax:  (775) 888-7201

MEMORANDUM
March 3, 2014
TO: Department of Transportation Board of Directors
FROM: Rudy Malfabon, Director
SUBJECT: March 10, 2014 Transportation Board of Directors Meeting
Item #10: Contracts, Agreements, and Settlements — Informational Item Only

Summary:

The purpose of this item is to inform the Board of the following:
e Construction contracts under $5,000,000 awarded January 18, 2014, to February 14,
2014
e Agreements under $300,000 executed January 18, 2014, to February 14, 2014
e Settlements entered into by the Department which were presented for approval to the
Board of Examiners January 18, 2014, to February 14, 2014

Any emergency agreements authorized by statute will be presented here as an informational
item.

Background:

Pursuant to NRS 408.131(5), the Transportation Board has authority to “[e]xecute or approve all
instruments and documents in the name of the State or Department necessary to carry out the
provisions of the chapter”. Additionally, the Director may execute all contracts necessary to
carry out the provisions of Chapter 408 of NRS with the approval of the board, except those
construction contracts that must be executed by the chairman of the board. Other contracts or
agreements not related to the construction, reconstruction, improvement and maintenance of
highways must be presented to and approved by the Board of Examiners. This item is intended
to inform the Board of various matters relating to the Department of Transportation but which do
not require any formal action by the Board.

The Department contracts for services relating to the construction, operation and maintenance
of the State’s multi-modal transportation system. Contracts listed in this item are all low-bid per
statute and executed by the Governor in his capacity as Board Chairman. The projects are part
of the STIP document approved by the Board. In addition, the Department negotiates
settlements with contractors, property owners, and other parties to resolve disputes. These
proposed settlements are presented to the Board of Examiners, with the support and
advisement of the Attorney General's Office, for approval. Other matters included in this item
would be any emergency agreements entered into by the Department during the reporting
period.

Contracts, Agreements, and Settlements
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The attached construction contracts, agreements and settlements constitute all that were
awarded for construction from January 18, 2014, to February 14, 2014 and agreements
executed by the Department from January 18, 2014, to February 14, 2014. There were no
settlements or construction contracts under $5,000,000 awarded during the reporting period.
Analysis:

These contracts have been executed following the Code of Federal Regulations, Nevada
Revised Statutes, Nevada Administrative Code, State Administrative Manual, and/or
Department policies and procedures.

List of Attachments:

A) State of Nevada Department of Transportation Executed Agreements - Informational,
January 18, 2014, to February 14, 2014

Recommendation for Board Action: Informational item only

Prepared by: Administrative Services Division

Contracts, Agreements, and Settlements
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State of Nevada Department of Transportation
Executed Agreements - Informational
January 18, 2014 to February 14, 2014

Attachment A

Line
No

Agreement
No

Amend
No

Contractor

Purpose

Fed

Original
Agreement
Amount

Amendment
Amount

Payable Amount

Receivable
Amount

Start Date

End Date

Amend Date

Agree Type

Notes

04314

00

CITY OF LAS VEGAS

PROJECT NEON

20,500,000.00

20,500,000.00

2/7/2014

12/31/2017

Cooperative

02-07-14: TO SECURE ENCROACHMENT RIGHTS ON CITY
RIGHT OF WAY, ESTABLISH DESIGN ROLES AND
RESPONSIBILITIES, AND ESTABLISH PROJECT CRITERIA
FOR CITY OF LAS VEGAS TO PROGRAM $20,500,000 FOR
CONSTRUCTION OF MLKE BRIDGE OVER CHARLESTON
RELATED TO PROJECT NEON, CLARK COUNTY. NV B/L#:
EXEMPT

15611

03

WASHOE RTC

IMPROVE PYRAMID HWY AT
MCCARRAN

Y

1,157,895.00

1,200,000.00

2,472,895.00

4/11/2011

12/31/2014

2/5/2014

Cooperative

AMD 3 02-05-14: EXTEND TERMINATION DATE FROM 12-
31-13 TO 12-31-14 TO ALLOW COMPLETION OF PROJECT
AND TO INCREASE AUTHORITY $1,200,000.00 FROM
$1,272,895.00 TO $2,472,895.00 FOR HARDSHIP
ACQUISITIONS.

AMD 2 12-10-12: EXTEND TERMINATION DATE FROM 12-
31-12 TO12-31-13 TO ALLOW COMPLETION OF PROJECT.
AMD 1 10-12-11: TO ADJUST SCOPE OF WORK TO
AUTHORIZE RTC TO COMPLETE HARDSHIP
ACQUISITION, TO ASSIST RTC WITH RIGHT OF WAY
ACQUISITION & ENGINEERING, AND TO INCREASE
AUTHORITY $115,000 FROM $1,157,895 TO $1,272,895.00.
04-11-11: TO OBLIGATE FEDERAL CONGESTION
MITIGATION AND AIR QUALITY (CMAQ) FUNDS AND TO
AUTHORIZE RTC TO DESIGN PLANS FOR
IMPROVEMENTS TO PYRAMID HWY SR 445 AT N
MCCARRAN BLVD, WASHOE COUNTY. NV B/L#: EXEMPT

02314

00

WASHOE COUNTY
SCHOOL DISTRICT

RIGHT OF ENTRY FOR SRTS

Y

2/11/2014

9/30/2014

Cooperative

02-11-14: AGREEMENT BETWEEN WASHOE COUNTY
SCHOOL DISTRICT AND NDOT TO GAIN RIGHT OF ENTRY
FOR SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL IMPROVEMENTS.
WASHOE COUNTY. NV B/L#: EXEMPT

05414

00

CLARK COUNTY

AIRPORT CONNECTOR

35,000,000.00

35,000,000.00

3/10/2014

12/31/2016

Cooperative

3-10-14: AGREEMENT WITH CLARK COUNTY FOR NDOT
TO PROVIDE $35,000,000 OF FEDERAL FUNDS FOR
CONSTRUCTION OF THE AIRPORT CONNECTOR
PROJECT, CLARK COUNTY. NV B/L#: EXEMPT

00214

00

WESTERN SHOSHONE

DPS

NSRS STATEWIDE RADIO

23,100.00

23,100.00

1/30/2014

6/30/2019

Interlocal

01-30-14: TO ALLOW WESTERN SHOSHONE DPS TO
UTILIZE THE DEPARTMENT'S RADIO SYSTEM, AND TO
ESTABLISH RESPONSIBILITIES IN OPERATING AND
MAINTAINING THE SYSTEM, ELKO COUNTY. NV B/L#:
EXEMPT

52812

01

UNLV

DRIVER ED AND INFO
PROGRAM

81,581.00

81,581.00

12/31/2012

5/31/2014

1/28/2014

Interlocal

AMD 1 01-28-14: NO COST TIME EXTENSION FROM 02-28-
14 TO 05-31-14 IN ORDER TO COMPLETE THE RESEARCH
PROJECT.

12-31-12: CONDUCT A RESEARCH PROJECT ENTITLED,
"THE EFFECTIVENESS OF DRIVER EDUCATION AND
INFORMATION PROGRAMS IN NEVADA," STATEWIDE. NV
B/L#: EXEMPT

53913

00

CHURCHILL COUNTY

WEED CONTROL
CHURCHILL COUNTY

80,000.00

80,000.00

2/6/2014

12/31/2016

Interlocal

02-06-14: APPLY HERBICIDES ON NDOT RIGHTS-OF-WAY,
CHURCHILL COUNTY. NV B/L#: EXEMPT

54013

00

DOUGLAS COUNTY

PARKS

NOXIOUS WEED CONTROL

150,000.00

150,000.00

1/27/2014

12/31/2016

Interlocal

01-27-14: PROVIDE NOXIOUS WEED CONTROL BY
APPLYING HERBICIDES IN DOUGLAS COUNTY, AND
WITHIN WASHOE COUNTY WETLANDS MITIGATION AREA
ON THE SOUTH SIDE OF WASHOE VALLEY, DOUGLAS
AND WASHOE COUNTIES. NV B/L#: EXEMPT

54113

00

TRI COUNTY WEED

CONTROL

NOXIOUS WEED CONTROL

268,518.20

268,518.20

2/3/2014

12/31/2016

Interlocal

02-03-14: APPLY HERBICIDES ON NDOT RIGHTS-OF-WAY
IN LINCOLN, NYE, WHITE PINE, AND CLARK COUNTIES.
NV B/L# EXEMPT

Contracts, Agreements, and Settlements
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Line
No

Agreement
No

Amend
No

Contractor

Purpose

Fed

Original
Agreement
Amount

Amendment
Amount

Payable Amount

Receivable
Amount

Start Date

End Date

Amend Date

Agree Type

Notes

10

02914

00

RICHARD/LORRAINE
ORTIZ

TEMP ESMT S-650-WA-
019.962

2,500.00

2,500.00

1/22/2014

4/30/2016

Acquisition

01-22-14: TO ACQUIRE A TWO YEAR TEMPORARY
EASEMENT NEEDED FOR THE MCCARRAN PROJECT, S-
650-WA-019.962, WASHOE COUNTY. NV B/L#: EXEMPT

11

03014

FCCB INVESTMENTS
LLC

TEMP ESMT S-650-WA-
021.260

5,813.00

5,813.00

1/22/2014

4/30/2016

Acquisition

01-22-14: TO ACQUIRE A TWO YEAR TEMPORARY
EASEMENT NEEDED FOR THE MCCARRAN PROJECT, S-
650-WA-021.260, WASHOE COUNTY. NV B/L#: EXEMPT

12

02614

FRONTIER
COMMUNICATIONS

4 MANHOLES

4,400.00

4,400.00

1/21/2014

1/20/2015

Facility

01-21-14: ADJUST APPROXIMATELY FOUR (4) MANHOLES,
PROJECT SPSR-0207(009), DOUGLAS COUNTY. NV B/L#:
NV20101205755

13

03514

NV ENERGY

LINE EXTENSION FOR FAST
PACKAGE H

N

1/28/2014

1/27/2015

Facility

01-30-14: DESIGN INITIATION: DESIGN FOR THE LINE
EXTENSION AGREEMENT FOR PROJECT FAST PACKAGE
H, CLARK COUNTY. NV B/L#: NV19831015840

14

03714

NV ENERGY

LINE EXT CHEYENNE US 95

73,561.00

73,561.00

1/30/2014

1/31/2019

Facility

02-03-14: LINE EXTENSION FOR CHEYENNE US 95
PACKAGE PEDESTALS, CLARK COUNTY. NV B/L#:
NV19831015840

15

03914

MICHELSEN'S GAS-A-
MART INC

1 VALVE COVER KINGSBURY
GD

N

800.00

800.00

2/4/2014

2/15/2017

Facility

02-04-14: 1 VALVE COVER ON KINGSBURY GRADE,
DOUGLAS COUNTY. NV B/L#: NV19991154449

16

02714

BRUCE EAKENS

BLUE JAY MS #2

2,400.00

2,400.00

1/21/2014

12/31/2018

Lease

01-21-14: MAINTENANCE STATION HOUSE BLUE JAY #2
LEASED TO NDOT EMPLOYEE IN NYE COUNTY. NV B/L#:
EXEMPT

17

03314

NP PALACE LLC

LEASE PARCEL 1-015-CL-
040.451

289,400.00

289,400.00

1/23/2014

11/30/2033

Lease

01-27-14: LEASE OF PARCEL 1-015-CL-040.451 FOR
PARKING FACILITIES, CLARK COUNTY. NV B/L#:
NV20101605503

18

04014

CHRIS VASQUEZ

COLD SPRINGS #3

2,400.00

2,400.00

2/5/2014

12/31/2017

Lease

02-05-14: LEASE OF MAINTENANCE STATION COLD
SPRINGS #3 FOR NDOT EMPLOYEE. NV B/L#: EXEMPT

19

23510

AL-MAR CLEANING
SERVICES

JANITORIAL TONOPAH
MAINT. STATION

29,860.00

7,600.00

37,460.00

9/2/2010

6/30/2014

1/21/2014

Service Provider

AMD 1 01-21-14: INCREASE AUTHORITY $7,600.00 FROM
$29,860.00 TO $37,460.00 DUE TO INSUFFICIENT AMOUNT
OF AUTHORITY TO LAST TO END OF CONTRACT.
09-02-10: JANITORIAL SERVICES AT THE DISTRICT |
TONOPAH MAINTENANCE STATION, D1-046-10, NYE
COUNTY. NV B/L#: NV20121462526-Q

20

03214

MCCORMICK
CONSULTING GROUP

STATE VS HIGHLAND 2000-I
LLC

50,000.00

50,000.00

12/2/2013

12/31/2015

Service Provider

01-27-14: CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATION AND
EXPERT WITNESS SERVICES IN THE STATE VS
HIGHLAND 2000-1, LLC CONDEMNATION CASE, CLARK
COUNTY. NV B/L#: NV20001304497-S

21

29812

02

GALENA GROUP INC

NEXTEL REBANDING
PROJECT

24,000.00

20,000.00

64,000.00

8/20/2012

6/30/2015

1/27/2014

Service Provider

AMD 2 01-27-14: INCREASE AUTHORITY BY $20,000.00
FROM $44,000.00 TO $64,000.00 FOR CONTINUED
REBANDING EFFORTS.

AMD 1 02-19-13: INCREASE AUTHORITY $20,000.00 FROM
$24,000.00 TO $44,000.00 DUE TO ADDITIONAL
ASSISTANCE WITH THE NEGOTIATION WITH SPRINT
NEXTEL FOR REBANDING PROJECT.

08-20-12: ASSIST THE DEPARTMENT WITH
NEGOTIATIONS WITH SPRINT NEXTEL FOR THE
REBANDING PROJECT, CARSON CITY AND WASHOE
COUNTY. NV B/L#: NV20021368878-S

22

32312

01

AMEC
ENVIRONMENTAL &
INFRASTRUCTURE

SUE SVCS KINGSBURY
GRADE

69,962.00

11,080.00

81,042.00

3/12/2013

11/8/2014

1/22/2014

Service Provider

AMD 1 01-22-14: INCREASE AUTHORITY BY $11,080.00
FROM $69,962.00 TO $81,042.00 FOR ADDITIONAL
POTHOLES.

03-12-13: SUBSURFACE UTILITY WORK NEEDED FOR THE
SR 207 KINGSBURY GRADE ROAD BED
RECONSTRUCTION AND OVERLAY PROJECT, DOUGLAS
COUNTY. NV B/L#: NV1941068475-R

23

45211

01

J & L JANITORIAL

JANITORIAL SERVICE FOR
CC NDOT

370,000.00

30,112.25

400,112.25

2/1/2012

1/31/2016

2/12/2014

Service Provider

AMD 1 02-12-14: TO INCREASE THE JANITORIAL
SERVICES TO INCLUDE THE FIRST AND SECOND
FLOORS OF THE DEPARTMENT'S HQ BUILDING, AND
INCREASE AUTHORITY BY $30,112.25, FROM $370,000.00
TO $400,112.25.

02-01-12: TO PROVIDE JANITORIAL SERVICES AT
VARIOUS NDOT LOCATIONS IN CARSON CITY, NV B/L#:
NV20101116972-R

Contracts, Agreements, and Settlements
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No

Agreement
No

Amend
No

Contractor

Purpose

Fed

Original
Agreement
Amount

Amendment
Amount

Payable Amount

Receivable
Amount

Start Date

End Date

Amend Date

Agree Type

Notes

24

57613

00

UPRR

INSTALL CANTILEVERS

163,261.00

146,935.00

16,326.00

12/16/2013

12/31/2015

Service Provider

12-16-13: INSTALL CANTILEVERS AT GREEN VALLEY
PARKWAY RAILROAD CROSSING IN HENDERSON, DOT
804-185G, CLARK COUNTY. NV B/L#: NV19691003146-S

25

57713

00

UPRR

INSTALL CANTILEVERS

168,434.00

151,591.00

16,843.00

12/16/2013

12/31/2015

Service Provider

12-16-13: INSTALL CANTILEVERS AT WARM SPRINGS
ROAD RAILROAD CROSSING IN LAS VEGAS, DOT 804-
238D, CLARK COUNTY. NV B/L#: NV19691003146-S

26

57813

00

UPRR

INSTALL CANTILEVERS

157,408.00

157,408.00

15,741.00

12/16/2013

12/31/2015

Service Provider

12-16-13: INSTALL CANTILEVERS AT EASTERN AVENUE
RAILROAD CROSSING IN LAS VEGAS, DOT 804-239K,
CLARK COUNTY. NV B/L#: NV19691003146-S

27

57913

00

UPRR

INSTALL CANTILEVERS

169,574.00

152,617.00

16,957.00

12/16/2013

12/31/2015

Service Provider

12-16-13: INSTALL CANTILEVERS AT STEPHANIE STREET
RAILROAD CROSSING IN HENDERSON, DOT 906-5408B,
CLARK COUNTY. NV B/L#: NV19691003146-S

28

58013

00

UPRR

INSTALL CANTILEVERS

228,249.00

205,424.00

22,825.00

12/16/2013

12/31/2015

Service Provider

12-16-13: INSTALL CANTILEVERS IN CENTER MEDIAN
AND UPGRADE EXISTING LIGHTS TO LEDS AT LOSEE
ROAD RAILROAD CROSSING IN LAS VEGAS, DOT807-
213T, CLARK COUNTY. NV B/L#: NV19691003146-S

29

58113

00

UPRR

RR CROSSING SAFETY
IMPROVEMENT

195,158.00

175,642.00

19,516.00

12/16/2013

12/31/2015

Service Provider

12-16-13: INSTALL AUTOMATIC FLASHING LIGHT
CROSSING SIGNALS ON CANTILEVERS AT SUNSET
ROAD RAILROAD CROSSING IN LAS VEGAS, DOT804-
232M, CLARK COUNTY. NV B/L#: NV19691003146-S

30

01214

00

PETRO CLASSROOM

TRAINING ON
UNDERGROUND TANKS

14,000.00

14,000.00

2/5/2014

6/30/2014

Service Provider

02-05-14: TO PROVIDE OPERATOR TRAINING FOR
UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS, CLARK AND WASHOE
COUNTIES. NV B/L#: NV20121203683-Q

31

04114

00

ENVIROCLEAN

SEPTIC SVCS IN
WINNEMUCCA

39,000.00

39,000.00

2/5/2014

9/30/2016

Service Provider

02-05-14: Q3-009-14 SEPTIC SERVICES FOR REST AREAS
IN WINNEMUCCA. NV B/L#: NV20111619393-Q

32

35013

01

HIGH DESERT
TRAFFIC LLC

TRADAS SOFTWARE
MAINTENANCE

30,000.00

115,000.00

145,000.00

10/7/2013

2/28/2016

1/23/2014

Service Provider

AMD 1 01-23-14: EXTEND TERMINATION DATE FROM 02-
28-14 TO 02-28-16 AND INCREASE AUTHORITY
$115,000.00 FROM $30,000.00 TO $145,000.00 TO
CONTINUE MAINTENANCE OF PROPRIETARY
SOFTWARE.

10-07-13: PROPRIETARY SOFTWARE MAINTENANCE OF
THE TRAFFIC DATA SYSTEM (TRADAS) WHICH IS
NECESSARY TO ENSURE ACCURACY OF REPORTS
GENERATED AND DECISIONS MADE BASED ON THE
DATA COLLECTED, CARSON CITY. NV B/L#:
NV20131523281-S

33

36213

00

ADOPT A HIGHWAY
MAINT CORP

LITTER REMOVAL ON
VARIOUS HWYS

1/29/2014

9/30/2015

Service Provider

01-29-14: LITTER REMOVAL SERVICES ON VARIOUS
HIGHWAYS IN NEVADA, STATEWIDE. NV B/L#:
NV20001412349-S

34

36313

00

ADOPT A HIGHWAY
LITTER REMOVAL

LITTER REMOVAL ON
VARIOUS HWYS

1/29/2014

9/30/2015

Service Provider

01-29-14: LITTER REMOVAL SERVICES ON VARIOUS
HIGHWAYS IN NEVADA, STATEWIDE. NV B/L#:
NV20021456927-S

Contracts, Agreements, and Settlements
Page 6 of 6




EVADA 1263 South Stewart Street
Carson City, Nevada 89712

Phone: (775) 888-7440

Fax:  (775) 888-7201

MEMORANDUM
February 21, 2013
TO: Department of Transportation Board of Directors
FROM: Rudy Malfabon, P.E., Director

SUBJECT: March 10, 2014 Transportation Board of Directors Meeting

ITEM #11: Acceptance of Amendments and Administrative Modifications to the FFY
2014-2017 Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)
— For Possible Action

Summary:

At the November 13, 2013 State Transportation Board of Directors Meeting, the FY 2014 — 2017
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) was accepted as a part of the FY 2014-
2023 Transportation Systems Projects (TSP). Amendments and Administrative Modifications
are made throughout the year to the STIP in order to facilitate project changes. NDOT staff
works closely with the local Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO’s) and local
governments to facilitate these project changes.

Attachment “A” lists Amendments to the 2014 STIP. NDOT is requesting the State
Transportation Board's acceptance of these changes as summarized in Attachment “A”.

Background:

The Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is a major portion of the
Transportation System Projects (TSP). It reflects the Federal Program of projects which
includes projects with any amount of Federal funds, all transit projects and all regionally
significant projects. NDOT staff works continuously with federal and regional agencies, local
governments, and planning boards to develop the Transportation System Projects (TSP)
notebook. The 2014-2023 document contains the:

Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), FY 2014-2017
Work Program (WP), FY 2014

Short Range Element (SRE), FY 2015-2016

Long Range Element (LRE), FY 2017-2023

Attachment “A” details amendments to projects which have taken place since the Board
accepted the STIP at the November 2013 meeting. This would include any actions taken by the
MPO agencies in the Washoe, Clark, CAMPO, and TMPO Transportation Improvement Plans
(TIPs) and also includes rural areas outside of the MPO boundaries managed by NDOT.

Amendments (major changes) are triggered when action is taken to a project that changes
funding amount greater than $5 million or 20% of the project cost as approved in the STIP or by
changing limits and scope of the project. This action can take two to three months to process.
For a full list of details, please see page 16 of the STIP process in the TSP document.



Analysis:

The attached listing of amendments to projects are those transacted by the MPOs and NDOT
since the November 13, 2013 Transportation Board approval of the Transportation System
Projects for fiscal years 2014-2023.

There are no administrative modifications to submit to the Transportation Board at this time.

Recommendation for Board Action:

Acceptance of the Amendments to the FY 2014-2017 Statewide Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP).

List of Attachments:
A. List of Amendments

Prepared by:

Joe Spencer, Transportation Analyst
Transportation & Multimodal Planning Division



Attachment A

Project Amendments List (11/13/2013 — 2/21/2013)

RTC of Southern Nevada

(NO AMENDMENTS MADE)

Washoe County RTC

Amendment WA #1: This amendment included the following projects into the FY14-18 WA
TIP:

Lemmon Valley School and Park Pedestrian Project- $741.611 ($720,611- Safe Routes to
School, $21,000 Local Match).

1580 Airport Ramps (seismic retrofit and rehabilitation of structures)- $1,600,000 ($1,520,000
NHPP, $80,000 State Match).

1580 Crack Sealing from Moana Lane to Truckee River MP 22.563 to WA 25.250-
$20,000,000 ($19,000,000 NHPP, $1,000,000 State Match).

180 Truckee River near Verdi WA 3.12 and WA 5.53 (Construct scour countermeasures)-
$5,712,500 ($5,426,875 NHPP, $285,625 State Match)

This amendment also clarified the construction funding regarding the Pyramid Highway at
McCarran Blvd. construction in FY15- $39,444,913 ($8,977,000 STPWA/$13,950,000
CMAQ WA/$5,7000,000 NHPP/ $8,845,667 High Priority/$1,972,246 Local Match)

Carson Area MPO

Amendment CC #1: This amendment moves the planned US50 Moundhouse project scheduled
for FY17 to FY14 and adjusts the funding accordingly for the US50 Moundhouse project in
FY 14 to reflect $8,100,000 ($6,460,000 NHPP/$1,300,000 HSIP/$$340,000 State Match).

Tahoe MPO
(NO AMENDMENTS MADE)

Statewide/Rural

(NO AMENDMENTS MADE)

Transportation Board Meeting March 10, 2014: Amendments List



1263 South Stewart Street

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

MEMORANDUM
February 27, 2013
TO: Department of Transportation Board of Directors
FROM: Rudy Malfabon, Director

SUBJECT: March 10, 2014 Transportation Board of Directors Meeting
Item # 12: Approval and Notification Process for Interlocal Agreements

Summary:

At the February 10, 2014 Transportation Board Meeting, Director Malfabon gave a presentation
on the various types of Interlocal Agreements, their origin and the associated funding eligibility
of each. It was made very clear that the Department needs to inform the Board of large projects
that fall under the Interlocal agreement category, but at the same time, the Board does not want
to slow down the process.

Therefore, NDOT is bringing back this topic for discussion so we can find the right balance
between transparency, proper notification and speed of agreement execution.

There are three main subcategories under interlocal agreements, which are: 1) University
Agreements to perform service-based work items, 2) University Agreements to perform
research-based work items, and 3) Agreements with other governmental agencies to contribute
or receive funding for services related to a specific project.

Service-based University agreements are those that provide work products similar to those you
would see from engineering consulting firms. Research-based University agreements are those
that provide work products that are exclusively for the investigation and evaluation of new
technologies or methods related to highways and transportation improvement. The NDOT does
have a federally approved research process that will be presented to the Board in the upcoming
months.

The Director’s Office has developed the following plan to help document and clarify the approval
& notification process.
A. In order to properly inform the Board of larger, service-based interlocal agreements, the
Director will be requiring Board presentations prior to approval and/or execution.
B. The Director will insure interlocal agreement presentations to the Board by signifying the
requirement on internal agreement approval paperwork.




C. The Department would also like to offer the following two options for the Board to
consider with regards to the Interlocal Agreement notification process:

1) Allinterlocal agreements and amendments, regardless of dollar amount, will be listed
in the Board Packets under “informational items”. Under this option, in order to
expedite the execution process, none of the interlocal agreements or amendments
would require Board approval. There would still be the requirement by the Director
and/or staff to give a presentation to the Board for agreements that equal or exceed
$300,000 prior to execution.

2) Allinterlocal agreements and amendments with a total value under $300,000 will be
listed in the Board Packets under “informational items”. The Board will also be
approving “service-based” University interlocal agreements and amendments that
equal or exceed $300,000. There would still be the requirement by the Director
and/or staff to give a presentation to the Board for agreements that equal or exceed
$300,000 prior to execution.

D. The decision made by the Transportation Board with regard to C., above, will be
documented in NDOT's “Transportation Board Agreement Approval Matrix”.

The Department is confident that we can provide the transparency and the timely notification to
the Transportation Board while still maintaining the expediency necessary to carry out our day-
to-day operations.

Prepared by: Bill Hoffman, Deputy Director



EVADA 1263 South Stewart Street
Do Carson City, Nevada 89712
J Phone: (775) 888-7440

Fax:  (775)888-7201

MEMORANDUM
February 28, 2014
TO: Department of Transportation Board of Directors
FROM: Rudy Malfabon, Director
SUBJECT: March 10, 2014 Transportation Board of Directors Meeting
Item # 13: Briefing on the 2013 Facts and Figures Book — Informational

item only

Summary:

The Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) has produced the State of Nevada Transportation
Facts and Figures book on a biennial basis since before 1990. This book of transportation information
and statistics has proven to be a valuable resource to answer the many frequently asked questions about
NDOT and the Nevada transportation network entrusted to this agency during the Legislative sessions
and in general. In 2010, NDOT began producing the book on an annual basis due to the demand for this
information.

This 2013 edition represents the best available data for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2013.

The major components of the report include, ABOUT NDOT

NDOT Director's Message

Department Mission, Vision, and Goals Transportation Board Members
NDOT Administration

Executive Summary

Key Contact Information — Headquarters and Districts

HOW ARE WE DOING?

Awards and Recognition, NDOT Accomplishments Highway Safety Statistics

Performance Management Plan and Performance Measures Maintenance Costs and Activities
Maintenance Customer Satisfaction Survey Innovative Financing and Public Private Partnerships
Operational Improvements

Safety Improvements Landscape and Aesthetics

HIGHWAY SYSTEM, CONDITION AND USE
Roadway System Mileage System Definitions
NDOT-Maintained Pavement Condition Vehicle Miles of Travel, Truck Miles of Travel Bridges



TRANSPORTATION FINANCING

Description of financing and revenue sources

Figures, charts, and tables showing revenue sources and revenues generated Figures, charts,
and tables showing expenditures and distributions

Passenger Car Operating Costs Gas Tax — rates and history

Special Fuel Tax — rates and history Vehicle Registration — rates

Governmental Services Tax, Driver's License fees, and Title fees

GENERAL STATISTICS

NDOT Personnel Nevada Population Transit
Bicycles and Pedestrians Freight

Railroads Nevada Aviation

The 2013 State of Nevada Transportation Facts and Figures book is a cooperative effort by
every division of NDOT to bring together this extensive compilation of Nevada transportation
information in one document.

List of Attachments:

2013 State of Nevada Transportation Facts and Figures book —
Delivered under separate cover.

Prepared by:

Performance Analysis Division



EVADA 1263 South Stewart Street
Carson City, Nevada 89712

Phone: (775) 888-7440

D T Fax:  (775) 888-7201

MEMORANDUM

February 27, 2014
TO: Department of Transportation Board of Directors

FROM: Rudy Malfabon, Director
SUBJECT: March 10, 2014 Transportation Board of Directors Meeting
ltem #14: Old Business

Summary:

This item is to provide follow up and ongoing information brought up at previous Board
Meetings.

Analysis:

a. Report of Outside Counsel Costs on Open Matters - Informational item only.
Please see Attachment A.

b. Monthly Litigation Report - Informational item only.
Please see Attachment B.

C. Fatality Report dated February 20, 2014 - Informational item only.
Please see Attachment C.

List of Attachments:

a. Report of Outside Counsel Costs on Open Matters - Informational item only.
b. Monthly Litigation Report - Informational item only.
C. Fatality Report dated February 20, 2014 - Informational item only.

Recommendation for Board Action:

Informational item only.



OPEN NDOT - OUTSIDE COUNSEL CONTRACTS AS OF FEBRUARY 20, 2014

Vendor

Nossaman, LLP

Nossaman, LLP

Snell & Wilmer, LLP

Snell & Wilmer, LLP

Snell & Wilmer, LLP

Chapman Law Firm

Chapman Law Firm

Chapman Law Firm

Chapman Law Firm

Chapman Law Firm

Chapman Law Firm

Case/Project Name

Pioneer Program
Legal and Financial Planning
NDOT Agmt No. P282-09-002

Project Neon
Legal and Financial Planning
NDOT Agmt No. P014-13-015

Peek Construction vs. NDOT

1st JD 120C 00030 1B

Contract # 3407 (Wells Wildlife Crossing)
NDOT Agmt No. P082-12-004

Peek Construction vs. NDOT

1st JD 120C 00032 1B

Contract # 3377 (Kingsbury Grade)
NDOT Agmt No. P083-12-004

Construction Claims Williams Brother, Inc.
Contract # 3392 (Various in Las Vegas) NDOT
Agmt No. P084-12-004

NDOT vs. Carrie Sanders
8th JD - A-12-664693-C

Project Neon - Las Vegas
NPOT Aamt Nia P102.12.004

NDOT vs. Gendall

8th JD - A-12-666487-C
Project Neon - Las Vegas
NDOT Agmt No. P325-12-004

NDOT vs. Robarts 1981 Decedents Trust
8th JD - 12-665880-C

Project Neon - Las Vegas

NDOT Agmt No. P452-12-004

NDOT vs. Catello Family Trust
8th JD - A-12-671920-C
Project Neon - Las Vegas
NDOT Agmt No. P476-12-004

NDOT vs. MLK-ALTA

8th JD - A-12-658642-C
Project Neon - Las Vegas
NDOT Agmt No. P508-12-004

NDOT vs. Highland Partnership 1980
8th JD -

Project Neon - Las Vegas

NDOT Agmt No. P507-12-004

Contract and Amendment

Total Contract
Authority

Contract Period Contract and Amendment Date Amount
9/23/09 - 7/1/13 9/23/2009 $ 125,000.00
Amendment #1 2/23/2010 $ 80,000.00
Amendment #2 10/6/2010 $ 30,000.00
Amendment #3 10/26/2010 $ 30,000.00
Amendment #4 8/31/2011 $ 365,000.00| $
3/11/13 - 3/11/15 3/11/2013 $ 1,400,000.00
Amendment #1 1/14/2014 $ 2,000,000.00
$ 3.400.000.00 | $
3/1/2012 - 6/30/14 3/1/2012 $150,000.00
Amendment #1 9/12/13 20,000.00
$
3/1/2012 - 3/30/2015 3/1/2012 $150,000.00
Amendment #1 2/18/13 $75,000.00
Amendment #2 9/12/13 $70,000.00
Amendment #3 1/17/14 825,000.00
$ 1,120,000.00| $
3/1/2012 - 6/30/14 3/1/2012 $ 5,500.00
$
6/12/12 - 6/12/15 6/12/2012 $ 541,800.00
$
6/12/12 - 6/12/14 6/12/2012 $ 541,800.00
$
10/23/12 - 10/12/14 10/23/2012 $ 475,725.00
$
11/16/12 - 11/30/15 11/16/2012 $ 449,575.00
$
1/14/13 - 1/14/15 1/14/2013 $ 455,525.00
$
1/14/13 - 1/14/15 1/14/2013 $ 449,575.00
$

630,000.00

3.400.000.00

170,000.00

1,120,000.00

5,500.00

541,800.00

541,800.00

475,725.00

449,575.00

455,525.00

449,575.00

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

Contract Authority
Remaining

159,749.01

2.115.634.20

35,989.03

800,117.18

688.30

428,335.95

415,428.47

437,795.81

435,030.96

373,859.90

423,204.43

Page 1 of 3
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OPEN NDOT - OUTSIDE COUNSEL CONTRACTS AS OF FEBRUARY 20, 2014

Vendor

Chapman Law Firm

Laura FitzSimmons, Esq.

Lemons, Grundy, Eisenberg

Sylvester & Polednak, Ltd.

Sylvester & Polednak, Ltd.

Sylvester & Polednak, Ltd.

Sylvester & Polednak, Ltd.

Case/Project Name

NDOT vs. Highland 2000-I, LLC
8th JD - A-12-671915-C
Project Neon - Las Vegas
NDOT Agmt No. P501-12-004

Condemnation Litigation Consultation
NDOT Agmt No. P510-12-004

NDOT vs. Ad America (Appeal)
8th JD - A-11-640157-C
Project Neon - Las Vegas
NDOT Agmt No. P037-13-004

NDOT vs. Wykoff

8th JD - A-12-656578-C

Warms Springs Project - Las Vegas
NDOT Agmt No. P071-13-004

NDOT vs. Railroad Pass

8th JD - A-12-665330-C
Boulder City Bypass Project
NDOT Agmt No. P072-13-004

NDOT vs. K & L Dirt

8th JD - A-12-666050-C
Boulder City Bypass Project
NDOT Agmt No. P073-13-004

NDOT vs. I-15 & Cactus
Cactus Project - Las Vegas
8th JD - A-12-664403-C
NDOT Agmt No. P074-13-004

Contract Period
1/14/13 - 1/14/15

12/16/12 - 12/30/14

Amendment #1
Amendment #2

1/22/13 - 1/22/15

2/27/13 - 2/27/15

2/27/13 - 2/27/15

2/27/13 - 2/27/15

2/27/13 - 2/27/15

Contract and Amendment Date
1/14/2013

12/16/2012

8/12/2013
1/22/2014

1/22/2013

2/27/2013

2/27/2013

2/27/2013

2/27/2013

Contract and Amendment
Amount

$ 449,575.00

300,000.00

850,000.00
750,000.00
1,900,000.00

$205,250.00

$275,000.00

$ 275,000.00

$ 275,000.00

$ 200,000.00

$

$

Total Contract
Authority

449,575.00

1,900,000.00

205,250.00

275,000.00

275,000.00

275,000.00

200,000.00

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

Contract Authority
Remaining

360,904.52

532,244.58

147,895.94

107,901.23

46,142.84

234,863.37

187,410.49

Sylvester & Polednak, Ltd.

JYTYJK, LLC dba Wireless Toyz vs. NDOT
8th JD A-13-681291-C

Project Neon - Las Vegas

NDOT Agmt No. P127-13-004

4/19/13 - 2/28/13

4/19/2013

$ 175,000.00

175,000.00

$

158,655.73

Watt, Tieder, Hoffar & Fitzgerald

Pacific Coast Steel vs. NDOT
K3292 - 1-580

2nd JD CV12-02093

NDOT Agmt No. P160-13-004

4/30/13 - 4/30/15

4/30/2013

$ 275,000.00

275,000.00

$

60,176.66

Page 2 of 3
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OPEN NDOT - OUTSIDE COUNSEL CONTRACTS AS OF FEBRUARY 20, 2014

Vendor

Sylvester & Polednak

Chapman Law Firm

Case/Project Name

Fitzhouse Enterprises
(acquired title as Westcare)
8th JD - A-13-660564-C
Project Neon - Las Vegas
NDOT Aamt Na. P201-13-004

54 B LLC vs. Clark County & NDOT
8th JD - A-12-674009
NDOT Aamt No. P217-13-004

Contract Period
5/31/13 - 5/31/15

6/6/13 - 11/30/15

Contract and Amendment Date
5/31/2013

6/6/2013

Contract and Amendment
Amount

$ 290,000.00

$ 250,000.00

Total Contract
Authority

$ 290,000.00

$ 250.000.00
—

$

$

Contract Authority
Remaining

209,541.36

Snell & Wilmer

Meadow Valley Public Records
Request K3399
NDOT Agmt No. P273-13-004

7/18/13 - 7/30/14

7/18/2013

$30,000.00

$ 30.000.00
——

Kemp, Jones, Coulthard

Nassiri vs. NDOT
8th JD A672841
NDOT Agmt No. P290-13-004

7/17/13 - 6/30/15

7/17/2013

$ 280,000.00

$ 280.000.00
—

$

$

24.056.40

Chapman Law Firm

Ad America vs. NDOT (Project Neon)
8th JD A640157
NDOT Agmt No. P291-13-004

7/25/13 - 7/30/15

7/25/2013

$ 200,000.00

$ 200.000.00
—

Chapman Law Firm

Ad America vs. NDOT
(Cactus Direct and Inverse)

8th JD A-10-631520-C & A-12666482-C

NDOT Agmt No. P292-13-004

7/25/13 - 7/30/15

7/25/2013

$ 250,000.00

$ 250,000.00

$

7.536.02

198,589.61

224.048.08
—

183.652.62
]

Chapman Law Firm

Kemp, Jones & Coulthard

Sylvester & Polednak

Ad America vs. NDOT (South Point)
8th JD A-11-653502-C
NDOT Aamt No. P293-13-004

NDOT vs. City of Los Angeles
8th JD A-13-687717-C
Boulder City Bypass Project
NDOT Aamt N P405-13-004

NDOT vs. Smith Family Trust
8th JD A-13-687895-C
Project Neon

NDOT Aamt No. P465-13-004

7125/13 - 7/30/15

9/1/13 - 9/30/15

9/7/13 - 9/30/15

7/25/2013

9/1/2013

9/7/2013

$ 70,000.00

$ 250,000.00

$ 280,000.00

$ 70.000.00

$ 250,000.00

$ 280,000.00

$

$

$

40,239.18

232,630.35

272,201.29

Chapman Law Firm

* BH Consulting Agreement

NDOT vs. LGC, 231, LLC

Management assistance, policy

cecommendations, negotiation support and
advice regarding NEXTEL and Re-channeling

of NDOT's 800 Mhz frequencies.

12/20/13 - 12/15/15

6/30/12 - 6/30/16

12/20/2013

6/30/2012

$ 453,650.00

$ 77,750.00

$ 453,650.00

$ 77,750.00

$

$

446,452.97

76,340.00

* Pass Through - Federally mandated 800 MHz rebanding project fully reimbursed by Sprint Nextel.
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Attachment B

Monthly Litigation Report to the Nevada Department of Transportation - February 20, 2014

Outside Counsel to Date

Case Name Nature of Case
Eees Costs Total

Condemnations
NDOT vs. AD America, Inc. (Cactus - Direct) Eminent domain - I-15 Cactus $ 148,089.26 [ $ 27,646.33|$ 175,735.59
NDOT vs. Bawcon Eminent domain - Elko
NDOT vs. Catello Family Trust, Carmine V. Eminent domain - Project Neon $ 13,10825|% 1,43579|$ 14,544.04
NDOT vs. City of Los Angeles, et al. Eminent domain - Boulder City Bypass $ 16,12250 | $ 1,247.15| $ 17,369.65
NDOT vs. Fitzhouse/Westcare Eminent domain - Project Neon $ 48,850.00 | $ 31,608.64 | $ 80,458.64
NDOT vs. Gendall Trust Eminent domain - Project Neon $ 106,725.05|$ 19,646.48|$ 126,371.53
NDOT vs. Highland Partnership 1980, LLC Eminent domain - Project Neon $ 22,70250|$  3,668.07 | $ 26,370.57
NDOT vs. Highland 2000-I, LLC Eminent domain - Project Neon $ 75,758.86|% 12,911.62|$% 88,670.48
NDOT vs. I-15 and Cactus, LLC Eminent domain - I-15 Cactus $ 11,850.00 | $ 73951 | $ 12,589.51
NDOT vs. Jenkins, Carrie, aka Carrie Sanders Eminent domain - Project Neon $ 91,7890.25|% 21,67480|$ 113,464.05
NDOT vs. Jericho Heights, LLC Eminent domain - Boulder City Bypass $ 686,280.00 | $ 681,475.42|$ 1,367,755.42
NDOT vs. K & L Dirt Company, LLC Eminent domain - Boulder City Bypass $ 38,125.00|$ 2,011.63|$ 40,136.63
NDOT vs. KP & TP, LLC, Roohani, Khusrow Eminent domain - I-15 and Warm Springs
NDOT vs. MLK-ALTA Eminent domain - Project Neon $ 68,620.00 | $ 13,045.10 | $ 81,665.10
NDOT vs. Railroad Pass Investment Group Eminent domain - Boulder City Bypass $ 116,800.00 [ $ 112,057.16 | $ 228,857.16
NDOT vs. Smith Family Trust, et al Eminent domain - Project Neon $ 6,475.00 | $ 1,323.71 | $ 7,798.71
NDOT vs. Union Pacific Railroad Co. Eminent domain - Recnstr. of SR 317
NDOT vs. Woodcock, Jack Eminent domain - I-15 and Warm Springs
NDOT vs. Wykoff Newberg Corporation Eminent domain - I-15 and Warm Springs $ 140,250.78 [ $ 26,847.99|$ 167,098.77
Nevada Power Company vs. Westcare, NDOT - {|Public utility seeks permanent easement
Inverse Condemnations
54BLLC Inverse condemnation $ 21,869.03|$ 4,082.89|$ 25,951.92
AD America, Inc. vs. NDOT (NEON) Inverse condemnation - Project Neon $ 356,771.55|$ 103,724.25|$  460,495.80
AD America, Inc. vs. NDOT (SouthPoint) Inverse condemnation - I-15 Cactus $ 58,02224|% 588159 |$ 63,903.83
JYTYJIK, LLC dba Wireless Toyz vs. NDOT Inverse condemnation - Project Neon $ 1495525|% 1,389.02 | $ 16,344.27
Nassiri, Fred vs. NDOT Inverse condemnation $ 9358868|% 2,758.70 | $ 96,347.38
P8 Arden, LLC vs. NDOT Inverse condemnation - Blue Diamond Road
Robarts 1981 Decedents Trust vs. NDOT Inverse Condemnation - Project Neon $ 3598858 |% 1,940.61|$ 37,929.19
Cases Removed from Last Report: Disposition:

NDOT vs. 2.5 Acres & Dean Martin, LLC

Eminent domain - I-15 Cactus

Eminent domain case settled and property
acquired.

Page 1




Attachment B

Monthly Litigation Report to the Nevada Department of Transportation - February 20, 2014

Outside Counsel to Date

Case Name Nature of Case Foes Cosis Towal
Torts
Antonio, James S. vs. NDOT Plaintiff alleges negligence causing personal injury
Ariza, Ana, et al. vs. Wulfenstein, NDOT Plaintiff alleges wrongful death
Castro, Steve vs. NDOT Plaintiff alleges negligence causing personal injury
Deming, Jerry Lee vs. Manha, Granite, NDOT Plaintiff alleges negligence causing personal injury
Discount Tire Company vs. NDOT; Fisher Plaintiff alleges negligence and personal injury
Francois, John A. vs. NDOT Plaintiff alleges negligence and personal injury
Harper, Kenneth J. vs. NDOT Plaintiff alleges negligence/wrongful death
Harris Farm, Inc. vs NDOT Plaintiff alleges negligence and personal injury
Jorgenson & Koka, LLP Plaintiff alleges negligence causing property damage
Lopez, Jewelee Marie vs. NDOT Plaintiff alleges negligence and personal injury
Marshall, Charles vs. State, NDOT State awarded costs. Appeal of arbitration pending.
Mullen, Janet vs. NDOT Plaintiff alleges personal injury
NDOT vs. Tamietti NDOT seeks injunct. relief to prevent closing access
Slegers, Gloria vs. NDOT Plaintiff alleges negligence and personal injury
Windrum, Richard & Michelle vs. NDOT Plaintiff alleges negligence and personal injury
Zito, Adam vs. NDOT Plaintiff alleges negligence and property damage
Contract Disputes
Peek Construction vs. State, NDOT Plaintiff alleges delays on Contract 3377, SR 207 $ 306,479.00 | $ 13,403.82|$ 319,882.82
Peek Construction vs. State, NDOT Plaintiff alleges delays on Contract 3407, US-93 $ 129,759.50 | $ 4,251.47 | $ 134,010.97

Personnel Matters

Akinola, Ayodele vs. State, NDOT

Plaintiff alleges 14th Amendment - discrimination

Cooper, Jennifer vs. State, NDOT

Plaintiff appeals trial verdict of alleged decrimination

Hettinger, Travis vs. State Employees

Plaintiff alleges wrongful termination

Lau, Stan vs. State, NDOT

Nevada Supreme Court affirmed summary judgment
and award of attorney fees and costs; collecting fees
and costs

Highlighted matters are new since last report.
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Attachment C

2/20/2014

TO: PUBLIC SAFETY, DIRECTOR NDOT, HIGHWAY SAFETY COORDINATOR,
NDOT TRAFFIC ENGINEERING, FHWA, LVMPD, RENO PD.

FROM: THE OFFICE OF TRAFFIC SAFETY, FATAL ANALYSIS REPORTING SYSTEM (FARS)

SUBJECT:  FATAL CRASHES AND FATALITIES BY COUNTY, PERSON TYPE, DAY, MONTH, YEAR AND PERCENT CHANGE.

CURRENT SAME DATE LAST YEAR # CHANGE
Yesterday Crashes Fatals Yesterday | Crashes Fatals Crashes Fatals
2/19/2014 1 1 2/19/2013 1 1 0 0
MONTH 13 15 MONTH 14 14 -1 1
YEAR 28 30 YEAR 36 36 -8 -6

CRASH AND FATAL COMPARISON BETWEEN 2013 AND 2014, AS OF CURRENT DATE.

2013 2014 2013 2014
COUNTY 2013 2014 % 2013 2014 % Alcohol | Alcohol % Alcohol | Alcohol %
Crashes Crashes CHANGE | Fatalites | Fatalities | Change | Crashes [ Crashes| Change [ Fatalities | Fatalities [ Change

CARSON 2 0 -100.00% 2 0 -100.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00%
CHURCHILL 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00%
CLARK 28 19 -32.14% 28 21 -25.00% 5 4 -20.00% 5 5 0.00%
DOUGLAS 1 0 -100.00% 1 0 -100.00% 1 0 -100.00% 1 0 -100.00%
ELKO 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00%
ESMERALDA 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00%
EUREKA 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00%
HUMBOLDT 0 1 100.00% 0 1 100.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00%
LANDER 0 2 200.00% 0 2 200.00% 0 1 100.00% 0 1 100.00%
LINCOLN 2 0 -100.00% 2 0 -100.00% 1 0 -100.00% 1 0 -100.00%
LYON 0 1 100.00% 0 1 100.00% 0 1 100.00% 0 1 100.00%
MINERAL 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00%
NYE 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00%
PERSHING 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00%
STOREY 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00%
WASHOE 3 5 66.67% 3 5 66.67% 1 0 -100.00% 1 0 -100.00%
WHITE PINE 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00%

YTD 36 28 -22.22% 36 30 -16.67% 8 6 -25.00% 8 7 -12.50%
TOTAL 13 247 | -88.7% 268 | - -88.8% 56 [ - -89.29% 63 | - -88.89%
2013 AND 2014 ALCOHOL CRASHES AND FATALITIES ARE BASED ON VERY PRELIMINARY DATA.
COMPARISON OF FATALITIES BY PERSON TYPE BETWEEN 2013 AND 2014, AS OF CURRENT DATE.

2013 2014 2013 2014 2013 2014
COUNTY Vehicle Vehicle % 2013 2014 % Motor- Motor- % 2013 2014 % Other | Other
moped,sc|moped,sc
Occupants | Occupants Change Peds Peds Change Cyclist | Cyclist [ Change Bike Bike Change | ooteratv | ooter,atv

CARSON 1 0 -100.00% 1 0 -100.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0
CHURCHILL 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0
CLARK 16 12 -25.00% 7 3 -57.14% 4 6 50.00% 1 0 -100.00% 0 0
DOUGLAS 1 0 -100.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0
ELKO 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0
ESMERALDA 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0
EUREKA 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0
HUMBOLDT 0 1 100.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0
LANDER 0 1 100.00% 0 1 100.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0
LINCOLN 2 0 -100.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0
LYON 0 0 0.00% 0 1 100.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0
MINERAL 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0
NYE 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0
PERSHING 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0
STOREY 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0
WASHOE 2 1 -50.00% 1 2 100.00% 0 2 200.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0
WHITE PINE 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 0

YTD 22 0 -100.00% 9 7 -22.22% 4 8 100.00% 1 0 -100.00% 0 0
TOTAL 13 132 | - -100.00% 71 | - -90.14% 53 [ - -84.91% 7 | - -100.00% 5 | -

Total 2013 268
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