REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS
QUESTIONS AND PROPOSAL CLARIFICATION

CITY PROJECT NO. 22-15

QUENTIN AVENUE IMPROVEMENTS

August 13, 2026 CITY OF SAVAGE
6000 MCCOLL DRIVE
SAVAGE, MN 55378

The following are questions and City’s response in regards to the RFP for the Quentin Avenue Improvement
Project.

Question: Has the City identified an approximate total project cost or conceptual construction cost for the
project?
Response: The City’s total estimate cost is approximately $10.7 million.

Question: What are the funding sources and approximate amounts for the project?
Response: The proposed funding sources and estimated amounts are as follows: Scott County contribution
($6.5 million), Municipal State Aid ($3.4 million), GO Bond ($800,000)

Question: What are the GO Bond funds being used for on the project:
Response: Per the bill language it is a “grant to the City of Savage to predesign and design the expansion of
Quentin Avenue and reconstruction of two railroad bridges that pass over Quentin Avenue”.

Question: What level of aerial flight data and GIS data for utilities will you be providing?
Response: We can provide aerial data from Spring 2026 flight as image tiles or MrSid. GIS Utilities data can
be provided as shapefiles. Project survey will be needed for design purposes.

Question: Will you provide information on existing property parcels, easements, and ROW? If so, will it be
electronic data or title documentation, or a combination of both? Should we include obtaining title and
property information for each parcel and building computed existing right of way linework?

Response: Proposal should include acquiring title work existing City properties and right-of-way.

Question: How is the City planning to acquire additional right of way or easement (temporary/permanent)?
Should easement exhibits and legal descriptions be included? How many? ROW acquisition services be
included?

Response: Services for acquisition should be part of the proposal. The City does not anticipate many parcels
will be impacted. Proposals should use 2 as assumed value for acquisition.

Question: Would the City need landscaping plan/ planting plan?
Response: Landscaping and planting should be included in proposal.

Question: What is the anticipated construction year for the project?
Response: 2028, but if there are opportunities to move portions up to 2027 the City would certainly be open
to an updated schedule. A project schedule will need to be developed with the proposal showing critical path.



Question: Please confirm removal of the two railroad bridges (Quentin Avenue and Credit River) is part of
the project as well as the preliminary and final design of their replacements, but neither bridge will actually
be constructed.

Response: Both bridges would need to be removed as part of the project. The bridges will not be constructed
however components such as abutements may need to be installed at the Quentin Avenue crossing due to
slopes, etc... Evaluation will need to consider abutment construction or retaining walls for soil stabilization.

Question: Please confirm that a third bridge design is required for a trail crossing over the Credit River.
Response: A conceptual design is required, preliminary and final design is not required at this time.

Question: Preliminary design section references the Mn Dept. of Natural Resources Heritage review, is this
something that needs to be addressed here or should that have been located somewhere else in the proposal?
Response:

Question: Please provide clarity on the expected public utility replacement or extensions that are included in
the project.

Response: Sanitary sewer exists on Quentin Avenue and no additional extension of the sewer is necessary.
Watermain exists at Forest Glen Court and would need to be extended approximately 250-feet to the north.

Question: Section 4.0 Traffic Studies — is this required to be a standalone task?
Response: Traffic studies will be completed as part of the project development and should be included in the
proposal.

Question: Section 3.7.2 Plan Submittal — this section only describes need to deliver up to 90% plans.
Response: Project manual shall be 100% with signed plans and specifications.

Question: Does the City anticipate reviewing the proposals in BlueBeam or Adobe Acrobat?
Response: Bluebeam will be used for proposal review and plan/spec review.

Question: This project involves federally regulated waters, which will require federal permitting. This will
trigger Clean Waters Act, requiring cultural resources review of the corridor. Please confirm that a cultural
resources review will be required.

Response: Cultural resources review should be part of the proposal and it is expected that the consultant
complete all permitting as necessary as a part of the project.

Question: RFP requires record as-built drawings. Would the City consider removing preparation of this
requirement?

Response: This requirement can be removed from the proposal. City will obtain this task as part of the
construction administration.

Question: Will the bridge designs go through the full CPKC review process regarding standards and
formatting given they are not planned to be built with the project?

Response: The agreement does give CPKC rights to review and provide their approval. However, level of
detail is not quite clear. The City plans to start with preliminary design of the bridges to submit for review.
If the design meets CPKC’s needs, we would not continue to final design. However, if they require more,
we would need to continue the design. The proposal includes full design as a worse case scenario.

Question: Do the bridge designs need to include the track/ballast or will design encompass the structure
only?

Response: Design would need to consider all components as the agreement is based on placement of the rail
and bridges back into operations if necessary.



Question: Provide CPKC agreement as addendum?
Response: Provided

Question: Has hazardous material identification already been completed for the bridge removals or will that
be required as part of the project during design or construction?

Response: At the time of this RFP, the bridge over Quentin Avenue is being evaluated for removal prior to
this project. No hazardous material has been identified but we will bet a better understanding of what the
site contains with the removal.

Question: Section 3.2.2 indicates additional public meetings will need to take place once design is
substantially complete. How many public meetings should be assumed?
Response: Please assume 2 additional meetings.

Question: Is there any likelihood the City will receive or apply for federal funding during project
development?

Response: The City would be open to seeking additional funding if it becomes available, however we do not
anticipate receiving any federal funding for the project at this time.

Question: Will the existing Quentin roadway bridge over the Credit River remain as is, be modified or
replaced?
Response: The bridge will remain in place. Minor revisions and maintenance items are anticipated.

Question: Does the City have existing turning counts at the intersection of CSAH 16 and Quentin Avenue?
Response: The City did not complete counts but Scott County may have data available. However, updated
counts should be completed to better inform of the needed improvements.

Question: Can any previous studies or layouts related to the CSAH 16 and Quentin Avenue intersection be
shared?

Response: Although a concept layout and study was completed, Scott County would like to see a full
evaluation of the intersection to ensure the proposed improvements would be appropriate.

Question: Section 3.5 indicates that a Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment will be required. Will a Phase
1 or 1a OSA Archaeological Investigation be required?

Response: We are anticipating this will be necessary as a part of the project as this area does have some
historical significance.

Question: How many City Council meetings should be assumed in the fee estimate?
Response: Please include 2 City Council meetings in the proposal.

Question: How many agency coordination meetings should be assumed in the fee estimate?
Response: The exact number of agency meetings is unknown, but meetings with the LMRWD, DNR, and
WCA TAC are anticipated. Please include 3 agency meetings in the proposal.

Question: Has the City accounted for CLOMR/LOMR and permitting durations in the project schedule?
Response: The City is anticipating starting construction in 2028 and expects the consultant to identify the
critical pathway for meeting this schedule. The City does understand that the CLOMR and permitting
process can be lengthy and the proposal shall identify the schedule that will be necessary for starting in
construction in 2028.

Question: Can you provide additional background information on the recently completed LOMR that became
effective this year, including the reasons for the study, any supplemental documentation, and the consultant
that completed the work?



Response: The LOMR that was recently completed was to properly define the extents and elevation of the
floodplain on the west side of the railroad bridge. This was completed by Bolton and Menk, Inc. on behalf of
Pomp’s Tire.

Question: Have FEMA, MnDNR, LMRWD, and CPKC been engaged regarding the proposed
improvements?

Response: The City has an agreement with CPKC, please see provided agreement. The City has not engage
with the other agencies.

Question: Are there any known environmental concerns along the corridor, including contaminated soils or
archaeological sites?

Response: Yes, a review of aerial photos using Scott County GIS shows old homesteads, a roadway
alignment, and stream realignment, etc. All necessary cultural reviews and environmental assessments
should be included as a part of the proposal.

Question: Are there any additional restrictions or considerations associated with the SNA adjacent to the
project ROW?

Response: Working adjacent to the SNA has typically triggered longer permitting timeframes for dewatering
permits and the development of a FEN mitigation plan. The primary purpose of the plan is to make sure no
groundwater impacts occurred within the FEN and to prevent/mitigate any artesian well conditions that were
encountered during construction.

Question: Are there any known utilities on or within the existing bridge over the Credit River:
Response: None that the City is aware.

Question: Does the City anticipate any work related to the utility located at 12977 Quentin Avenue as part of
this project?
Response: The City does not anticipate utility work at the location at this time.
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