










P. January g,20A7letter from Joel Walinski to the residents of Oak-Union-Winona Streets.

Q. July 9,2007 letter frorn Mark Kasrna to Maren Swanson.
R. May 29,2007 letter from Dave Maroney to Joel Walinski and the July 12,2007 response to this
letter by Maren Swanson.

Questions:

l. The "initial" (original) proposal submitted by Bolton and Menk for the Fifth Sheet Project is dated
April 14, 2006. The fee proposal was offered on an hourly basisfor an estimatedfee of 558,560. Then
CityEngineer Heidi Hamilton informed Bolton and Menk (e-mail of April 26,2006) that because the
fee exceeded $50,000, the Council would need to award the contract. On September 6,2007 by e-mail,
Joel Walinski informed Dave Maroney that the April 1,4,2006 proposal had never been approved by
the City ofNorthfield. Nonetheless, Bolton and Menk began to perform work on the Fiffh Street
Project and began to invoice for work performed.

'Wrhy did Staffchoose not to submit the proposal to the aouncil far their approval as required by the.
City of Northfield Purchasing Manual?

2. OnAugust 6,2006,the Council ordered preparation of a feasibility study for the Fifth Street
Project. Through July 28, 2006, Bolton and Menk had already recorded (Invoice #0097224)
$34,683.75 of engineering fees and expenses against the Fifth Steet Project. Furthermore, the April
14,2006 proposal provided no specific fee estimate that would be incurred by the City of Northfreld to
prepare the feasibility study.

Ilhy didn't Staff secure a specific feq proposal fronz Bolton and Menk to prepare the feasibility study?
Was the Council aware in August of 2006 that considerable engineering had already been completed

for the Fifth Street Project without their aufhorization? Was the Council prepared to pay Bolton and
Menkfor engineering costs whether or not the Fifih Street Projeet proceeded?

3. On November 20,2006,the Council approved a contract with Bolton and Menk for l'design"
services for the Fifth Street Project. Compensation for services provided was offered an an hourly
basis not to exceed $92,955. The record clearly shows that the proposed work program/fee included
engineering services for Fifth Street from Washington to Prairie Street along with Oak Street between
Fourth and Fifth Streets and Union/Winona Streets between Fifth and Sixth Streets.In addition, the
approved contract included services to be performed by Mark Kamsa ($8,800 forpreliminary and final
design, meetings and permits). When asked, Al Roder informed Dave Maroney that Mark Kasma
would not be performing engineering work for Fifth Street at the same time that he was serving as City
Engineer.

When did Mark Kasmafirst invoice the City of Northfieldfor services that he provided as City
Engineer? When did Mark Kasma end any and all responsibility as City Engineer?

4. Byletter dated February 20,2007,Bolton and Menk informed the City of Northfield that they had
provided "additional services" thereby necessitating an increase of their previously proposed not to
exceed fee of 892,9 5 5 to a revised not to exceed fee of $ I I 0,000. It appears that the most significant
justification for the increased compensation as described by the letter related to the "addition of
portioas of Winona and Union Streets" to the Fifth Street Project which simply is not true.



l
Based upon Invoic e # 0104213, Bolton and Menk had recorded a total of $ 104,659. I 9 to February 23,
2007, including $4,550 for services provided to prepare the "Draft Assessment Policy''. That said, thru
February 23,2007, Bolton and Menk had recorded a total fee of $100,109.i9 against the Fifth Sfreet
Project when the contract provided for a maximum fee of $92,955; or, a maximum fee of $84,155 if
the $8,880 relating to services proposed by Mark Kasma are reflected. Furthermore, the amounts
invoiced by Bolton and Menk for services provided were inconsistent with the hourlyrates provided
by the contact.

Why did the City of Northfield approve pqyment of additionalfees to Bolton and Menkwhen the terms
of the contract had not been adhered too? If as suggestedby Bolton and Menk that "additional 

work"
was needed, why was the work completed without the prior approval of the City as required by the
contract? Finally, whatis the "CheckPayment Date" relatingto Invoice#0104213($14,550.44)?

5. On May 7,2007,the City Council approved another Professional Services Agreement with Bolton
and Menk in an amount not to exceed $10j',668 for consfuction-related services. The date of that
Agreement(docum'ent)was"A.pril 1l','.200T,signedbyMarkKasma.Bye-mailonApril g,2007,Dave.
Maroney notified Al Roder and Joel Walinski that Bolton and Menk was invoicing the City of
Northfield at hourly rates that were greater than the rates agreed to in the then existing contact with
Bolton and Menk. The April 11,2007 proposal by Bolton and Menk identified afee not to exceed
$101,668 applying "Average Rates", a change fiom all other prior proposals.

If Staf and Bolton and Menk believed that the language wed previously to define and administer
engineering contracts was " acceptable", why then were the terms modified by the April I I, 2007
proposal?

Chapter Three - Conclusion.

Based upon the investigation and resulting findings, it would seem that the Cify of Northfield would be
well advised to authorize the State Auditor to conduct their own examination of the engineering and
administrative activities perforrned pertaining to the Fifth Street Project, including services
provided/fees paid pursuant to the Professional Agreement for City Engineering Serviees (January
2007) and all otherproject engineeringperfomred by Bolton and Menk dwing the period that Mark
Kasma was serving as the City Engineer for the City of Northfield.

This Document has been prepared by Dave Maroney, 508 College Street, Northfield.
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