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Real People. Real Solutions.

1 2224 N rcottet Avenue
Burnsville, MN 55337-1 649

Ph: [952] 890-0509
Fax: {952} 890-8065

Bolton-Menk.com

June 14,2023

Mr. Sean Simonson
Engineering Manager
tlOl Washington St.
Northfield, MN 55057

RE: Engineering for Wall Street Road Improvelnents Project
Arnendment I - Additional Feasibility Project Scope

Dear Mr. Simonson:

Throughout the process of the leasibility study on the Wall Street Road Improvements Project,
there have been scveral additions to the project scope of services which has resulted in additional
feasibility/prelirninary design arrd topographic survey fees being accrued, as well as anticipated
additional final desiqn and construction flees. We have been tracking these fees and updating the

.City and Rice County so tlie project tearn can continue to evaluate overall project costs, but
continued to move fbr-ward with the feasibility study to ensure the project wzrs able to stay on
schedule. Below is a list of several of tlie changes to the project scope since the original contract
was submitted:

The project contract was not received until November 2l't.2023 (almost three weeks

later tharr the November I't. 2023 date indicated on the Request lor Proposals). This delay
pushed back the project schedule and required the rnajority of the topographic survey to
be completed during tlrc winter in snow/ice conditions which was not included in our
proposal.

The typical sections proposed for the project ended up being r,vidcr than what was

indicated in the request for proposals and assumed in our proposal. Tliis rcquired
additional topographic survey to be collected in order to have enough information to
determine grading tic-in limits and the associated drainage pattems. Collection of
additional specific infbnnation was also recluirecl along the Oaklawn Cemetery to identify
the burial plots to ensure they are not in-rpacted by the project.

Additional propefty owner meetings were scheduled on site with the major property

owners along the corridor to include their feedback specitic to the design options in the
feasibility report.

As the project progressed, the project team dctermined that additional conceptual design

options were necessary to evaluate the best alternative for the project corridor. ln total,

seven different design options were dratied and preliminarily designed. This is fbur more
design options than the three conceptual altematives identified in our proposal which
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resulted in the most significant aclditional work. Each clesign option included a design
layout. rypical sectiotls, right-of--way irnpact analysis. tree impact apalysis, and associated
figures for each. This required a new alignrnent air<l prelirninary corridor fbr each design
option that is refined to a point to be able to cletermiire anticipatecl grading lirnits ip orclcr
to identify estimated impacts aud associated costs.

o Additionally, three design alternates were added to the project fbr consideratior.
These alternates include turn lanes at the Spring Crcek Road intersectio,, a mini
roundabout at the Spring Creek Road intersection, and the option to install the
trail on the north side of Wall Street Roacl easr of Spring Creck Road through the
cemetery property. Each alternate required a design layout, right-of-r,vay alalysis.
and associated figures Ibr each. corridors had to be adjusted ior these altemates to
identify additionar grading Iirnits and associated impacts.

o Each of these additional design concepts and alternates requirecl edits to the
feasibility repon to inclLrcle additional cliscLrssion on the findings from each and
the feedback received.

t As a result of tlrese adclitional investi-cations. the project scliedule rvas delayed t*,o and ahalf months which resulted in aclditional tinre incr,.,-ea on the p,o;".iar,ng the
feasibility task' The request lor proposals identified the feasibility report would go to thecity council to accept the feasibility'report and authorize preparatiol of pla,s ancl
specifications on April ltt'.?023- but afterthese delays. is cr-urently schejuled to actually
go to the City Council on June 20,r,. 2023.

o When the first dralt of the leasibility report was completed ip mid-March. the
project was on budget lr'ith enou-eh tirne remailing t<l address minor comments.
create a City Council presentation. and present the lbasibility report to the City
Council. The additional investi-uations resulting frorn these i.try, incurred
additional time to the project.

o Additionally. this u'ill cause delal's to tlie overall project schedule through
bidding' The delal'ri'ill not allou lbr any final design to be completed by the
project team dtlrin-u the spring season. our proposal assurned use of staff during
the spring season rvhen there is greater availability clue to the annual rvork cr clt--
already havin-u projects ottt for bid but construction season hasn,t starled y-et.o Time is also budgcted in this amendment to adclrcss minor commcnts from the Citl,and

the county on the feasibility report. generate a city Council presentation, ancl present thefeasibility report to trre city Council on June 201t.2023.t Pending approval of the recot'nmendecl improvements and authorization for the
preparation of plans and specifications, it is anticipated that final design rvill require
additional scope. The additional scope of work for the recommended irnprovements
includes the following:

o After preliminary propefty research into the existing properties along the corititrr.
it was detennined that the existing right-of'-rvay is not dedicated and onlv inclu,lcs
prescriptive rights. As a result, easernent exhibits a1d descriptio,s ri,ill be
required for all impacted properties along the corridor, far cxceedin-e the fir.e
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bud-seted fbr the project. These exhibits will include penrallelrt right-of-way and
tet'nporary easenlents on a single exhibit fbr each property.

c After courpleting preliminary layouts for the project, it was detcrmir-red that both
of the retaining walls (at 913 4tt'Street E and 291 Spring Creek Road) along the
project corridor rvill be impacted. The retaining rvall along 913 4th Street E will
require cotnplete rctnoval and is proposed to be replaced with a prefabricated
nrodular block retaining wall (MnDOT-style big block). Thc retaining wall along
291 Spring Creek Road is prirnarily a decorative wall installed by the property
owller. rvhich is understood to be constmcted of concrete block rvith a sfucco face
and decorative cap. This retainin-e rvall rvill require partial removal and is
proposed to be replaced rvith a retaining wall to match the existing as close as

feasible - anticipated to be a cast-in-placc (CIP) concrete retaining rvall llitl, a

mirnicked stucco lace and cap. Costs in this proposal include the installation of
the CIP retainin-tt u'all identified abore. horvever. if the city/county elected to
sirnply install a Piv{B\\'uall instead. there rvor"rld be a $14.000 cost savings due to
the simplified design and plan detarling. Our proposal assumes spread footin_cs
and that piles u ill not be neccssara, fbr for-rndation sLrpport.

o The recomtnended pro_jcct lavout inclr-rdes the additional construction of a rnini
roundabout at the Spring Creek Road intcrsection. This',r,ill require aclditional
topographic survey to captlrre the necessary infon,ration to tie-in the design on the
norlh and south legs of Spring Creek Road. It rvill also require additional design
scope to cornplete tht-- llnal dc-sign of the mini roundabout. The rnini roundabout
design will include the mini roundabout layout. comidor modeling, concrete
jointing layout. steel reinlbrccment detailing. signing and striping layout. and
analysis of the intersection lighting photometrics (assumes Xcel Energy rvill
design and install the required liglrting irnprovements lor the city).

o The additional design u ork noted above will also recluire additional tirne to lbr
survey crews to pror ide the constructiou stakcs necessary to constnrct the
retaining rvalls and thc- mini roundabout. Nolv that the recommcndcd design
layout is knorvn. our sllrvL-\' tearn revieri,ed thc layout relative to our original
proposal and also included anticipated additional staking for trails. s,alks. c-tc.

Each of these iterns added significant tirne to the feasibility study/prcliminary desi_qn and
topographic survey efforls for the project a.nd u.ill reqr-rirc additional tirne to complete flnal design
and construction. Holvevcr, these additional cffbrls allorved the City and County to complcr..ir
evaluate all of the design options and associated costs to ensure the public reccivcd thc best Lrrorr.Ci
to serve the community. By continuin-{ thesc- efforts irnmediately during the t-casibilitl' stud1. r'..-
were able to ensure the entire project scope was identified bcfore the project becarne significan:1,.
behind schedule which will allou, the project to contiuue rnoving fbrward rvith a targe:iJ
consttuction year of 2024. These efTorls rvill also set the stagc for implerncntation of the fc.asihilrr_.
study's findings into final dcsi-qn zrnd construction.

Beyond the items above that were reqnestcd by the City and the County, there are a coultle items
that rnay be added to the final design and require additional design time, depending on final
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direction front the City/County after negotiations rvith afl'ected property owuers. These items are
not included in this arnendment, but we rvant the project team to be aware of the identified
potential formore additional services if these items are incorporated. This includes the specialty
design options related to the box culvert outlet ancl/or stormwatcr pond requestcd by the Carleton
Arboretum and research related to the risk of errant golf shots along thc golf course and the
irnplementation of a fence or other n-riti-eation design requested by the Northfleld Goll'Club.

The original proposal for the project was in the total amount of $44t{,954, with thc fcasibility studv
task being $52,i390, thc topographic survey task being $41.774. the flnal clesign task being
$161,550, and the construction services task being $130,1tt6. All of the projcct scope additions
described above have rcsultcd in an incrcase to thc overall fees that encolrpasses the scopc of u'ork
we were approved for on thcse tasks. Wc arc requcsting an amendnrent fbr $151,11)7. Pleasc sce

the attached spreadslieet rvith our breakdos,n of estimated hours that have been accrued and arc
remaining to accomtnodate the dcscribcd scope changes. This will bring the total project f-ee to
$606,751 with the feasibility studr, task totalin-q 580,315. the topographic survey task totalin-e
576,248, the final design task totaling 5237.452. and the construrctiou services task totaling
$ r 60,1 82.

TOTAL PROJECT AMENDMENT FEE = 9t57,797

We appreciate your trust in us to cornplete the project changes tlrat have come up over the course
of the project to date. We look fonvard to the final desi-rn phasc of this project and generating
construction documents to bring the final project concept to lile for the City of Northfield and Rice
County.

Sincerely,

BOLTON & MENK. INC.

r .:' -
j'013q1*,.}-1 
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' ..i';lr1*rr:*, 
'

Brad Fisher, P.E.
Principal Engineer

This document shall serve as an amendmerlt to the Consultant Service Contract betu'een the
parties, dated November 15. 2022 (the "Cor.rtract"), pllrsuant to Scction i.B. thcreof. All othc'r
provisions of the Contract shall ren'rain in hrll force and eflect except as herein rnodified.

By:

Rhonda Pownell. Its Mavor

cc: Brian Hilgardner, P.E., Principal Engineer

Lynottc Petcrson. Its City Clerk

1 202:l061.1.doci
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