INSPECTION CONSULTANT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION
Wisconsin Department of Transportation
DT2004     2003   s.84.17 Wis. Stats.

	Project I.D.
[bookmark: Text1]     
	County
[bookmark: Text2]     
	Contract Date
[bookmark: Text3]     

	Project Name
[bookmark: Text4]     
	Bridge Number(s)
[bookmark: Text9]     

	Consultant Name and Address
[bookmark: Text5]     
	Area Code - Telephone Number
[bookmark: Text35]     

	Consultant Project Manager
[bookmark: Text6]     
	Consultant Team Leader
[bookmark: Text7]     
	Subconsultants
[bookmark: Text8]     

	Description of Work Performed by Consultant	
[bookmark: Text10]     

	Description of Work Performed by Subconsultant
[bookmark: Text11]     

	Evaluation Period
[bookmark: Text14][bookmark: Text15]From       to      
	Percent of Project Complete
[bookmark: Text16]     
	Final
[bookmark: Text17]     
	Post Inspection (When Necessary)
[bookmark: Text18]     

	DOT Supervisor
[bookmark: Text12]     
	DOT Project Manager
[bookmark: Text13]     

	Project Complexity

	[bookmark: Check14]|_|  High
	[bookmark: Check15]|_|  Medium
	[bookmark: Check16]|_|  Low



	CONTRACT DATA

	Type of Contract
	[bookmark: Check17]|_|  2 Party
	[bookmark: Check18][bookmark: Text19]|_|  3 Party with       (Municipality)
	[bookmark: Text20]Number of Amendments       



	Date Contract Approved
[bookmark: Text21]     
	Original Contract Completion Date
[bookmark: Text22]     
	Date of Actual Completion
[bookmark: Text23]     



[bookmark: Text24]Overall Inspection Consultant Rating (to nearest tenth)           
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
EVALUATION CRITERIA

	1 = Unacceptable; 2 = Below Average; 3 = Satisfactory; 4 = Above Average; 5 = Outstanding.

· Performance evaluation should be completed minimally on an annual basis, more often if needed and upon contract completion.
· Rate each of the six performance items on the following pages based on the evaluation criteria (1-5) listed above.
· Indicate performance level of checking either exceeds, satisfactory, or needs improvement.  Consider the questions listed below each performance item and any unique issues where applicable.
· Some comments pertaining to each item must be entered in the space provided below each rating.  Specific details required on all ratings of 3 or less.
· General comments or suggestions and comments from other specialty areas should be considered and attached if needed.
· A post-repair evaluation should be made when necessary for inspection.  Adjustments to scores and ratings if necessary could be made based on the results and experience encountered during repairs.
· Evaluation scores are recorded and kept on file in the Bureau of Financial Services for use in future selection processes.
· Evaluation of subconsultant should be considered and completed separately as needed.
· If project had Central Office involvement, contact the Statewide Structure Inspection Program Manager for input and discussion.
· Rate the consultant’s representative with whom you work.
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EVALUATION

	1.  PROJECT MANAGEMENT

	

	1 = Unacceptable; 2 = Below Average; 3 = Satisfactory; 4 = Above Average; 5 = Outstanding.

	

	[bookmark: Text36]     
	Was the consultant project manager/leader in control of the services provided to WisDOT?

	

	[bookmark: Text37]     
	Did the consultant project manager/leader assign appropriate staff to the services?

	

	[bookmark: Text38]     
	Was there adequate communication between the consultant project manager/leader and the Department staff?

	

	[bookmark: Text39]     
	Was there adequate coordination with subconsultants and others involved in the project?

	

	[bookmark: Text40]     
	Was there appropriate and adequate evaluations, recommendations, and suggested maintenance actions based on findings? 

	

	[bookmark: Text41]     
	Was qualified staff used on project?

	

	[bookmark: Text42]     
	Was the consultant creative in controlling their own costs and developing efficiencies?

	

	[bookmark: Text43]     
	Was the project completed within the original budget, or revised budget, if agreed scope of work changed?



	Considering the above questions, the average Project Management Rating is:  (Maximum 5)
	     



Comments/Unique Issues







	2.  HUMAN RELATIONS
	
	

	

	1 = Unacceptable; 2 = Below Average; 3 = Satisfactory; 4 = Above Average; 5 = Outstanding.

	

	[bookmark: Text44]     
	Was consultant responsive to requests from the Department and others involved in the project?

	

	[bookmark: Text45]     
	Was consultant cooperative?

	

	[bookmark: Text46]     
	Did consultant react well to criticism?

	

	[bookmark: Text47]     
	Was it easy to work with consultant?

	

	[bookmark: Text48]     
	Was consultant courteous and helpful in dealing with the general public and agencies?

	

	[bookmark: Text49]     
	Was the Project Work Plan developed by the consultant effectively?

	

	[bookmark: Text50]     
	Did the consultant properly represent WisDOT?



	Considering the above questions, the average Human Relations Rating is:  (Maximum 5)
	     



Comments/Unique Issues





EVALUATION

	3.  INSPECTION AND ENGINEERING SKILLS

	

	1 = Unacceptable; 2 = Below Average; 3 = Satisfactory; 4 = Above Average; 5 = Outstanding.

	

	[bookmark: Text51]     
	Did consultant demonstrate sound judgment of traffic control and public safety?

	

	[bookmark: Text52]     
	Did the consultant’s inspection work reflect adequate level of experience and training?

	

	[bookmark: Text53]     
	Did the consultant conduct a thorough inspection?

	

	[bookmark: Text54]     
	Did consultant use sound judgment in regards to the specifications being adhered to, or corrective actions taken?

	

	[bookmark: Text55]     
	Did the consultant provide adequate and appropriate inspection and testing equipment?

	

	[bookmark: Text56]     
	Did consultant work well independently, without significant help from Department staff?

	

	[bookmark: Text57]     
	Were correct procedures properly utilized on this project?

	

	[bookmark: Text58]     
	Were recommendations appropriate and cost-effective?




	Considering the above questions, the average Inspection and Engineering Skills Rating is:  (Maximum 5)
	[bookmark: Text32]     



Comments/Unique Issues






	4.  QUALITY OF WORK
	
	

	

	1 = Unacceptable; 2 = Below Average; 3 = Satisfactory; 4 = Above Average; 5 = Outstanding.

	

	[bookmark: Text59]     
	Does the work reflect compliance with Department procedures, inspection manuals, and requirements?

	

	[bookmark: Text60]     
	Were inspection reports, accurate, complete, and easy to follow?

	

	[bookmark: Text61]     
	Were errors or omissions numerous, serious, significant, or costly?

	

	[bookmark: Text62]     
	Was a quality control plan in effect and is there evidence it was followed?

	

	[bookmark: Text63]     
	Was work well organized, properly presented, clear, and concise?



	Considering the above questions, the average Quality of Work Rating is:  (Maximum 5)
	     



Comments/Unique Issues







EVALUATION

	5.  TIMELINESS
	
	

	

	1 = Unacceptable; 2 = Below Average; 3 = Satisfactory; 4 = Above Average; 5 = Outstanding.

	

	[bookmark: Text64]     
	Did consultant keep the Department informed of project work and schedule status?

	

	[bookmark: Text65]     
	Did consultant meet final contract time requirements?

	

	[bookmark: Text66]     
	Did consultant meet intermediate submittal dates?

	

	[bookmark: Text67]     
	Did consultant make timely requests for any amendments?

	

	[bookmark: Text68]     
	Did consultant submit complete inspection reports within the time frame specified in the contract?



	Considering the above questions, the average Timeliness Rating is:  (Maximum 5)
	     



Comments/Unique Issues






Would you have reservations selecting this firm again for this type of project?






Describe strengths/weaknesses and provide suggestions for improvement (explain).






	
	
	
	

	(WisDOT Representative Name)
	
	(Evaluator Signature)
	
	(Date)

	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	(Consultant Representative Name)
	
	(Consultant Signature)
	
	(Date)

	
	
	





	Was this evaluation done at a face-to-face meeting?
[bookmark: Check25][bookmark: Check26]|_|  Yes     |_|  No

	Date
[bookmark: Text33]     
	Location
[bookmark: Text34]     




