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HARTFORD

WISCONSIN

CITY HALL ® 109 NORTH MAIN STREET + HARTFORD, WI 53027

AGENDA
CITY OF HARTFORD UTILITY COMMITTEE
CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS
Monday, March 2, 2020
6:00 pm

This is a regularly scheduled meeting of the Utility Committee of the City of Hartford. Prior to this
meeting, notice was given to the public by posting an agenda on the City Office Meeting Board, Library
Bulletin Board, and Police Bulletin Board. In addition, the Daily News (the official City newspaper) was
given notice of this meeting and an agenda was placed in their City Office mailbox at least 24 hours ago.

1)
2)
3)
4)

5)

6)

Call to Order
Public Comment Period
Update on electric service interruptions and water main breaks

Discussion and consideration of accepting an engineering proposal for the evaluation of the
Wastewater Utility Interceptor Sewer at a cost not to exceed $6,125 (Executive Summary attached)

Discussion and consideration of providing lateral assistance for the sanitary sewer extensions into
the Town of Hartford (Executive Summary attached)

Adjournment

“Persons with disabilities requiring special accommodations for attendance at the meeting should contact the City
Clerk at least one (1) business day prior to the meeting.”

“Members of the Common Council may attend the above meeting. Pursuant to State ex rel. Badke v. Greendale
Village Board, 173 Wis. 2d 553, 494 N.W.2d 408 (1993) such attendance may be considered a meeting of the
Common Council. This notice is given so that members of the Common Council

N

ADMINISTRATOR 262.673.8204 CITY CLERK 262.673.8202 FAX 262.673.8218

INSPECTION / PLANNING 262.673.8272 UTILITY BILLING 262.673.8212




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TITLE: Engineering Proposals for the Evaluation of the Wastewater Utility Interceptor
Sewer.

BACKGROUND: The City of Hartford’s main interceptor sanitary sewer line is scheduled to be
lined in 2021 as part of the CIP. The interceptor sewer runs from near N. Wacker Drive all the way to
the treatment plant on Liberty Lane. Most of the interceptor is located within easements on private
property. There are several sections of the interceptor sewer that are of concern to staff. Before
proceeding with the lining of the interceptor sewer, staff would like to evaluate these sections of concern
to make sure there are no long term issues with the interceptor sewer. Requests for proposals (RFP)
were sent to two consultants. The proposals were received and reviewed at the February 3, 2020 Utility
Committee meeting. The proposals reviewed at that time included the following:

Engineering Company Address Proposal
W233 N2080 Ridgeview Parkway
Ruekert Mielke Waukesha, WI 53188 $6,125.00
Short, Elliott, Hendrickson 501 Maple Avenue
(SEH) Delafield, WI 53018 $11,080.00

Staff had recommended the proposal from SEH at that time. After discussion by the Utility Committee,
the Committee requested staff to contact Ruckert Miclke to clarify their proposal and verify their
proposal included everything the City detailed in the RFP.

Staff did meet with a representative from Ruekert Mielke to discuss their proposal. All concerns staff
had regarding the proposal were addressed during this meeting and Ruekert Mielke was confident they
could complete the work for the cost established in the proposal. After meeting with them, staff is
comfortable with Ruekert Mielke’s proposal and that it will address all the requirements included in the
RFP.

After meeting with Ruekert Mielke, staff contacted SEH to explain the situation and what happened at
the Utility Committee meeting. After contacting SEH and discussing the project further, SEH had some
internal discussions and have now submitted a lefter explaining their position and offering and
amendment to their original proposal adjusting their scope and fee. They removed the business case
evaluation (BCE) from their scope (which was not a requirement of the RFP), reduced the total estimated
hours, and reduced their fee. The new proposed fee matches that of Ruekert Mielke, Staffis comfortable
with the amended scope and fee submitted by SEH and that it will address all the requirement included
in the RFP. The amendment letter from SEH and both original proposals are attached for your review.

Both firms have completed previous projects for the City and have a good working relationship with the
City of Hartford. With the amendment submitted by SEH, the proposals from Ruekert Mielke and SEH
are now basically identical in scope and fee.

FISCAL IMPACT: $6,125.00 from the Wastewater Utility 42” Main Interceptor Assessment under
Account No. 595.370.536275.59301.

RECOMMENDATION: Select which proposal to accept and recommend to the Common Council for
approval and authorize appropriate City officials to execute an agreement with the selected engineering
consultant for the Evaluation of the Wastewater Utility Interceptor Sewer at a cost not exceed $6,125.00.
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February 24, 2020 RE: City of Hartford
42" Interceptor Sewer Evaluation
SEH No. 153679 14.00

Mr. Jason Schall

City Engineer

City of Hartford

109 North Main Street
Hartford, WI 53027

Dear Mr. Schall;

Short Elliott Hendrickson Inc. (SEH) appreciates the opportunity to further clarify and amend our proposal
for the 42” Interceptor Sewer Evaluation. Per your request on February 11", we have prepared this letter
to describe changes that can be made to our original approach to satisfy your budget requirements based
on Ruekert & Mielke's (R&M’s) cost proposal for the 42" Interceptor Sewer Evaluation, while also still
satisfying the key questions you would like answered as part of this evaluation.

We have reviewed R&M's proposal publicly posted in the Utility Committee’s agenda packets to compare
our scope to theirs, and would like to highlight a few items for the City's consideration, prior to providing
suggested changes to our scopefapproach:

1. R&M has provided the City with a lump sum fee of $6,125 to complete the assessment. Under a
lump sum approach, a detailed breakdown of hours is not provided, as this is the amount that will
be invoiced once the project is completed. Without a similar breakdown of effort that we have
provided it is difficult to determine how many hours R&M anticipates to complete the project.

2. ltis our interpretation that, R&M's proposal indicates they plan to address the six RFP questions
in two phases, addressing only the first two RFP questions in their first phase.

a. It appears that R&M's approach requires additional cost on the City’s part to excavate
around the overburdened manholes, repair/replace the riser pipes as needed, and
backfill to allow for televising activities to be completed. Once the City completes the
work necessary, it either commits the City to lining the pipe, or amounts to a fixed cost
that cannot be applied to other potential solutions which may be more beneficial to the
City in the long term.

b. It appears that R&M’s approach also notes that R&M would need an amendment to their
proposed lump sum fee to assist the City with design and bidding of manhole repairs,
further increasing up-front costs of the evaluation above the stated $6,125.00.

Engineers | Architects | Planners | Scientists

Short Elliott Hendrickson Inc., 809 North 8th Street, Suite 205, Sheboygan, WI 53081-4032
SEH is 100% employee-owned | sehinc.com | 920.452.6603 | 888.908.8166 fax



Mr. Jason Schall
February 24, 2020
Page 2

We value our relationship with the City, and with the above as a point of reference, we offer the following
to amend our scope and fee in an effort to provide the City with a more “apples to apples” comparison:

+ Reduction of our total level of effort to approximately 47 hours, resulting in a similar cost proposal
of an hourly, not-to-exceed amount of $6,125 consisting of the following:
o Removal of the business case evaluation (BCE)
o Reduction in total estimated hours for remaining tasks as shown in the revised
Attachment No. 1 to this letter.

Please note that the reduction in our hourly, not-to-exceed fee is based on a reduction in our total hours
of effort on the project to more closely align with the R&M proposal. We do believe that in order to
adequately answer the questions you pose in the RFP, that an additional 40 hours of effort are likely
required to provide you with all of the answers you desire.

We value our relationship with the City and lock forward to assisting on this important project.
Sincerely,

SHORT ELLIOTT HENDRICKSON INC.

Dol ¥ hhochr

Dan Schaefer

Client Service Manager
{Lic. CO, NC, W)

DLS
Attachment No. 1 — Revised Level of Effort
¢: Dave Piquett, City of Hartford

Bill Lueck, SEH

Mike Court, SEH

Wsp3020-Hspsclactive_pursuitsthartw 153678 42 inch interceptor redesign\0-preworki20200224 schall respense letter £1,docx
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W233 N2080 Ridgeview Parkway, Waukesha, WI 53188-1020 262-542-5733

B Ruekert - Mielke

January 28, 2020

Mr. Jason W. Schall, P. E.
City Engineer

City of Hartford

109 North Main Street
Hartford, WI 53027-1591

RE: Interceptor Sewer Evaluation
Dear Mr. Schall:

The City of Hartford has a unique challenge ahead in evaluating the 1,800 feet of interceptor sewer west
of Thiel Street. This is a critical section of sewer as it conveys sanitary sewerage from the entire City to
the Water Pollution Control Facility. We believe that this evaluation is the proper step before considering
the alternatives of lining or relocating the interceptor.

It is our understanding that at least a portion of this sewer segment has not been televised due to not
having access to manholes because of filling above the interceptor. [f this is the case, we strongly urge
the City to televise the entire segment. [t will be very risky to assume that the condition of the un-
televised section is like the condition of the televised section. In order to line this section of sewer, the
access issues must be addressed. We recommend a two-phase approach for this evaluation.

In the first phase, we understand that the City will be making repairs to the manholes in order to be allow
access and completely televise all sections prior to beginning this evaluation. We feel the results of the
evaluation are likely to indicate that the interceptor should be lined and not relayed. Therefore, this extra
work and expense to gain access to the manholes should benefit the City for the long-term. Ruekert &
Mielke, Inc, (R/M) will assist the City in assessing the alternatives for correcting the buried manhole and
correcting or adjusting the others. These alternatives will include consideration for long-term access for
inspection and maintenance. Before this is complete, R/M will compare the amount of fill over the
interceptor sewer with standard pipe tables for bury depth. R/M will not enter the manholes to evaluate
the sewer or take pipe cores. The scope of work in this phase includes items 1 and 2 from the January
21, 2020 Request for Proposal letter. The R/M work for this section does not include detailed design,
public bidding, or construction services for correcting the manholes to allow access or for coordinating the
sewer manhole repairs, adjustments or sewer televising. We would be happy to coordinate with the City,
if you are interested in these services.

An alternative for the first phase would be for the City to temporarily excavate around the manholes and
remove the stacked vertical pipe sections to allow access for televising. This would save the upfront cost
of the manhole work.

The second phase of the evaluation will start after we have all televising records. We understand that this
will include the televising of the sewer that the City plans to do in the immediate future. We will evaluate
the televising reports to review the condition of the interceptor to make recommendations relating to the
suitability of interceptor lining. We feel that the real question with this sewer is not whether it is
structurally stable, but whether it can be lined. CIPP liners are designed to be structurally stable
regardless of the condition of the host pipe.

In order to better understand the sewer and make sound judgements relating to the lining or relocation
question, we request that the City provide the following information during our analysis if available:

1. As-built or design plans and specifications for the interceptor sewer.

~Marketing Dept > PROPOSALS > Proposals 2020 > CT 10_DWA_W/WW > Hartford, City of > Interceptor Lining > Schall-20200128-Interceptor Sewer Evaluation.docx~
Your Infrastructure Ally ruekertmielke.com
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Mr. Jason W. Schall, P. E.
City of Hartford

January 28, 2020

Page 2

2. Recent sewer televising reports and video for all segments of the sewer in question.
3. Development plans of the properties in question.
4, Data or an understanding of the current and full build-out flows versus the interceptor sewer capacity.

5. Any available data regarding wetlands, floodplain, ground water and geotechnical data including any
known contaminated soils in the area.

Armed with this information, we will then develop the options and opinions as identified in the request for
proposals and develop a recommendation and report. This phase of work will include items 3 through 6
from the January 21, 2020 Request for Proposal letter. We will plan on attending up to 3 meetings as
requested.

We propose to perform the above scope of services for a Lump Sum Fee of $6,125. We are prepared to
complete this evaluation by April 30, 2020 as identified in the Request for Proposals assuming that we
are provided with the complete televising reports and items listed above no later than March 23, 2020.

The above described professional services will be provided to you in accordance with the attached two
page RM Standard Terms & Conditions (Engineering) dated June 17, 2014, which are made part of
this agreement by reference. Please indicate your acceptance of this agreement by having the
appropriate authorized official(s) affix their signature(s) where indicated and returning one fully executed
copy to our office.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.
Respectfully,

RUEKERT & MIELKE, INC.

vid W. Arnott, P.E. (wi, IL)

Team Leader/Senior Project Manager
darnott@ruekert-mielke.com

DWA:sjs
Enclosure(s)

~Marketing Dept > PROPOSALS > Proposals 2020 > CT 10_DWA_W/WW > Hartford, Gity of > Interceptor Lining > Schall-20200128-Interceptor Sewer Evaluation.docx~

Your Infrastructure Ally ruekertmielke.com
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City of Hartford

January 28, 2020

Page 3

CLIENT NAME: ENGINEER:

City of Hartford Huekei Ike, InC w
By: By: 7&‘ W

Steven C. Wurster, P.E.

Title: Title: _Senior Vice President/CO0O

Date: ' Date: January 28, 2020

ATTEST:

By:

Title:

Date:

Designated Representative: Designated Representative:

Name: Name: _David W. Arnott, P.E.

Title: Title: _Team Leader/Senior Project Manager
Phone Number: Phone Number: (262) 542-5733

~Marketing Dept > PROPOSALS > Proposals 2020 > CT 10_DWA_W/WW > Hartford, City of > Interceptor Lining > Schall-20200128-Interceptor Sewer Evaluation.docx~
Your Infrastructure Ally ruekertmielke.com




Ruekert & Mielke, Inc. Standard Terms and Conditions (Engineering Services) Effective June 17, 2014

A, Standards of Performance

The standard of care for all professional engineering and related services performed or furnished by Engineer under this Agreement
will be the care and skill ordinarily used by members of the subject profession practicing under similar circumstances at the same time and
in the same locality. Engineer makes no warranties, express or implied, under this Agreement or otherwise, in connection with any services
performed or furnished by Engineer.

B. Authorized Representative

With the execution of this Agreement, Engineer and Owner shall designate specific Individuals to act as Engineer's and Owner's
representatives with respect to the services to be performed or furnished by Engineer and duties and responsibilities of Owner under this
Agreement. Such individuals shall have authority to transmit instructions, receive Information, and render decisions relative to the
Assignment on behalf of the respective party whom the individual represents.

C. Payments to Engineer

Invoices will be prepared in accordance with Engineer's standard invoicing practices and will be submitted to Owner by Engineer
monthly, unless otherwise agreed. Invoices are due and payable within 30 days of receipt. If Owner fails to make any payment due
Engineer for services and expenses within 30 days after receipt of Engineer's invoice therefore, the amounts due Engineer will be increased
at the rate of 1.0% per month (or the maximum rate of interest permitted by law, if less) from said thirtieth day. In addition, Engineer may,
after giving seven days written notice to Owner, suspend services under this Agreement until Engineer has been paid in full all amounts due
for services, expenses, and other related charges.

D. Ownership and Reuss of Documents

All documents prepared or furnished by Engineer pursuant to this Agreement are instruments of service, and £ngineer shall retain an
ownership and property interest therein (including the copyright and the right of reuse at the discretion of the Engineer) whether or not the
Project is completed. Engineer grants Owner a limited Heense to use the documents on the Project, extensions of the Project, and for
related uses of the Owner, subject o receipt by Engineer of full payment due and owing for all services relating to preparation of the
documents. Such limited license shall not create any rights in third parties. Reuse of any documents pertaining to this Agreement by Owner
shall be at Owner's sole risk; and Owner agrees to indemnify, defend, and hold Engineer harmless from all claims, damages, and expenses
including reascnable attorney's fees arising out of such reuse of documents by Owner or by others acting through Owner.

E. Construction Review

Engineer will observe the work as agreed to for general compliance with tha construction documents. Engineer shall not at any time
supervise, direct, control, or have authority over any contractor's work, nor shall Engineer have authority over or be responsible for the
means, methods, technigues, sequences, or procedures of construction selected or used by any contractor, or the safety precautions and
programs incident thereto, for security or safety at the Project site, nor for any failure of a contractor to comply with Laws and Regulations
applicable to that contractor's furnishing and performing of its work. Engineer shall not be responsible for the acts or omissions of any
contractor. Engineer has no stop work authority.

F. Environmental
Engineer assumes no liability for the detection or removal of any hazardous substances found at or adjacent to the Project site.

G. Owner Provided Information
Engineer shall have the right o rely on the accuracy of any information provided by Owner. Engineer will not review this information for
accuracy.

H. Permits and Approvals
It is the responsihility of the Owner to obtain all necessary permits and approvals for the Project. Engineer will assist the Owner in
obtaining permits and approvals as mutually agreed to in writing.

I.  Access
Owner shall arrange for safe access to and make all provisions for Engineer and Engineer's consultants to enter upon public and
private property as required for Engineer to perform services under this Agreement.

J. Limit of Liability

To the fullest extent permitted by law, the total liability, In the aggregate, of Engineer and Engineer's officers, directors, partners,
employees, agents, and consultants, or any of them to Owner and anyone claiming by, through, or under Owner, for any and all injuries,
losses, damages and expenses, whatsoever arising out of, resuiting from, or in any way related to this Agreement from any cause or
causes including but not fimited to the negligence, professional errors or omissions, strict liability or breach of contract or warranty, express
or implied, of Engineer or Engineer's officers, directors, pariners, employees, agents, and consultants, or any of them, shall not exceed the
total amount of $2,000,000.

K. [Insurance
Engineer will maintain insurance coverage for Workers' Compensation, General Liability, and Automobile Liability and witl provide
certificates of insurance o Owner upon request.

Page 1 of 2 pages
{Ruekert & Mielke, Inc. Standard Terms and Conditions)
~Raw Materials > AGREEMENT > Terms and Conditions > RM Standard Terms and Conditions - Engineering-2014.dotx~




L. Termination of Contract

Either party may at any time terminate this Agreement with 7 days written notice for cause in the event of substantial failure by the
other party to perform in accordance with the terms hereof through no fault of the terminating party. Owner may terminate this Agreement
for convenience with 30 days written notice, or the Project may be suspended by Owner with 30 days written notice. In the event of
suspension or cancellation for convenience by Owner, Owner shall pay to Engineer all amounts owing to Engineer under this Agreement,
for all work performed up to the effective date of notice.

M. Indemnification and Allocation of Risk

1. To the fullest extent permitted by law, Engineer shall indemnify and hold harmiess Owner, Owner's officers, directors, pariners,
and employees from and against costs, losses, and damages (including but not limited to reascnable fees and charges of engineers,
architects, attorneys, and other professionals, and reasonable court or arbitration or other dispute resoiution costs) caused solely by the
negligent acts or omissions of Engineer or Engineer's officers, directors, partners, employees, and consultants in the performance of
Engineer's services under this Agreement.

2. To the fullest extent permitted by law, Owner shall indemnify and hold harmless Engineer, Engineer's officers, direclors, partners,
employees, and consultants from and against costs, losses, and damages (including but not limited to reasonable fees and charges of
engineers, architects, attorneys, and other professionals, and reasonable court or arbitration or other dispute resoiution costs} caused
solely by the negligent acts or omissions of Owner or Owner's officers, directors, partners, employees, and consultants with respect to this
Agreement.

3. To the fullest extent permitted by law, Engineer's total liability to Owner and anyone claiming by, through, or under Owner for any
injuries, losses, damages and expenses caused in part by the negligence of Engineer and in part by the negligence of Owner or any other
negligent entity or individual, shall not exceed the percentage share that Engineer's negligence bears to the total negligence of Owner,
Engineer, and all other negligent entities and individuals.

4. The indeminification provision of paragraph M.1. is subject to and limited by the provisions agreed to by Owner and Engineer in
paragraph J. "Limit of Liability,” of this Agreement.

N. Independent Contractor

All duties and responsibilittes undertaken pursuant to this Agreement will be for the sole and exclusive benefit of Owner and Engineer
and not for the benefit of any other party. Nothing contained in this Agreement shall create a contractual relationship with or a cause of
action in favor of a third party against either Owner or the Enginger. Engineer's services under this Agreement are being performed solely
for the Owner's benefit, and no other entity shall have any claim against Enginesr because of this Agreement or the performance or
nonperformance of services hereunder. Owner agrees to include a provision in ali contracts with contractors and other entilies involved in
this Project to carry out the intent of this paragraph.

O. Force Majure
Engineer shall not be liabie for any loss or damage due to failure or delay in rendering any service called for under this Agreement
resulting from any cause beyond Engineer's reasonable control,

P. Severability and Waiver of Provisions

Any provision or part of the Agreement held to be void or unenforceable under any Laws or Regulations shall be deemed stricken, and
all remaining provisions shall continue to be valid and binding upon Owner and Engineer, who agree that the Agreement shall be reformed
to replace such stricken provision or part thereof with a valid and enforceable provision that comes as close as possible to expressing the
intention of the stricken provision. Non-enforcement of any provisien by either party shall not constitute a waiver of that provision, nor shali
it affect the enforceability of that provision or of the remainder of this Agreement.

Q Dispute Resolution

QOwner and Engineer agree that they shall first submit any and all unsettled claims, counterclaims, disputes, and other matters in
questions between them arising out or relating to this Agreement or the breach thereof ("disputes”) to mediation as a condition precedent to
litigation.

R. Public Records
Engineer agrees to comply with the requirements of Wisconsin Statutes Sections 19.32 to 18.39 and Sections 19.81 to 19.98 -
Wisconsin Public Records Law and Open Meetings Law.

END OF DOCUMENT

Page 2 of 2 pages
{Ruekert & Mielke, Inc. Standard Terms and Conditions)
~Raw Materials > AGREEMENT > Terms and Conditions > RM Standard Terms and Conditions - Engineering-2014.docx~
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January 29, 2020 RE: City of Hartford
42" Interceptor Sewer Evaluation Proposal
SEH No. P-HARTW 153679 14.00

Jason W. Schall, PE
City Engineer

City of Hartford

109 North Main Street
Hartford, WI 53027

Dear Mr. Schall:

PROJECT UNDERSTANDING

Short Elliott Hendrickson Inc. (SEH®) understands and values the City of Hartford's (City's) proactive
approach when identifying future capital improvement needs, and that you regularly update and prioritize
these needs when reviewing your Five-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP). You previously
identified a need to evaluate and rehabilitate a portion of the 42-in. gravity interceptor that serves the
Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP). We understand that the main interceptor sewer is scheduled to be
lined from approximately Wacker Drive to the Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) and that you have
concerns regarding whether the interceptor sewer could be lined or whether relocation of the interceptor
is warranted. It is further understood that the City desires to complete this study by April 30, 2020.

Previously, this project was identified as a lining project utilizing cured in place pipe (CIPP) from near the
intersection of W. Sumner Street and N. Wacker Drive to the WWTP. However, the City has raised
concerns over a portion of this interceptor located between the start and end point of the proposed lining
project, and would like an engineering evaluation of the sections in question to determine if lining is a
viable option. The section in question is located at the east end of Thiel Street at the Walmart property on
the downstream end and continues approximately 1,800 ft. east. We understand your concerns are
multifaceted, including:

1. The first manhole (MH10) upstream of the manhole at Thiel Street (MH11) (located on the :
property owned by Dodge United Co-Op) was originally installed with approximately 12 ft. of soil :
cover over the pipe. The City noted that this manhole was buried at some point and there is now
approximately 37 ft. of soil cover on the pipe and 27 ft. above the manhole rim elevation. Based |
on our preliminary review of aerial photography, it appears as though this manhole was buried at |
some point between 1990 and 1995, meaning soil overburden has been placed on the associated
piping for the last 25 to 30 years. Additionally, the City notes that inaccessibility to MH10 results
in a stretch of almost 1,000 feet of interceptor piping with no immediate access points. However,

City staff indicated during the RFP period that they have been able to televise through this

Engineers | Architects | Planners | Scientists

Short Elliott Hendrickson Inc., 501 Maple Avenue, Delafield, Wl 53018-9351
SEH is 100% employee-owned | sehinc.com | 262.646.6855 | 888.908.8166 fax
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manhole in the past. SEH's review of CCTV records through this manhole will be a critical part of
the interceptor evaluation, as record drawings indicate a change in pipe class from Class [l
reinforced concrete pipe {RCP) on the downstream pipe to Class IV on the upstream pipe at
MH10.

A second area of concern for City staff is a section of interceptor pipe upstream of MH10 where a
property owner (Klumb property) has been filling cver the interceptor sewer and has added
approximately 10 to 16 . of additional fill (total of 28 to 34 t.) over the pipe. Prior to the owner
adding fill, the sewer manhcles (MH7, MH8, MH9) were raised to adjust the rim elevations and
avoid another buried manhcle similar to MH10. However, it appears that at least one of the raised
MH sections consists only of two 24-in. diameter pipes stacked vertically to add 16 ft. of height to
the existing manhole. Not only does this restrict access for televising and maintenance, but could
also pose potential structural issues. It appears that filling operations on this parcel are engoing

based on review of aerial photography, however, City staff notes that the property owner has
been requested to cease filling in the area of the interceptor. This segment from MH7 to MH9
has not been televised in the past due to the restricted access, however, City staff noted they
anticipate excavating around MHS8 to achieve access for televising early in this evaluation to
provide SEH with the CCTV record and aid in the development of alternatives.

PROJECT APPROACH

We appreciate the opportunity to assist in the City's efforts to evaluate the rehabilitation or relocation of a
portion of the City’s main interceptor sewer. Our approach and scope of service reflects a collaborative
effort that combines a local team with expenrts in large diameter pipe evaluation and lining projects to
provide the City with an evaluation that addresses the interceptor’s condition for many years into the
future, as well as maximize the ease of future operation and maintenance of the interceptor.

Our initial review of the interceptor alighment and the associated fill placed above the interceptor has
identified that in certain areas of the alighment overburden on the existing Class lll and Class IV RCP
exceeds the recommended fill heights for both Class il and Ciass IV RCP per the WisDOT Facilities
Development Manual. Figure 1 on the following page presents a summary of the existing conditicns
based on review of record drawings, information provided by the City in the RFP, and review of
topographical information, and graphically depicts preliminary structural concerns. In addition, the
corrosive nature of potential H2S and any other defects in the existing RCP may exacerbate additional
concern for the structural condition of the existing interceptor. SEH will further review the actual pipe
loadings and compare against recommendations and information provided in the Reinforced Concrete
Pipe Manual published by the American Concrete Pipe Association.
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Existing 42" RCP Profile
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1000 * Area appears to have been filled to a greater
depth than is shown by 2015 contours

2015 Contour Information

990

980

Elevation

970

960

950

|
940 -

2012.4 2212.4 2412.4 2612.4 2812.4 3012.4 3212.4 3412.4 36124
Station
Class 4 Pipe - - = WISDOT Recommended Fill for Class 11l and Class IV RCP

Surface Elevation Class 3 Pipe

Figure 1. Approximate Existing Conditions Profile of 42" Interceptor Sewer

Following review of available information, we will develop potential alternatives for the interceptor that at a
minimum will include the following:
e Lining of the existing interceptor and any additional improvements required to facilitate lining and
future operations and maintenance of the interceptor
e Relocation or replacement of the existing interceptor
e Options to provide better access at manholes for operations and maintenance

The kick-off meeting will primarily serve to review, discuss and come to agreement on the City’s goals for
the interceptor evaluation and identify and rank critical success factors, which may include:

e Long term structural resiliency

e O&M accessibility and safety

e  Minimizing risk of failure

e Maximizing development potential of privately owned parcels (to maximize potential municipal tax

revenue)

e  Minimizing upfront capital costs

s  Minimizing long term O&M costs

e Minimizing total present worth cost

We anticipate coming to the scoped kick-off meeting with an initial analysis completed to help guide
selection of feasible alternatives to be investigated as part of the evaluation, and will solicit input from City
staff to refine a list of possible alternatives for analysis based on the above critical success factors.
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SEH will review available options for lining the existing interceptor.
Conventional steam or water cured CIPP liners may not provide
the required structural strength for fully deteriorated pipe in these
conditions and we will consider the option of using a UV cured liner
that takes advantage of the glass reinforcement that results in a much
higher modulus of flexure and tensile strength. Review of CCTV
records provided by the City will be of utmost importance during this
portion of the evaluation, as the condition of the existing piping will
guide selection of the lining method.

Possible Benefits of Relocation

o Allow for shallower cover

e Enhance access for maintenance

e Allow for a corrosion resistant
piping material

e Allow for increased development
of parcels straddling the existing
interceptor alignment

While lining the interceptor pipe may provide the lowest up front capital investment, there are additional
considerations to lining that must be weighed against other alternatives.

SEH will review two feasible realignments of the existing interceptor, and if no reasonable alternatives are
identified, we will develop an estimate of construction cost to replace the existing interceptor on the
existing alignment as a comparison to other alternatives.

Somewhat independent of which alternative is recommended for implementation, increased access for
operations and maintenance is required. We will review options including replacement of existing barrel
sections (24-in. diameter RCP pipe for instance), or extension of buried manholes to the surface to
provide better access during construction and future operations and maintenance. The existing manhole
depth will continue to make access difficult for cleaning and inspections due to existing depth,
but a wider barrel section will improve the existing situation significantly.

A business case evaluation (BCE) of the proposed alternatives will be conducted to further develop the
advantages and disadvantages of each alternative and preliminary cost estimates will be created to
further evaluate alternatives. The BCE is a process to evaluate a perceived need and determine how
best to address the need considering financial, environmental, and social impacts to support a
business judgement decision on a proposed project. Draft and Final Reports will be submitted with
recommendations for proposed improvements.

SCOPE OF WORK

Meetings

SEH has included three meetings with the City in this scope of work. We will meet with the City to quickly
kick-off the project, collect any additional background data and discuss the range of potential solutions to
determine the optimal rehabilitation, relocation or replacement alternative for final design. SEH'’s project
manager, Mike Court, and client service manager, Dan Schaefer will participate in-person for the kick-off
meeting, and Bill Lueck, our senior wastewater conveyance engineer will participate via phone or
GoToMeeting. We will next meet with the City when we prepare and deliver the draft report. We will
summarize our report and discuss any comments, concerns or required additional analysis that the City
may have. After we have finalized the report, we will have our final meeting to present the final report to
the City's Utility Committee.

Data Collection and Review

SEH will visit the project site to better understand the issues with the existing interceptor alignment, take
photographs and identify potential opportunities for interceptor relocation. We will discuss the City's
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knowledge of and concerns for the interceptor at the kick-off meeting and review as-builts, CCTV and any
other pertinent information that the City can provide. SEH will provide a list of requested available
background files ahead of the kickoff meeting with the goal of discussing available information during the
kickoff meeting. ltems such as geotechnical reports, wetland delineations, existing easement
documentation, field survey, etc. will be requested.

Alternative Development and Analysis

SEH intends to follow the six tasks identified in the RFP and listed below as part of the overall
evaluation:
1. Does the increased fill over the interceptor sewer pose any structural issues to the existing sewer
pipe?
2. Options to consider for the manholes to provide sufficient access for inspection and maintenance.
e Options for the buried manhole - Raising the manhole, lining through the manhole,
rebuild the manhole, or other options.
e Options for the 3 manholes on the propeiy currently being filled by the owner - raising
the manholes correctly, rebuild the manholes, or other options.
Are there other repairs required before lining the interceptor sewer?
Should the City consider redesigning and rerouting this entire section of the interceptor sewer?
Preliminary cost estimates for all possible options.
A final recommendation for how to proceed with the repairs/maintenance for this section of the
interceptor sewer.

o ok w

SEH will further review existing loads from overburden on existing Class Ill and Class IV RCP, and
develop alternatives and improvements associated with lining the existing interceptor, relocating or
replacing the existing interceptor and increasing the efficiency of operating and maintaining either
alternative by providing better access to buried manholes or replacing or relocating existing manholes.
Capital cost estimates will be developed for each alternative and a business case evaluation will be
conducted that identifies tangible advantages and disadvantages of each proposed alternative.

Draft Report

A draft report will be developed that summarizes data collection and review; and the alternative
development and BCE analysis. The draft report will include recommendations for the City to address the
existing issues associated with the City's main interceptor. SEH will present the draft report at a project
meeting and incorporate review comments received by the City into the final report.

Final Report

The final report will be submitted to the City and a presentation will be made to the City's Utility
Committee.

We understand that the 42-in. interceptor is a critical infrastructure asset to the City, conveying a majority
of the wastewater generated within the City of Hartford to the WWTP. A failure of any one of the
components discussed above (MH's, pipe segments, efc.) could have substantial and widespread
impacts including, but not limited to:

e Increased Inflow & Infiltration leading to increased e Sink holes
Operation & Maintenance for Wastewater Utility staff e Loss of property
e Sanitary Sewer Overflows o Safety issues

e Basement backups



Jason W. Schall, PE
January 29, 2020
Page 6

Level of Effort and Fee

We have prepared a level of effort and detailed fee (on an hourly basis, with a not-to-exceed amount) in
Attachment 1 to this letter proposal based on the RFP requirements issued on January 21, 2020. We've
broken the proposed level of effort down by task based on the RFP to aid in your review, and are open to
discussions with City staff regarding adding or deleting scope as you see fit to meet project goals. Based
on the currently estimated level of effort, we are proposing an hourly, not-to-exceed fee of $11,080.

Our team consists of a combination of a local project manager, client service manager and GIS support
staff, with assistance from our heavy civil support staff located in our St. Paul office (Bill Lueck and
Brendan Barnes) that bring a lengthy track record of large diameter pipe investigation, evaluation and
rehabilitation projects. Although not required by the RFP, we've included a few brief lining project
examples in Attachment 2 to this RFP. SEH anticipates completing the scope of services on or before
April 30, 2020, as indicated in the RFP.

Should you have any questions as you review the proposal, please do not hesitate to reach out to either
one of us by phone or email. Dan Schaefer can be reached directly at 920.287.0829, on his cell phone at
262,305.2509, or via email at dschaefer@sehinc.com. Mike Court can be reached directly at
414.949.8905, on his cell phone at 414.322.9400, or via email at mcourt@sehinc.com.

Sincerely,

SHORT ELLIOTT HENDRICKSON INC.

Dnil # Dbk o

Dan Schaefer, PE Mike Court, PE
Client Service Manager Project Manager
(Lic. CO, NC, WI) (Lic. W1, TN)

DLS

Attachments:

Attachment 1 — Engineering Proposal for 42—in. Interceptor Sewer Evaluation
Attachment 2 — Sample Project Experience

c. Dave Piquett, City of Hartford

Bill Lueck, SEH
File

Wsp3020-1\spsclactive_pursuits\hartw 153679 42 inch interceptor redesign\0-prework\hartw interceptor eval proposal_012920.docx
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Attachment 2 — Example Projects

Hermantown Interceptor Rehabilitation
Western Lake Superior Sanitary District — Duluth, MN

W SEH conducted a condition assessment of the
o1 Lakeside and Hermantown Interceptor's and
recommended improvements. SEH then
designed rehabilitation of 4,000 ft. of the
Lakeside and Hermantown Interceptor’s
ranging in size from 15 to 36 in. in diameter.
SEH bid the project to allow the contractor to
use either conventional water cure or UV cure
for CIPP liner installation. An additional 2,000 ft.
of the Hermantown Interceptor is being
designed for open-cut and trenchless
replacement along a new alignment.

SEH devaloped condition and criticality
rankings for WLSSD's {Duluth, MN)
Lakreside Inferceplor

Interceptor Rehabilitation |
Metropolitan Council Environmental Services — Maple Grove, MN

OWHINY DEPTH. 3287 | SEH designed a CIPP lining of an existing 42-
in. RCP interceptor using UV cure and manhole
rehabilitation using fiberglass inserts. Our
manhole scanner was used to document

& x 4 Fracast Tunnst shape, depth and condition of the existing
manholes for rehabilitation. Unknown to the
client, MnDOT had installed access tunnels to
the manholes that were discovered during
manhole scanning. The project is presently in
construction.




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TITLE: Discussion and Consideration of Providing Lateral Assistance for the sanitary sewer
extensions into the Town of Hartford.

BACKGROUND: The Common Council approved the sanitary sewer extensions into the Town of
Hartford in January, 2020. As part of the approval, the costs for the sewer extension will be special
assessed to the property owners. After the public hearing for the special assessments and the discussion
by Council, the Council requested to discuss assisting property owners with the lateral installations.
More specifically, this pertains to the portion of the laterals within road right-of-way.

The Utility Committee began discussing the lateral assistance at its February, 2020 meeting. The Utility
Committee requested additional information for two possible options to consider as part of this
discussion. The first option is to provide assistance to those properties required to cross the roadway in
order to install a new sanitary sewer lateral. The second option is to provide assistance to all properties
for the portion of the lateral within the road right-of-way.

Using the unit prices from the contracts for the sanitary sewer extensions into the Hillerest Drive area
and the area of Hwy. 83 and Lee Road east of Hwy. 83, costs have been estimated for the portion of the
lateral within the right-of-way at each property. Spreadsheets showing the costs for each of the two
sewer extension areas have been attached.

Here is the information for the first option to provide assistance to those properties required to cross the
road for their lateral installation:

This will affect 39 properties

The estimated cost per property ranges from $3,918.00 to $14,600.00

The average estimated cost per property is $8,085.00

The total cost of lateral installation and roadway repair is estimated at $315,315.00

Here is the information for the second option to provide assistance to all properties for the portion of the
lateral within the right-of-way:
o This will affect all 69 properties
The estimated cost per property ranges from $660.00 to $14,600.00
The average estimated cost per property (near side) is $928.00
The average estimated cost per property (far side) is $8,085.00
The total cost of lateral installation and roadway repair is estimated at $355,645.00

It is difficult to estimate how many connections to the new sewer would be made per year. There appear
to be 6 properties interested in connecting within the first year or at the same time of the sewer main
installation. After the first year, it becomes difficult to estimate this number. Previous assumptions were
estimating from 2 to 4 connections per year. There are about 60% of the properties with a current septic
system of 40 years or older, which could mean more possible connections in the next few years as these
systems fail. However, based on the comments received during the special assessment public hearings,
most property owners do not like the idea of the sanitary sewer installation and could postpone
connection as long as they can.

The current sanitary lateral program for properties within the City has an allotted budget of $35,000.00
per year. When that amount is reached no additional lateral replacements are funded for that particular
year. Property owners would then have to wait until the following year. If this program is approved for




the sanitary sewer extension areas, a cap for the annual budget could be set. If the assumption of 2 to 4

connections per year is used, an annual cap $35,000.00 would suffice.

It should be noted if this program is approved, there is no money budgeted for these lateral connections
in 2020. The intention would then be to use the same account as the City lateral replacement program
with the understanding that account may end up over budget in 2020. This should not adversely affect
the overall budget of the Wastewater Utility.

If the Utility Committee would like to proceed with this program, a policy and procedure should be
established for these lateral connections. The policy and procedure would be similar to the City’s
existing sewer lateral replacement program. A property owner would need to apply for the program and
provide detailed cost information for the lateral installation. The reimbursement for each lateral would
then need to be approved by the Utility Committee. The program would have a maximum dollar amount
available for each lateral connection.

FISCAL IMPACT: None at this time. Possibly up to $35,000.00 per year.
RECOMMENDATION: If the Committee would like to proceed with this program, select which

option to use and staff can then prepare the final policy and procedure and bring to the next Utility
Committee meeting for a recommendation to the Common Council.

I N/
PREPARED BY: ;24@/.. % M,, M N O - K ¥,

“Tason W. Schall DATE
City Engineer
REVIEWED BY: ZQMJ pwd/w&ﬁ 2-2¢ _ D3P
Dave Piquett | ' DATE

Sewer Utility Director

APPROVED BY: ; m Z/M/d 2- 78~ 2004)
Steve Volkert DATE
City Administrator

ROUTING: Utility Committee - March 2, 2020

Executive Summary4Engineering/Sanitary Sewer Extension/2020 Sewer Extension Lateral Assistance



STATE HWY. 83 AND LEE ROAD

Lateral Length:
Tax Key No. g Roadway Roadway | Total Lateral
Approx. (L.F.) |Lateral Cost| Areato .
Address X . Repair Cost Cost
No (Main to ROW) Repair
39 5.
T6-0717-00D Asphalt,
1 2945 State Hwy 83 S 74 $ 7,400.00 | 16 L.F. Curb | $ 7,200.00 | $ 14,600.00
T6-0718-00F
2 2940 State Hwy 83 S 15 S 1,500.00 None S - $ 1,500.00
T6-0718-00G
3 2938 State Hwy 83 S 15 $ 1,500.00 None S - S 1,500.00
T6-0718-00H
4 2932 State Hwy 83 S 14 S 1,4C0.00 None S - S 1,400.00
T6-0718-00L
5 2920 State Hwy 83 S 11 $ 1,100.00 None S - $  1,100.00
T6-0718-00L 20 5.
6 6816 Lee Road 54 S 5,400.00 Asphalit $1,920.00 | $ 7,320.00
T6-0718-00N 208.Y.
7 6810 Lee Road 53 S 5,300.00 Asphait $1,920.00 | $ 7,220.00
T6-0718-00P 205.Y.
8 6804 Lee Road 53 5 5,300.00 Asphalt $1,92000 | $ 7,220.00
T6-0718-00Q 205.Y.
9 6792 Lee Road 55 S 5,500.00 Asphalt $1,920.00 | $ 7,420.00
T6-0819-00A
10 2896 State Hwy 83 S 17 S 1,700.00 None s - S 1,700.00
T6-0819-001
11 6809 Lee Road 18 S 1,800.00 None S - S 1,800.00
T6-0819-002
12 6805 Lee Road 18 S 1,800.00 None S - S 1,800.00
T6-0819-003
13 2897 Meadow Lane 17 $ 1,700.00 None S - $ 1,700.00
T6-0819-018 115Y.
14  |2896 Meadow Lane 30 $ 3,000.00 [ Asphalt |$1,371.00|$ 4,371.00
444 $44,400.00 $16,251.00] $ 60,651.00

W\COH-FILEDI\Users\jschal\Documents\2020 Projects\Lee Road, Hwy. 83 Rehid Docs\Lateral Costs 83_Lee Rd_ 2020




HILLCREST ESTATES SUBDIVISION AREA

Lateral Length:

Roadway

Ti‘di;::sﬁo- Approx. (L.F.) Lateral Cost | Areato RE::#"E?S( Totaé;:tteral
No. {Main to ROW) Repair
T6-0724-042
1 2807 Hillcrest Drive 19 S 2,090.00 None 3 - 5 2,090.00
T6-0794-043
2 2803 Hillerest Drive 18 S 1,980.00| None |[S§ S 1,980.00
T6-0724-044
3 2793 Hillerest Drive 18 $  1,980.00 None s $  1,980.00
T6-0794-045
4 2789 Hiflerest Drive 18 S 1,980.00 None |$ S 1,980,00
T6-0794-046
[ 2785 Hitlerest Drive 18 5 1,980.00| None [S$ $  1,980.00
T6-0820-00D 23 5.
6 2786 Hiticrest Drive 61 S 6,710.00| Asphalt | $ 2,011.00 ;5 872100
T6-0820-00E 23 S.Y.
7 2790 Hillerest Drive 61 § 6,710.00 | Asphalt | $ 2,011.00 5 8,721.00
T6-0794-039 235Y.
F:3 6963 Meadowdale Dr 51 S 5,610.00| Asphalt | $ 2,011.00} 5 7,621.00
T6-0794-009
] 6962 Meadowdale Dr 12 $  1,320.00 None 3 3 1,320.00
T6-0794-016
10 6964 Meadowdale Dr 16 § 1,760.00 | None |5 - $ 1,760.00
T6-0794-015
11  |6966 Meadowdale Dr 15 § 165000 WNone |8 - S 1,650.00
T6-0794-014
12 6970 Meadowdale Dr 10 $ 1,10000| MNone {3 - s 1,100.00
T6-0794-038 24 5Y.
13 |8971 Meadowdale Dr 53 $ 5,830.00 | Asphalt {5 2,068.00}5 7,893.00
T6-0794-029 238.Y.
14 6973 Meadowdale Dr 58 $ 6,380.00 | Asphalt | S 2,011.00}5 8,391.00
T6-0794-028 235.Y.
15 6975 Meadowdale Dr 58 5 6,380.00 | Asphalt |$ 2,011.00 |5 839100
T6-0794-013
i6 6976 Meadowdale Dr 6 3 66000 None |35 - 5 660.00
T6-0794-027 23 5.
i7 6979 Meadowdale Dr 59 S §,490.00{ Asphalt | $ 2,011.00|$ 850100
T6-0794-012
i8 6982 Meadowdale Dr 7 3 770001 Noene |5 - 5 770.00
T6-0794-026 235Y.
19 6983 Meadowdale Dr 59 $ 6490001 Asphalt | $ 2,011.00|$ 8501.00
T6-0794-011
20 6984 Meadowdale Dr 7 5 770.00 None § - S 770.00
T6-0794-025 235Y.
21 6987 Meadowdale Dr 58 S 6,380.00] Asphalt | $ 2,011.00|$ 8,391.00
T6-0794-024 235.Y,
22 6993 Meadowdale Dr 58 S 6,380.00| Asphalt |$ 2,011.00]% 8,391.00
T6-0794-010
23 6994 Meadowdale Dr 9 S 990,00f WNone |5 - S 990.00
T6-0794-030 238.Y.
24  |2827 Robin Circle 51 S  5,610.00} Asphalt | $ 2,011.00| 8 7,621.00
T6-0794-031 455.Y.
25 2823 Rohin Circle 70 $ 7,700.00 | Asphalt |5 3,265.00 | $ 10,965.00
T6-0724-037 23S8.Y.
26 2820 Robin Circle 51 S 5,610.00| Asphalt |5 2,011.00(5 7,621.00
T6-0794-036 .
27 2818 Robin Circle iz $ 1,32000[ None |5 - $  1,320.00
T6-0794-035 23 5.
28 2816 Robin Circle 44 S 4,840.00 | Asphalt |5 2,011.00 |35 6,851.00

\\COH-FILEO1\Users\jschall\Documents\2020 Projects\Hillcrest Subdivision Rebid Docs\Hillerest_2020 Lateral Costs




Lateral Length: Roadway
T? dﬁ::s':m Approx. (L.F)) [ Lateral Cost | Areato H:::Idr %aoyst Totaé;:‘tera!

No. {Main to ROW) Repair
T6-0794-032 555.Y.

29 2815 Robin Circle 82 S 9,020.00 | Asphalt | S 3,835.00 | $ 12,855.00
T6-0794-033 308.Y.

30 2811 Robin Circle 45 S 4,950.00 | Asphalt | $ 2,410.00($§ 7,360.00
T8-0794-034 14 5.Y.

31 2808 Robin Circle 22 $ 2,420.00 | Asphalt | S 1,498.00 (5 3,918.00
T6-0794-017

32  [6967 Lark Avenue g 5 880.00 | None |[& - S £80.00
T6-0794-008 235.Y.

33 6968 Lark Avenue 57 $ 6,270,00 | Asphalt | S 2,011.00| S 8,281.00
T6-0794-007 235,

34  |6970 Lark Avenue 54 $ 5940.00 | Asphalt | $ 2,011.00{5 7,951.00
T6-0794-006 23 5.Y.

35 6974 Lark Avenue 54 $ 5940.00 | Asphalt | S 2,011.00]S$ 7,951.00
T6-0794-005 23 58.Y.

36 6976 Lark Avenue 57 S 6,270.00| Asphalt |$ 2,011.60] 5 8,281.00
T6-0724-004 235.Y.

37 6978 Lark Avenue 56 $ 6,160.00 | Asphalt | $ 2,011.00( 5 8,i71.00
T6-0724-003 23 8.Y.

38 6982 Lark Avenue 57 S 6,270.00 | Asphalt | $ 2,011.00 | § 8,28L00
T6-0794-002 235.Y.

39 6986 Lark Avenue 58 S 6,380.00 | Asphalt {5 2,011.00{5 8,391.00
T6-0794-001 23 5.

40 {6988 Lark Avenue 58 $ 6,380.00 | Asphalt |§ 2,011.00}$ 8,391,00
T6-0794-018

41  |6971 Lark Avenue 8 s 820,00 None |3 - $ 880.00
T6-0794-019

42 6975 Lark Avenue 9 3 990.00] None |§ - 5 990.00
T6-0794-020

43 6977 Lark Avenue 9 3 990,.00f MNone |S - 3 990.00
T6-0794-021

44 {6981 Lark Avenue 9 3 390.00f None |35 - 3 290.00
T6-0794-022

45 6985 Lark Avernue 8 S 830.00 None 5 - $ 280.00
16-0794-023

46  [6989 Lark Avenue 8 3 880.00f None |3§ - S 880.00
T6-0794-023-00A

47 2820 Cedar Streel 9 s 990.00 | MNone {5 - s 950.00
T6-0724-00D 235.Y.

48 6991 Lee Road a7 $ 5,170.00 Asphalt | $ 2,081.00 [ $ 7,181.00
T&-0724-00A 238Y.

49 6985 Lee Road a7 S 5,170.00| Asphalt | $ 2,011.00]{5 7,181.00
T6-0794-00E 23 5.Y.

50 6979 Lee Road 47 S  5,170.00 | Asphalt | $ 2,01100|S 7,181.00
T6-0794-008 23 5.y,

51 6971 Lee Road 49 S 5,390.00| Asphalt |5 2,011.00f 5 740100
T6-0794.00C 23 S.Y.

52 6965 Lee Road 48 § 5280.00 | Asphalt {5 2,011.0015 7,291.00
T6-0794-00F-001 235.Y.

53  |6961 Lee Read 56 $ 6,160.00 | Asphalt |$ 2,011,00}% 817100
Té-0794-006F-003 23 5.

54 6955 Lee Road 56 $  6,160.00{ Asphalt |5 2,011.00|5 8,171.00
T6-0794-00F-002 235Y,

55  |6945 Lee Road 56 5 6,160.00f Asphalt | $ 2,011.00] % 8,171.00

2051 | $225,610.00f | s69,384.00] 5294,994.00|

\\COH-FILEO1\Users\jschal\Documents\2020 Projects\Hillcrest Subdivision Rebid Docs\Hillcrest_2020 Lateral Costs




