STATE OF MINNESOTA
BOARD OF ARCHITECTURE, ENGINEERING, _
LAND SURVEYING, LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE, GEOSCIENCE

AND INTERIOR DESIGN
In the matter of Andrew Koshire STIPULATION AND ORDER
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER :
License Number 44189 Board File No. 2011-0032

, - cen IR i
TO:  Andrew Koshire Pt A
5775 Wayzata Boulevard Suite 300 C ewsi g1 20 -

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55416

The Minnesota Board of Architecture, Engineering, Land Surveying, Landscape
Architecture, Geoscience and Interior Design (“Board”) is authorized pursuant to
Minnesota Statutes section 214.10 (2010) and Minnesota Statutes section 326.111 (2010)
to review complaints against architects, professional ‘engineers, land surve.yors,
landscape architects, geoscientists, and certified interior designers, and to take
disciplinary action whenever appropriate.

The Board received information concerning Andrew Koshire (“Respondent”).
The Board’é Complaint Committee (“Committee”) reviewed the information. The
parties have agreed that the matter may now be resolved by this Stipulat'ioﬁ and Order.

STIPULATION

IT IS HEREBY AGREED by and between Respondent and the Committee as
follows:

1. furisdiction. The Respondent was first issued a Professional Engineer

license by the Board on June 13, 2005. Respondent is subject to the jurisdiction of the



Board with respect to the matters referred to in this Stipulation.
2. Facts. This Stipulation is based upon the following facts:
a. Respondent was first licensed as a Professional Engineer in the
State of Minnesota on June 13, 2005. |
b. On July 1, 2010, Respondent’s Minnesota Professional Engineer
license in the State of Minnesota expired.
C. On December 8, 2010, Respondent’s Minnesota Professional
Engineer license was reinstated.
d. Respondent’sl Minnesota Professional Engineer license is current
with an expiration date of June 30, 2012.
e. During the time Respondent’s license was lapsed (July 1, 2010 until
December 8, 2010), Respondent admits that he held himself out as a
Professional Engineer on vaﬂous letters and emails. In a letter dated
November 24, 2010, Respondent admits to holding himself out as a
Professional Engineer by using the title of 'P.E” designation behind his
name on the following attachments: 2,3,5,6,7,8,9,10,11, 12, and 15.
A true and correctA copy of the letter dated November 24, 2010, with
attachments is attached as Exhibit A.
3. Violations. Respondent admits that the facts specified above constitute
violations of Minnesota Statutes section 326.02, subdivisions 1 and 3 (2010) and are
sufficient grounds for the action specified below. Specifically, the Committee’s position

is that the Respondent held himself out as a Professional Engineer during the lapse of



his Professional Engineer’s license from July 1, 2010 until December 8, 2010.

4, Enforcement Action. Respondent and the Committee agree that the Board

should issue an Order in accordance with the following terms:
a. Reprimand. Respondent is reprimanded for the foregoing conduct.

b. Civil Penalty. Respohdent shall pay to the Board a civil penalty of

Five Hundred Dollars ($500.00). Respondent shall submit a civil penalty of Five
Hundred Dollars ($500.00) by cashier’s check or money order to the Board within sixty
(60) days of the Board’s approval of this Stipulation and Order.

5. Additional Discipline for Violations of Order. If Respondent violates this

Stipulation and Order, the Board may impose additional discipline pursuant to the
following procedure:

a. The Committee shall schedule a hearing before the Board. At least
thirty days prior to the hearing, the Committee shall mail Respondent a notice of the
violation alleged by the Committee and of the time and place of the hearing. Within
fourteen days after the notice is mailed, Respondent shall submit a response to the
allegations. If Respondent does not submit a timely response to the Board, the
aﬂegations may be deemed admitted.

b. - At the hearing before the Board, the Complaint Committee and
Respondent may submit affidavits made on personal knowledge and argument based
on the record in support of their positions. The Complaint Committee may submit
affidavits responding to any affidavits submitted by Respondent.” The evidentiary

record before the Board shall be limited to such affidavits and this Stipulation and



Order. Respondent waives a hearing before an administrative law judge and waives
discovery, cross-examination of adverse witnesses, and other procedures governing
administrative hearings or civil trials.

C. At the hearing, the Board will determine whether to impose additional
disciplinary action, including additional conditions or limitations on Respondent’s
practice or suspension or revocation of Respondent’s license.

6. Waiver of Respondent’s Rights. For the purpose of this Stipulation,

Respondent waives all procedures and proceedings before the Board to which
Respondent may be entitled under the Minnesota and United States constitutions,
statutes, or the rules of the Board, including the right to dispute the allegations against
Respondent, to dispute the appropriateness of discipline in a contested case proceeding
pursuant to Minnesota Statutes Chapter 14 (2010), and to dispute the civil penalty
imposed by this Agreement. Respondent agrees that upon the application of the
Committee without notice to or an appearance by Respondent, the Board may issue an
Order containing the enforcement action specified in paragraph 4 herein. Respondent
waives the right to any judicial review of the Order by appeal, writ of certiorari, or
otherwise.

7. Collection. In accordance with Minnesota Statutes section 16D.17 (2010}, in
the event this order becomes final and Respondent does not comply with the condition
in paragraph 4(b) above, Respondent agrées that the Board may file and enforce the
unpaid porﬁon of the civil penalty as a judgment without further notice or additional

proceedings.



8. Board Rejection of Stipulation and Order. In the event the Board in its

discretion does not approve this Stipulation and Order or a lesser remedy than specified
herein, this Stipulation and Order shall be null and void and shall not be used for any
purpose by either party hereto. If this Stipulation is not approved and a contested case
proceeding is initiated pursuant to Minnesota Statutes Chapter 14 (2010}, Respondent
agrees not to object to the Board's initiation of the proceedings and hearing the case on
the basis that the Board has become disqualified due to its review and consideration of
this Stipulation and the record.

9. Unrelated Violations. This settlement shall not in any way or manner limit

or affect the éuthbrity of the Board to proceed against Respondent by initiating a
contested case hearing or by other appropriate means on the basis of any aét, conduct,
or admission of Respondent justifying disciplinary action which occurred before or after
the date of this Stipulation and Order and which is not directly related to the specific
factsland circumstances set forth herein.

10.  Record. The Stipulation, related investigative reports and other
documents shall constitute the entire record of the proceedings herein upon which the
Order is based. The investigative reports, other documents, or summaries thereof may
be filed with the Board with this Stipulation.

11. Data Classification. Under the Minnesota Government Data Practices Act,

this Stipulation and Order is classified as public data upon its issuance by the Board,
Minnesota Statutes section 13.41, subdivision 5 (2010). All documents in the record shall

maintain the data classification to which they are entitled under the Minnesota



Govelinrrient Data Practices Act, Minnesota Statutes Chapter 13 (2010). They shall not, to
the extent they are not already public documents, become public merely because they
are referenced herein. A summary of this Order will appear in the Board’s newsletter.
A summary will also be sent to the national discipline dafa bank pertaining to the

practice of professional engineering.

12, Entire Agreement. Respondent has read, ﬁnderstood, and agreed'to this
Stipulation and is freely and voluntarily signing it. The Sﬁpulation contains the entire
agreement between the parties hereto relating to the allegations referenced herein.
Respondent is not relying on any other agreement or representations of any kind,
verbal or otherwise.

13.  Counsel. Respondent is aware that he may choose to be represented by
legal counsel in this matter. Respondent knowingly waived legal representation.

14.  Service. If approved by the Board, a copy of this Stipulation and Order
shall be served personally or By first class mail on Respondent. The Order shall be

effective and deemed issued when it is signed by the Chair of the Board.

RESPONDENT _ COMPLAINT COMMITTEE
% 5/ AL / 4{‘

Andrew Koshire ’ Llsa Hanni, LS
Committee Chair

: Dated: /"’gm L. 2011
Dated: ﬁ/g ’(?f 2’0 , 2011 5/ fS




ORDER
Upon consideration of the foregoing Stipulation and based upon all the files,
records and proceedings herein, all terms of the Stipulation are approved and heréby

Wi ey
issued as an Order of this Board on this the J day of Tk e , 2011

MINNESOTA BOARD OF
ARCHITECTURE, ENGINEERING,
LAND SURVEYING, LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECTURE, GEOSCIENCE AND
INTERIOR DESIGN

Ny

ALy L2 S
William D. Arockiasamy, PE 7
Board Chair -

By:






- November 24, 2010

Lynette DuFresne

Investigator '

Minnesota Board of AELSLAGID
85 Bast 7™ Place, Suite 160

St. Paul, MN 55101

Dear Lynette:
Subject: Complaint Letters & File No. 2011-0032

The following is my response to the complaint letter issued by your office on October 28, 2010 and the
complaint letters issued and signed by Mr. Rob Damell October 11, 2010 and October 13, 2010

Background Information: ‘
My current position with Stanley Consultants is as a Project Principal in charge of sales and marketing for

higher education, industrial and utility clients across the Midwest. I previously held a license in
mechanical engineer in MN only (License #44819), which expired on June 30, 2010 due to my inability
to complete all necessary Professional Development Hours (PDHs) in time. Ihave been since been taking
classes to get the necessary PDHs to apply for re-instaternent. As of Thursday November 11, 2010 T have

completed enough PDHs to send in my application.

Due to my license lapsing, I have not signed or sealed any studies, Teports, drawings or specifications
since Jume 30, 2010. My primary responsibility as a Project Principal is to talk to current and prospective
clients to understand their problems and needs, and then work closely with our engineers to develop an
effective proposal to resolving their needs. As such, I do not represent myself fo my clients that I am
the person that will be performing any professional engineering work on their project. My billable
hours to projects are typically 2-4 hours of time which is used to attend meetings and discuss contractual

matters.
Regarding File No. 2011-0032 and Attachments:

Attachment 2 — RFP response letter dated July 8, 2010: :
This was a letter prepared in collaboration with three current P.E. license holders, Rob Darnell

and Brian Bimberg (mmechanical) and Chad Westbrook (elecirical). All three are referenced in the
letter. Chad and Brian both visited the site to develop their professional opinion. When the letter
was prepared we used a previous template that mcluded my name and Rob’s name, with the P.E.
designation behind our names. My signing of this leffer was an honest mistake and in no way
was an infentional misrepresentation of my lapsed MN P.E. License.

Attachment 3 — Proposal letter dated July 15, 2010
This proposal was for electrical engineering work for my assigned client, Black Hills State
University, whom which our firm has worked with for several years. The scope of work,



Lynette DuFresne
November 11, 2010

Page?2

schedule and budget was developed with Rob Darnell and the licensed electricel engineers who
would be performing the work. Included in the fee was 2 hours of my time for contractual
matters. This proposal was previously issued on April 23, 2010 (a copy included herein as
EXITIBIT 1), but since the client did not respond prior to the June 1, 2010 expiration date of the
proposal, it needed fo be re-issued. We re-issued the proposal on July 15, 2010 using the same
cover letter and proposal language. My P.E. designation was still on the original cover letter and
I inadvertently signed the letter. Because Iam not suthorized to issue proposals without an
officer of the company co-signing, Rob Darnell signed the proposal. At the time, Rob Darnell
was a Vice President and authorized officer of Stanley Consultants. My signing of this letter was
an honest mistake and in no way was an intentional misrepresentation of my lapsed MN PE.
license or a way to misrepresent that I hold P.E. license in South Dakota,

Attachment 4 —South Dakota Burean of Administration Contract dated August 6, 2010:
This is 2 draft copy of the contract issued by the State Engincers Office. The actual contract
signed by Rob Damell of Stanley Consultants, which resulted from our proposal referenced in
Attachment 3, is dated August 18, 2010 (a copy is included herein as EXHIBIT 2). 1do nothave
authority o sign contracts on behalf of Stanley Consultants.

Attachments 5, 6, 7 and 8 (emails):

These emails were a result of using the automatic signature in Microsoft Outlook. Adter my
license lapsed, 1 forgot to remove the P.E. designation. This was an honest mistake and in no way
was an intentional misrepresentation of my lapsed MN P.E. license or a way to misrepresent that I

hold P.E. license in South Dakota.

Attachment 9 — Proposal letter dated July 23, 2010: _
This Jetter proposal was prepared and reviewed in collaboration with several current P.E. license
holders in our office. The document was sent electronically, as indicated at the bottom of the
cover page where it reads “This document was sent electronically”. My electronic signature was
applied to the document by someone clse in our office. This practice is no longer being used due
to the potential risks associated with it. This was an honest mistake and in no way was an
intentional misrepresentation of my lapsed MN P E. license.

Attachments 10 and 11 — Email and Proposal letter dated July 23, 2010:

This email was a result of using the automatic signature in Microsoft Outlook. After my license
lapsed, I forgot to remove the P.E. designation. This was an honest mistake and in no way was an
intentional misrepresentation of my lapsed MN P.E. license.

This letter proposal was prepared and reviewed in collaboration with several current P.E. license
holders in our office. The document was sent electronically, as indicated at the bottom of the
cover page where it reads “This document was sent electronically”. My electronic signature was
applied to the document by someone else in our office. This practice is no Jonger being used due
to the potential risks associated with it. This was an honest mistake and in no way was an
intentional misrepresentation of my lapsed MN P.E. license.

Attachment 12 — Email dated July 29, 2010:

This email was a result of using the automatic signature in Microseft Outlook. After my license
lapsed, I forgot to remove the P.E. desi gnation. This was an honest mistake and in no way was an
intentional misrepresentation of my lapsed MN P.E. license.



Lynette DuFresne
November 11, 2010
Page 3

Attachment 13 — Email dated August 10, 2010:
This was an internal email was a result of using the automatic signature in Microsoft Outlook.

e n-et vn‘fnrxsed

After my license lapsed, I forgot to remove the P.E. designation. This email did not get reiea
to the public. :

Attachment 14 — Contract letter dated Aagust 23, 2010:

This is 2 copy of the contract that resulted from the emailed proposal letter referenced in
Attachment 10 and 11. This work will be performed under out Master Professional/Technical
Contract which was signed by Rob Damell (a copy is included herein as EXIIBIT 3).

Attachment 15 — Proposal letter dated September 3, 2010:

This letter proposal was prepared and reviewed in collaboration with several current P.E. license
Holders in our office. The document was sent electronically, as indicated at the bottom of the
cover page where it reads “This document was sent electronically”. My electronic signature was
applied to the document by someone else in our office. This practice is no longer being used due
to the potential risks associated with it. This was an honest mistake and in no way was an
intentional misrepresentation of my lapsed MN P.E. license.

Regarding Complaint Letter Dated October 13, 2010 (Unauathorized and Unknown Use of
Electronic Signature): :

This letter proposal was prepared and reviewed in collaboration with several current P.E. license holders
in our office; including Chad Westbrook, P.E. (project manager/iead electrical engineer) and Brian
Bimberg, P.E. lecad mechanical engineer. During each iteration of the proposal, Ireviewed the
scope/schedule/budget with the project team and finally Rob Darnell, prior to issuing any proposals.
Recause [ am not authorized to issue proposals without an officer of the company co-sighing, Rob Darnell
would either sign in ink or allow myself or our proposal coordinator (Melissa Lidberg) to attach his
electronic signature after reviewing the proposal. At no time during this process did I use his signature
with his knowledge and authorization. When the proposal was issued on January 20, 2010, it was issued
via email and a copy was sent to the project manager, Chad Westbrook. A copy of this email is included
as EXTIIBIT 4. More ofen than not, the proposal is copied to the project manager only, because Rob is
already aware of the proposal having reviewed and signed or reviewed and authorizing someone else to

use his electronic signature.

The proposals in Attachments 5 and 6 were issued under Rob Darnell’s direct authorization and
knowledge. Stanley Consultants conducted their own internal review of this incident, led by House
Counsel Henry Marquard and our Ethics Committee and Audit Committee. No further action was
required and the investigation was terminated. A summary of the company’s investigation by Henry
Marquard is included herein as EXHIBIT 3.

Interim Plan of Action While MN License is Expired
As a result of MN license being lapsed, I have self-imposed the following action items to address this

situation:

1. Cease from using any designation that indicates or holds myself out to the public as a professional
engineer until such time as my registration 18 re-instated.
2. Expedite completion of PDI hours (completed all hours by November 11, 2010).



Lynette DuFresne
November 11, 2010
Page 4

3. Apply to MN to reinstate license (application will be sent week of November 29, 2010).

For your infprmation, Mr. Darnell, on his own beheif and not under the direction of Stanley Consultants,

issued a cormplaint to the South Dakota Board of Professional Engineering that Theld myselfoutasa

licensed Professional Engineer (as referenced in Attachments 3 and 4). Ihave received the complaint
letter from the Board and have issued a formal written response. Ihave not yet received a response from

the Board.

I stand prepared to support the MN Board of AELSLAGID as necessary with your invéstigation into this
matter. If you have any questions or imunediate needs, please me at 952.738.4322 (office) or

612.384.9891 (mobiie).
Thank vou.

Sh?’ /4&
And;ﬁre

Enclosures:

Exhibits 1,2,3,4 and 5



ATTACHMENT 2

stanley Consultants we

& S1aney Group Compeny
Enginewing, Enlenmants! snd Constiurlon Sendges -3ioridde

July 8, 2010

Mr, Jay McHenry, Campus Planmer
Winona State University

Facilities Office

175 West Mark Strest

Winona, MIN 55987

Dear Jay! :
1

Subject:  RFP for A/E Services for Performing Axts Center HVAC and Fire Detection Design

Thank you for the invitation to provide a proposal for the Performing Arts Center HVAC and Fire
Detection Design project. On Monday, June 28, 2010, Andy Koshire of Stanley Consultants spent several
howrs going through drawings and reviewing the building conditions. On Tuesday, June 29, 2010,

Chad Westbrook and Brian Bimberg went through the building and also reviewed the original
construction drawings. On Wednesday, June 30, 2010, all three of us sat down and discussed the RFP
with Rob Darnell to determine if we should pursue this project. As a result of cur review, Stanley
Consultants has decided not to submit a response to this RFP

Nevertheless, we feel that we ars the most qualified firm for this project based on our recenf experience

with designing large FIVAC and fire protection upgrade/retrofit projects at WSU, including challenging

projects at Tau Center, Kryzsko Commons, Memerlal Hall, and Phelps Hall. Based on this knowledge

and experience, we are all in agreement that a building of this magnitude and complexity needs a fully f;
developed Predesign with a construction cost estimate for upgrades to all aspects of the HVAC and fire i‘
protection systems for the entire bflding in order for this project to be successful given the Hinited

available funding. We do not feel that all parties will be satisfied with the end product, if the project is

executed as written in the RFP, We also offer an alternate design strategy below if a Predesign is not

desired,

Assuming the twenty-month proposed project schedule in the REFP is valid (completion by April 2012),
there is planty of time to teke a different course of action and still complete the project well within this
thneline and 6n budget. This ailows the project to be complete following a master plan for the entire
building, and provides a plan for future HVAC/fire alarm upgrades as funding becomes available. The
following is a summary of our concerns and ideas: '

1. Economizer Operaticn:

Based on the size of air handling units 81, 84, and S8, replacement will require economizer
operation (per MN Energy Code) to take advantage of free cooling. Currently 51, 34, and S8 are
not currently designed for this situation and redesign will require significant chan ges to the
HVAC systems including new large ducts to exhaust 100% outside air during economizer
operation (and possibly larger outdoor air intake ducts). This will alss require determining

5775 Wayzaté Boulevard, Suife 300 - Minneapolic, MN 55416 « phona 852,546.3669 - fax 952.546.427%

wrenwstanleyconstltants.com
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MecHenry, Campus Plazner

suitable pathways for these duets to the outdoors and possibly new saffits/ehy. A
penetrations. This will be & significant cost and challengs and is not address “ises and roof or walf
e : & = =d in the RFP,

2. Rebuild vs. Newv:

Rebuilding these 40-year-cld AHUs may be as costly or more than providin £% new ANTs (i
will outlast the compenents of a rebuilt AHU). Access into the mechanical v oms is i s t(;i}ich
passenger elevators and stairwells with standard sized doorways. An option to CODHS}. d‘n‘ﬂ ed 1o
rebuilt AHUs would be to provide new aceess into the mechanical rooms threy.n o © aggﬂmst
exterior wall (Jike we did at Memorial Hall} or providing a néw floor openin & a% thep ;1:;?%2;

The sum total CFM for S1, 84, and 58 is 36,500 CFM. Discussing this with ©ur Tra
Representative {Randy Schock), new AHUs would be $92,864 (budget equip Thent Cf‘z I
According to Randy, rebuild cost for the coils alone would be $6.40/CEM for- ’Chfi'i e ds roﬁn ?j)‘
$1.60/CFM for steam WING coils (integral face and bypass). Coil repiacemesm ::ost j;a ezland
roughly $51,100 {budget equipment cost only). Adding the required dﬂmper&f’motors?fme 15
equipment cost plus labor for all the installation will likely push the costas hi @has $1 Oagns Oﬁ gd

3. Consolidating AHUs:

We alse recommend considering consolidating AHUs that serve similar OCCUL ape spaces-
thereby, reducing the building from nine AHUs down to three or four. Once t he a};c paces;
mechartical room is provided, all AHU and work in the space should be comp ) ot t ess to the )
new AHUs, pumips/converters/piping/duct, ete. te at this time - al}

4. Perimeter Radiation Heatiug:

The RFP does not discuss replacing perimeter radiation heating terminal equipy ent and

Nearly all perimeter offices/classroorns will be disturbed during this project AN e jg co:-:tmis,

fin tube radiation/piping/controls should be replaced at this fime to eliminate t},, need t‘y car-old

for another project to replace this equipment later. Also, existing pneumatic Peimeter ICI) ioﬁsick
=

_conirols need to be integrated into the new supply air DDC control system so tHat these syst
systems

are not fighting each other.

5. Building Pressure:

The RFP does not address the obvigus building air pressure issue. This building Az @
problems with some spaces being too positively pressurized and others negative. ggi;éf 0 have
I . 7
|

- rebuilding four of the nine AHUs will not address this without preparing.an air balance for t]
' Or the

entire building. An air balance can only be properly determined by preparing a , otal buildi

heating/cooling/ventiiation load calculation to determine the required volume ot Outsi dm T
. . ] . - > . - = -

relief air required at ezch AHU (including toilet and miscellaneous exhaust fan OD&[‘aiij: air and

coniroll,

nand )

6. Duct Chases:

Because the ductwork is ail fiberboard and the duct chases are cusrently very tigy,
S0t we sugpest

that all duct in the chases be replaced with rigid/imsulated duct af cne time. Thig is especiall
. cially
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important if new chases are required for exhaust air for economizer operation of the AHUs. This
is not addressed in the REP.

7. Variable Frequency Drives, Elecirical Work, and Fire Alarm Work:

All new fans and motors should be given consideration for replacing with VFD driven fan motors
and controls for energy savings improved performance. Also, the existing switchboards and
MCCs are beyond their useful life expectancy. Ay new electrical work should consider
teplacing this equipmert with new, or at a minfmum, the new HVAC equipment should be served
out of new panel boards (sized for future HVAC upgrades) fed from the existing switchboards.
Details of these requirements are absent in the RFP. In addition, the fi re alarm cost estimate was
completed in 2002 and these costs have not been escalated to today’s doliars and therefore this
portion of the project may be under-budgeted.

2. Teyrminal Afr Devices:

A recent major ceiling/lighting project replaced many serminal air devices (diffusers/grilles).
These should be considered for re-iise to reduce project cost. I addition, new ceiling tile and
lighting is present in many areas, yet it is unknown whether this equipment should be replaced or
provided with new. Often tiles are damaged during the installation of significant ductwork and
new tile should be provided.

6. Five Protection Sprinkler Systems:

There is no new sprinkler system required per the RFP (only the back stage has a sprinkler
systeim). However, as ¢he REP is written, without a wet sprinkler system there will likely be a
significant number of costly fire/smoke dampers required at the new duct penetrations through
fire walls/fioors and these will also require annual maintenance/testing. Often the local authority
having jurisdiction highly recommends buildings to be provided with a wet sprinkler system
during major HYAC renovations of building (especially when ceilings are disturbed with new
duct/tile/lights/controls). During the design phase of our remodeling project at Memoriaf Hall,
this becams apparent, Iithe buiiding is only pertially renovated for HVAC, at least the sprinkler
riser and mains could be provided for future work, and spaces that are provided with new HY AC
systems could be provided with a wet sprinkler system tied into the new fire alarm conirol

system.

10, Alternate Design Strategy

An alfernate design strategy, if a Predesign is not desired and ifthe scope of work in the R¥T is
modified, would be to focus solely on the mechanical rooms and replace il the AHs and the
pumps, piping (as required}, duct, electrical upgrades and DDC controls. We will review
consolidating AHUs, and pick 1 of 2 AHUs for alternate deducts. If we stay out of the rest of the
building (except the dnct chases and through roof penetrations) we avoid the inherent risks and
costs associated with unknown conditions in the ceiling plenums. New rigid supplyfreturn duct,
W AVs wi reheat, perimeter radiation, HWS/HWR pipmg, with all DDC controls will be very
costly and a major disturbance 0 the building oceupants. This work could be completed at
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another tims when funding is zvailable. We fee! that the primary energy, operation and
maintenance savings is in the major equipment located in the two basement mechanical rooms.

Regardless of the design strategy chosen, the project should be considered for co-funding for the
preliminary design phases thiough one of Xcel Energy’s numerous energy couservation prograims.
Stanley Consultants is very familiar with these processes, having completed several of these types of
programs with Xcel Energy at Winona State University.

We truly value our long-standing working relationship with Winona State University and we look
forward to working with vou in the future. Please let us know if you would like to discuss our services
for this important project.

Sincerely,
Stanley Consyltants, Inc.

G J DAL Yo

Andy Koshire, P.E. B - Rob Damell, P.E.
Project Principal Vice President




ATTACHMENT 3

Stanley Consultants we

& Staniey Group fompany
Engineering, Emrdrenmants] and Consiruction Senitss - Workikie

&

Toly 15,2010

Mr. Art Jones

Director, Facilities Services
Black Hills State University

1200 University Streef, Umit 513
Spearfish, 3D 57792-8513

Dear Art:
Subjeci::‘ Proposal for Blectrical Distribution System Modeling
Attached i3 our proposal fo provide electrical distribution system modeling.

if you have any questions regarding this proposal, please do not hesitate to contact me at 952.738.4322.
Thank you for this opportunity and we look forward to working with you to complete this important project.

Sincersly,

Staniey Consultants, Inc.

e Tt T ol

Andy Koshire, P.E. Robert T. Darnell, P.E,
Project Principal ' Vice President
Attachient

aiforid: 1 EBTB-18265

This document was sent electronically

5775 Wayzalz Boulevard » Suite 300 - Minneapolis, MN 554716-1235 » phone 952.64B.3562 - fax B52.546.4275
internaet v sienizyeonsullanis.com




ATTACHMENT 5

Darnetl, Rob B

= < fl GATACT I L, B BT AR A i e e+ - o G TR R ST
From: Koshire, Ancy

Hant: Thursday, July 15, 2010 11:22 AM

Ta: . Jores, Art; Kevin Espeland@state.sd.us

Cor ) Ceoan, Jeremy; Westhrook, Chad; Damet, Rob, Lidbarg, Melissa

Subjsci: Proposal for Electrical Distribution System Mogeling

Attachments: Proposal_Electrical Distribution System Modeling_071510.pdf

Kevin - I talked to Art this morning and he would like to proceed with this project. I have
attzched an updated proposal because the criginal proposal had an expiration date of June 1.

Please let me know if you have any questions. We are ready to get started on this project
immediately upon receipt of a contract.

Andy Koshire, P.E.
Prcject Principal

Energy Business Unit
Stanley Consultants, Inc.
5775 Wayzata Blvd Suite 366
Minneapolis, MN 55416
Direct 952-738-4322

Cell 612-384-9851

Main Office §52-546-3668
Main Fax 952-546-4279

www . stanleygroup. com




ATTACHMENT 6

Darnell, Rob
e o e e N - O —— 9T T R S T i o
From: Koshire, Andy
Sent . Friday, July 16, 2010 1:12 PM
To: Darmell, Rob
Subject: Fw’ Pine Tech Boller Froject

©Just fyi...

----- Original Messzge -----

From: Roger Wolff <rwolff@pegasusgrp.net>

To: Koshire, Andy

Cc: Bimberg, Brian; ‘James Morgan’' <James.Morgan@csu.mnscu.edu>; 'Steve Lange’
<LangeS@pinetech.edu>

Sent: Fri Jul 16 13:88:48 26186

Subject: RE: Pine Tech Beiler Project

Andy,

I'm aveilable anytime on Tuesday.
Thanks,
Roger

————— Original Message-----

From: Keshire, Andy [mailto:koshireandyf@stanleygroup.com]
Sent: Friday, July 16, 2818 9:43 AM

To: Roger Wolff; James Morgan; Steve Lanhge

Cc: Bimberg, Brian

Subject: Pine Tech Boiler Project

I talked to John Strand this morning from LBP and he advised working directly with Tim Hayes
regarding this project. I didn't realize Tim is the Owner, which is very surprising. I left
Tim & voicemail message letting him know we will be having discussions with the project team
{MnSCU/Pine Tech/Roger) to develop an action pian to complete the project by canceling his
contract and working with either new contractors or working directly with the existing

subcontractors..

If we don't hear from LBP Monday, let’s plan fo talk on Tuesday about this. Please let me
know your availability.

Thanks.

Andy Koshire, P.E.
Project Principal
Energy Business Unit

Stanley Consultants, Inc.
5775 Wavzata Bivd Suite 9@
Minnesapelis, MN 553416
Direct 952-738-4322

Cell 612-384-5891

Main Office 852-546-36659
Maln Fax 952-345-4279



ATTACHMENT 7

Darneil, Rob N _
From Koshire, Andy

Sent: Tuesday, July 20, 2010 1:52 PM

To Darnell, Rob; Eckman, Shans

Subject: Fw: Dakota State University

FYI.

----- Criginal Massage ~----

From: Graves, Kenton

To: Koshire, Andy

Sent: Tue Jul 26 12:16:13 2818
Subject: RE: Dakota State University

I am scheduled for Jury duty starting on wed Jul 28 and will not know anything more until the
night before. Is it possible that the interview can be done without me?

Please be aware that Muscatine has several large Afghanistan projécts with very tight
schedules happening over the next couple of months. IF any building design people in
Minneapolis are available get their managers to Talk to Muscatine.

Kentecn

———-- Original Message-----

From: Koshire, Andy

Sent: Monday, July 19, 2818 le:9e AM

To: Graves, Kenton

Cc: Westbrook, Chad; Prescher, John; Ecikman, Shane
Subject: Dakota State University

Attached are the pelevant files from this proposal. John/Chad/Shane - we were shortiisted on
this project and will have an interview in 2 weeks (date TBD) in Pierre, 5D. Not sure who all
we'll bring but just a heads up we may bring all of you since this is a large project and we

need work.

There is large amount of electrical work also. We might want to consider a trip to the
campus this week to collect more information (both electrical and mechanical), especially if
we can piggy back the trip w/ a meeting at SDSU (Madison is esbout 4@ minutes from Brookings).
IP/Chad - let me know what you think abeut that with your schedule/workload.

Andy Koshire, P.E.
Project Principal
Energy Business Unit

Stanley Consultants, Inc.
5775 Wayzata Blvd Suite 38@
Minneapoclis, MN 55416
Direct 952-738-4322

Cell 612-384-9891

Main Office 952-546-3665
Main Fax 952-546-427%

wiww . stanlevgroup. com




ATTACHMENT 8

Darpnell, Rob

o TATEY. ey e R, T L T 2 T T e T LI T O R T Y3 S 8 A AT A TR b
From: . Keshire, Andy

Sent: Friday, July 23, 2010 8:34 Al

Tor Jeson Theisen

Ceo: ) Corrigan, Barbara J; Darnell, Rob; Lidberg, Meiissa, Westbrook, Chad

Subjest: Proposel for Heating System Optimization Study ,

Aftachmerts: : Proposal_Heating System Optimization Study.pdf; Xcel Energy_Application for Heating

System Cptimization Study_draft.pdf

Jason - Attached 1s ocur proposal for the Heating System Optimization Study, in accordance
with Xcel Energy’s program.

Also sttached is a dratt Xcel Energy pre-approval form. Please complete the section titled
"Business Customer Intormation” on page 1 and “"Customer’s Declaration” on page 2 and submit
to Barb with cur proposal.

Let me know if you have any guestions.
Thank you.

Andy Koshire, P.E.
Project Principal
Energy Business uUnit

Stanley Consultants, Inc.
5775 Wayzata Blvd Suite 369
Minneapolis, MN 55416
Direct 952-738-4322

Cell 612-384-9891

Main Oftice 952-546-36469
Main Fax 952-546-4279

Wi . stanleygroup. com




ATTACHMENT 9

Stanley Consultants we

A Stanley Group Comparty
Eng'neering. Erdtonmental and Conglaction Sendtes « Woikiwide

July 23,2010

Mr. Jason Theisen

Director of Facilities

St Cloud Technical & Community College
1540 Northrway Drive

St. Cloud, MN 56303

Dear Jason:
Subject:  Proposal for Heating System Optimization Study

Attached is our proposal to provide a boiler plant study in accordance with Xcel Energy’s Heating System
Optimization program. If pre-approved by Xcel Energy, this study could be refimded by up 75% of the
cost of the study.

If you have any questions regarding this proposal, please do not liesitate to contact me af 352-738-4322.

Thank you for this opportunity and we look forward to working with you fo compiete this important
project.

Sincerely,

Stanley Consultants, Inc. ‘

e e Pl Dl

Andy Koshire, P.E, Robert T. Darrell, P.E.
Project Principal 7 Vice President
Arttachment

ce: Proposal File - 1EBTE-18642

This document was sent slectronically

5775 Wayzate Boulevard - Suile 300 « Minnespofis, MM 55416-1235 -

phone B2 540 5688 - [2x B52.545.427%
internet; wwn, stanieyconsultants.com .



ATTACHMENT 10

ameal, Rof
Fromu Koshire, Andy
Sant: Friday, July 23, 2010 10:48 AM
Fo bﬂnmeykv'eL;ﬁLrnwscueau sheheylobuhaw@@csurﬂﬂ;CUﬂdL
Tl . Damell, Rob; Lidberg, Melissa
Sublect: Proposal for Design Standards Support Service
Aftachmenis: Proposal_Design Standards Review.pdf; Proposal Reguest Letier.pdf

ill ~ Attached is a propossl per Shelley Robshaw™s request to provide Design Standards
ipport Services (inciuded is her originzl letter request).

ol
ol
C:
=l

We look forward to continuing to support MnSCU on these important services.
Please let me know if you have any guestions.
Thanks.

Andy Koshire, P.E.
FProject Principal
Energy Business Unit

Stanley Consultants, Inc.
5775 Wayzata Blvd Suite 360
Minneapolis, MN 55416
Direct 952-738-4322

Cell 612-384-5851

Main Office 952-546-36659 .
Main Fax 952-5456-4279

win . stanleygroup. com -

[



ATTACHMENT 11

Stan ﬁgfﬁ rsuitants we

A Stanley Group Company
Enginzening Ereimnmeial and Construction Seniees - Workdnids

Tuly 23, 2010

I, Bill Breyfogle

Director, Construction and Support Services
350 Wells Fargo Place

30 East Seventh Street

St. Paul, MN 53101

Dear Bill:
Subject:  MnSCL! Design Standards Reviews

Stanley Consultants is pleased fo submit for your consideration the attached proposal for rev:ewmg items
related to the MnSCU design standards.

Thank you for the opporfunity fo submit this proposal. We are looking forward fo continuing our ongoing
services, refated to reviewing items with the MuSCU design standards. Should you have questions
concerning this proposal, please do not hesitate to contact me at 952.738.4322,

Sincerely,

Andy Koshire, P.E. ‘ Robeit T. Darnell, P.E.
Project Principal | Vice President

Stanley Comsultants, Inc. 'Stanley Consultants
Attachments

This document was sent electronically

5775 Wayzale Boulevard + Sulle 360 « Minneapalis, MN £0418-1235 - phone 852.548.3689 - fax 952.54B8.4278
inlernat: www. stanlzyconsulanis.com




ATTACHMENT 12

5 amg i, Kaob

I i, Ltmppze

From: ioshire, Andy

Sent: Thurscay, July 28, 2010 9:35 AM

Ta: Gordon Heitkamp

o Darnali, Rob; Lidberg, Melissa; Bimberg, Brian
Suhiect: RE: Consftruction Change Directive

This is the notice to proceed. Please print this email out and deliver to Don.

I don't have access to the official ATA software to generate the document. The persen in our
office that has this authority is net in the offlce al the moment, but will be later today

and we'll issue the formel paperwork at that time.
Thanks!

————— Original Message----- .
From: Gordon Heitkamp [mallto Gordon. Heitkamp@nnwest. edu]

Sent: Thursday, July 2%, 2818 2:32 AM

To: Koshire, Andy
Subject RE: Constructlon Change Directive

Andy,
Pleagse call me when this notice to proceed has been faxed so I can get it to Don ASAP.

Call 1-567-368-1128
Thanks,
Gerdy

————— Original Message~----
From: Koshire, Andy [mailto: koshlreandy@stanleygroup com]

Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2019 S:28 AM

To: Gordon Heitkamp; Jeff Harms
Cc: Bimberg, Briazn; Jaster, Mark; Lidberg, Melissa

Subject: Construction Change Directive

Gordon - Don checked on other available backfill material, leczlly and readily available. He
talked to 2 suppliers of 1-1/2" stone. One supplier did not have enough material to offer
and the other had very little so his selling price was high, $38/yard. Therefore, we'll go
with the crushed concrete that is readily available in Worthington.

please pass this along to Don (Mark and I have discussed this with Don
aiready):

Construction Change Directive:

"Prigvide crushed concrete backfill material in the excavaticn as necessary to achieve

compaction test results per the contract decuments.

This work shall be billed on a time/material basis not To exceed $5,6800.

The final change order amount will be based on actual time/material logs for the crushed
concrete material work less the amcunt originally provided in the bid for backfill

labor/material costs.”

Andy Koshire, P.E.
Project Principal
Energy Business Unit



Stanley Consultants, Inc.
5775 Wayzata Blvd Suite 386
Minneapolis, MN 55416
Direct 852-738-4322

Cell 612-384-9891

Mzin Office 952-546-3668
Main Fax 952-548-4279

Wi . STanieveroup. com
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£ SEnley Group Company
Enginearing, Erwirnmental end Consiruction Seniees - Werldmide

Septermber 3, 2010

Mr. Kip Qvescn
Physical Plant Director
Ridgewzter College
2101 15th Avenue NW
Willmar, MN 56201

Dear Kip:

Subject:  Proposal for Construction Documents for Phase 2
Central Heating Plant Improvements Project

Enclosed is our proposal to provide professional services for construction documents for Phase 2 of the
Central Heating Plant Improvements Project. This proposal is based on our understanding of the project
following completion of the schematic design for Phase 1 and 2, detailed design for Phase 1, and recent

discussions.

If you have any questions regarding this propoéal, piease do not hesitate to contact me af 952.738.4322 or
our team’s project manager, Brian Bimberg, at 952.738.4375. '

Thank you for this opportunity and we look forward to working with you to complete this important
project.

Sincerely,

Stanley Consultants, Inc.

o L AT Dl

Andrew ¥ Koshire, P.E. Robert T. Damell, P.E.
Project Principal Vice President
Attachment |

ce;  Barry Schaub — MnSCU Program Manager
Daniel Holiz — Ridgewater College
Files 1EBTB-18990

This document was sent electronically

5775 Wayzata Boulevard - Sulie 300 - Minneapolis, MN 55416-1235 « phone 952 548.3669 - fax 852.546.427¢
intermet www.stanleyconsultants.com .






AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE BY MAIL

RE: Inthe matter of Andrew Kbshire, .
Professional Engineer
License Number 44189

STATE OF MINNESOTA )
} ss.
COUNTY OF RAMSEY )

Lynette DuFresne, being first duly sworn, deposes and says:

~ That at the City of St. Paul, County of Ramsey and State of Minnesota, on this the
&7 dayof  JuMé , 2011, she served the attached Stipulation and Order, by
depositing in the United States mail at said city and state, a true and correct copy
thereof, properly enveloped, with first class and certified postage prepaid, and
addressed to:

Mr. Andrew Koshire
5775 Wayzata Boulevard Suite 300
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55416

CERTIFIED MAIL
Return Receipt Requested
7010 0780 0001 5886 2609

% il Ao

Lynei:te DuFresne

Subscrlbed and sworn to before me on
this the @™ A day of J ot At , 2011.

A‘AAA-.A

2, SHERI L LINDEMAN
¥ NOTARY PUBLIC N
MINNESOTA

7 /. é;r /é y ,//J( /LAQQ/ B 7?&4{«/ 7{ ,Z,-\/”/ 1.3 ..,‘v P‘J‘erommfssmn ExplresJanIﬂ 2015

Notary P blic
y







