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1.0 FOREWORD

The cost estimate is based on the site plans and quantities jointly developed with the Civil
Engineering Section. The tentatively selected plan (TSP) involves Alternative 2 which is
based on the following measures studied:

Measure 2: Remove both dam and fish ladder at Bridge Street Dam
Measure 4: Remove the lower section of the ElIm Street Dam and Fish
ladder.

Measure 5: Middle Falls: Utilize stone blocks recovered from the dam
removals to divert flow from the main channel to the by-pass to facilitate fish
passage.

Each of these measures were initially treated separately to develop costs specific to their
location and outcome. Their costs were then added together to make one project. This
was a simplified conservative approach. Actual costs will vary with potential activities
occurring in parallel that might reduce schedule and overhead. Details on how each
estimate was developed is discussed under Section 2.0 Basis of Estimate. It will describe
proposed scope details, access and staging, equipment and materials used, and specific
parameters used to obtain the costs generated.

Tables are provided in Section 3.0 First and Fully Funded Costs, to present a breakdown
of how this numbers were calculated. First Costs are based on data collected and base-
lined to October 18, 2023, the beginning of FY24. The actual estimates were first
developed a little later at the end of February 2024, but the base-lining actually makes
the numbers a little more conservative to the costs in constant current dollars. Fully
funded costs escalate funded items to the mid-point of execution to factor in inflation.
These numbers represent Total Project Costs for the delivered project and the basis for
cost-sharing.

Section 4.0 shows Total Project Cost Summary spreadsheets. These are worksheets
used to develop First costs and Fully Funded Costs from Base Estimates done in
MCACES MIl and adjusted with contingencies developed during an Abbreviated Risk
Analysis (ARA) conducted in March 2024. The ARA risk registers and back-up documents
for each site can be found in Section 5.0. Section 6.0 has the base costs estimates
Summaries printed out from MCACES MII.

2.0 BASIS OF ESTIMATE

2.1 MEASURE 2: BRIDGE STREET DAM AND FISH LADDER-COMPLETE
REMOVAL

This measure removes the existing Bridge Street Dam and fish ladder in its entirety. The
site will be accessed from the south side of Bridge Street Bridge at a driveway providing
access to the pump station and shed. Some area will be set aside for contractor staging
and mobilization.
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About a V2 acre of clearing will be necessary to establish the site and provide access for
heavy equipment. It will be necessary to bring in fill material and possibly blast matts first,
to build a ramp to allow heavy equipment on to the site to remove the existing fish ladder
on the down-stream side of the existing reinforced concrete dam. Before any of the dam
components can be removed, access to the dam with heavy equipment must be
established and removal of any built-up sediments on the upstream side of the dam
removed. Our estimate assumes dredging behind the dam as much as possible while
constructing a temporary rip rap causeway built against the upstream side of the dam.
This would start at the temporary access road location and work north to the norther bank
of the river. An excavator could load trucks as it worked its way across. No extra
allowance was included in the estimate for added disposal costs if the dredge material
proved to be unsuitable.

Because the metal pipe penstock is believed to be held in private ownership at this writing,
it is not part of this project. It was decided in PDT discussions the associated concrete
intake structure that serve the penstock would remain intact. WWe assumed demolition
would start at the low-flow weir and gradually work its way back southward removing the
150’ long masonry dam spillway from the rip rap working surface. As the dam was
removed, so would the rip rap working surface be removed as necessary. It was assumed
that no extra rock excavation is necessary within the footprint of the dam down to its base
elevation. Only the stone blocks making up the dam will be removed.

The estimate also include removal of the 100’ long reinforced concrete dam in a likewise
fashion with an excavator working its way southward taking up rip rap causeway working
surface as it goes. The estimate includes some time/equipment for debris removal,
landscaping & native plantings, and erosion control along the north and south banks,
upstream and downstream of the existing dam. Broken concrete demolished is assumed
to be removed from the site and assumed some beneficial disposal with local sand/gravel
yards. The site entrance will receive a new vehicle gate.

2.2 MEASURE 4: EAST ELM STREET DAM FISHWAY AND DAM (SOUTHERN
PORTION) REMOVAL

This alternative removes the existing EIm Street Dam fish ladder in its entirety and
approximately 110 LF of the stacked stone spillway on the southern half of the river. This
alternative assumes the northern section of the dam connected to a residential property
foundation will remain intact as-is. Bank stabilization and native planting restoration will
occur in disturbed areas upstream and downstream of the dam at both locations.
Construction to take place is intended to minimize any impacts to property owners.

The site will be accessed from a local park located at the south-east side of EIm Street
Bridge, just north of the Yarmouth Historical Center. The area will be set aside for
contractor staging and mobilization. Access will require temporarily removing existing
wood guardrail and about a %2 acre of clearing to establish the site and provide access
for heavy equipment.
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It is assumed it will be necessary to bring in fill material and blast matts to build a
temporary access road and ramp to fully allow heavy equipment on to the site to remove
the existing fish ladder. Starting at the existing fish ladder top location, we assumed
placing super sacks of sand along the upstream length of existing stacked stone spillway
to provide a water diversion that can be taken up later once deconstruction is complete.
As the intent is to remove the existing fish ladder and the dams, some dredging on the
upstream side is included in the estimate presuming a 1:4 prism along the spillway face.
Broken concrete demolished and cut stone are assumed to be removed from the site and
assumed beneficial disposal with local sand/gravel yards.

We assumed a contractor may utilize two heavy hydraulic crawling excavators equipped
with concrete breaker hammers and grapples/buckets. A forklift and crane with operators
will be needed to install and later take up super sacks used for water diversion. Three 36”
diameter temporary culverts will be placed in the breach under the supersacks to allow
minimal stream flow while work proceeds to remove stone and rock from the dam.
Crushed stone and rubber-tired blast matts will cover the end of the culverts to allow
heavy equipment to traverse the area behind the dam while natural flow continues
downstream. Because some river flow may be diverted partly to the north channel while
the demolition goes on, the estimate includes several months of operator & by-pass
diversion pump time in case of high-flow emergency.

Once the original fish ladder and stone spillway are removed, the estimate assumes the
contractor will includes some time/equipment/material for debris removal, landscaping,
native plantings and erosion control along the north and south banks downstream of the
existing EIm Street bridge to the existing spillway location. We also assumed new
guardrail, permanent fencing and gates will be added to the site.

2.3 MEASURE 5: ESTABLISH A NATURAL FISH PASSAGE AROUND MIDDLE
FALLS USING THE BY-PASS CHANNEL

This alternative seeks to encourage greater fish passage of the natural By-Pass Channel
at Middle Falls by diverting flows from the main channel using stone blocks recovered
from the Bridge Street and Elm Street dams. We assumed the site will be accessed from
Royal River Park parking lot off the East EIm Street bridge location. From there, it is
envisioned a contractor will establish a crane for staging area directly across from the
entrance channel of the Middle Falls by-pass to be able to construct diversion.

Once the desired flows have been diverted away from the main channel into the by-pass
channel, it is anticipated increased flows will encourage more effective fish passage. After
constructing the stone diversion, the contractor will demobilize.

No extra time/equipment/materials for landscaping, native plantings, and erosion control
along the north and south banks of the by-Pass and Main Channels were included in the
estimate for this measure.
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24 GENERAL ASSUMPTIONS

It must be noted that able contractors might employ other effective means and methods.
Our goal for alternative comparison was to be as consistent as possible in approaches
for cost comparison and understanding of risks and level of effort, as well as reasonable
cost. The estimates also utilized current Cumberland County, Maine prevailing wages.
Major risks include: project schedule slippage, material cost inflation, skilled labor
availability, unrecognized latent hazardous/toxic material, high water events, worker and
public safety.

2.5 COST DATA SOURCES

2022 Cost Data Book used, Davis-Bacon Prevailing Rate labor rates for Cumberland
County, Maine, 2022 New England Region 1 Equipment Cost Book. All the estimates
were base-lined to October 2023 and escalated using March 2024 CWICCS tables.

2.6 CONTRACTOR MARK-UP

PRIME —JOOH 25%, HOOH 10%, Profit 10%, Bond & Insurance =2%
SUBCONTRACTOR - JOOH 8%, HOOH 10%, Profit 10%
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3.0 PROJECT FIRST AND FULLY FUNDED COSTS

Table 1: First Cost for Royal River Alternative 2

The First Cost for Royal River Alternative 2, (Baselined, FY24/ October 2023 dollars)

Feature
Account Description Subtotal Contingency % Contingency $ Total Cost
06 Total Fish & Wildlife Facilities 2,583,808 45 28.00% $723,466.37 $3,307,274.82
18 Total Cultural Resources Preservation 335,000.00 28.00% $93,800.00 $428 800.00
01 Total Lands and Damages 68,000.00 15.00% $10,200.00 $78,200.00
30 Total Planning, Engineering & Design 845,489.50 20.00% $169,097.90 $1,014,587 .40
31 Total Construction Management 234 .000.00 16.00% $37,440.00 $271,440.00
[ 1
Total, Alternative 2 4,066,297 95 2543% $1,034,004 .27 $5,100,302.22
6
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Table 2: Fully Funded Total Project Cost for Royal River Alternative 2

Total Project Cost for Royal River Alternative 2, Fully Funded

Feature Mid-Point Project First Cost
Account  Description Date FY2024 Baseline Escalation % Escalation $ Fully Funded Total Cost
06 Total Fish & Wildlife Facilities 2028Q1 $3,307,274.82 11.11% $367,478.19 $3,674,753.00
18 Total Cultural Resources Preservation 2028Q1 $428,800.00 11.11% $47 644 .86 $476 444 86
01 Total Lands and Damages 2027Q1 $78,200.00 8.15% $6,372.20 $84 572 20
30 Total Planning, Engineering & Design varies $1,014 587 40 15.87% $161,015.47 $1,175,602.87
k3l Total Construction Management 2028Q1 $271,440.00 13.09% $35,541.00 $306,981.00
Total, Alternative 2 $5,100,302.22 12.12% $618,051.71 $5,718,353.93

The Total Project Cost Summary Spreadsheets for the Royal River Aquatic Ecosystem

Restoiration study are provided below.
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=+ TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY **** Frinted:9/3/2024

Page 1of2
PROJECT: Royal River, Section 206 Ecosystem Restoration DISTRICT- New England PREPARED: 8I29/2024
PROJECT NO: 476044 Updated:
LOCATIOMN: Yarmouth, Maine Alemative 2 - Bridge Street & Elm 5t Dam- Fish Ladder and Dam Removals & Middle Falls Bypass
This Estimate refiects the scope and schedule in report; Foyal River Abbreviated Risk Analysis, 2/7/2024 POG: ACTING CHIEF, COST ENGINEERING, Christopher Tilley
- PROJECT FIRST COST TOTAL PROJECT COST (FULLY
Civil Works Work Breakdown Structure ESTIMATED COST (Constant Dollar Basic) FUNDED}
Program Year (Budget EC)- 2024
Effective Price Level Date: 1-Ot- 23
REMAININ Spent Thru: | TOTAL FIRST
WES Civil Works COST CNTG CNTG TOTAL ESC COsT CNTG & COST 14-Dec-23 COST ESC COsT CNTG FULL
NUMBER Feature & Sub-Feature Description (5K [E1.4] (%) (5K 3% (b 18] K [E2] {BK) (K (Y | [£1.9] {BH) (5K}
oG FISH & WILDLIFE FACILITIES 52,584 5723 28% §3.307 $2.584 5723 53,207 $3.307 11.1% 32871 5804 $3.675
18 CULTURAL RESOURCE PRESERVATION 3335 24 28% 3429 335 p o] 34z 3420 11.1% 3372 5104 I4TE
CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE TOTALS: 52218 3817 52,730 52218 817 $3.736 $3.736 11.1% 33,243 se0E $4.151
o1 LANDS AND DAMAGES 388 310 15% 578 358 310 378 378 B1% 574 511 385
30 PLANMNING, ENGINEERING & DESIGM 848 $1838 20% $1.015 $B48 $183 $1.015 $1.015 15.8% soeD $105 51,175
H COMNSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT 24 $37 18% $2M 234 337 2 527 13.3% 5265 542 $307
PROJECT COST TOTALS: 54,087 $1.033 25% $5.100 54 067 51.033 55.100 $35.100 12.1% 34.562 $1.157 35.715
ACTING CHIEF. COST ENGINEERING, Christopher Tilley
ESTIMATED TOTAL PROJECT COST: 5,718
PROJECT MANAGER. Janet Cote ESTIMATED FEDERAL COST: B65% $3.717
ESTIMATED NOMN-FEDERAL COST: 35% 52,001

CHIEF. REAL ESTATE. Tamothy Shugest

22 - FEASIEILITY STUDY (CAP studies):
CHIEF. PLANNING, Wendy Gendron ESTIMATED FEDERAL COST: 50%
ESTIMATED MOMN-FEDERAL COST: 500G

CHIEF, ENGINEERING, David Mangolis

ESTIMATED FEDERAL COST OF PROJECT
CHIEF, OPERATIOMNS, Enc Pendersen ESTIMATED NON-FEDERAL COST OF PROJECT

CHIEF. CONSTRUCTIOMN, Ray Goff

CHIEF. CONTRACTIMNG. Sheila Winston-Vincuilia

CHIEF, PM-PB, Janet Harrington

CHIEF, DPM, Scott Acons

Filename: CAP 205-Royal River TPCS Summarny 18AUG24 xisx
TPCS
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**** TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY ***=* Printed:9/2/2024

Page 2 of 2
== CONTRACT COST SUMBMARY *=**
PROJECT: Royal River, Section 206 Ecosystem Restoration DISTRICT: Mew England PREPARED: B/29/2024
LOCATION: Yarmouth, Maine POC: ACTING CHEF, COST ENGINEERING, Christopher Tlley
This Estimate refiects the scope and schedule in report: Royal River Abbreviated Risk Analysis, 27/2024
WES Structure ESTIMATED COST PROJECT FIRST CO.ET TOTAL PROJECT COST (FULLY FUNDED)
{Constant Dollar Basis)
Estimate Frepared: 1d4-Dec-Z3 Program Year (Budget EC): 2024
Estirnate Price Level- 1-Oct-23 Effective Price Lavel Date: 1-0ct-23
RESK BAZED
WEBES Ciwil Works COST CNTG CNTG TOTAL ESC COsT CNTGE TOTAL Mid-Point ESC COsT CNTG FULL
NUMBER Feature & Sub-Feature Description (£, (S (| {SK) % [t 19] [t1.9] (3K Date (%) (5K} [E19] [t1.4]
A B c (o] E F G H ] J F L M N o
CONTRACT 4
& FISH & WILDLIFE FACILITIES §2,584 $723 28.0% $3.307 52,584 §723 $3,307 20281 11.1% 2,871 £BD4 £3,675
18 CULTURAL RESOURCE PRESERVATION 3335 504 280% 3429 $335 i) 3420 202801 11.1% 5372 2104 476
CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE TOTALS: $2.010 ST 2B0% 53,738 £2.019 817 53,736 2243 £o08 $4,151
o1 LAMDS AMD DAMAGES FOE 10 15.0% 578 EE 310 §7E 2027a B1% T4 f11 383
30 PLANMING, ENGINEERING & DESKEN
1.0%  Project Management 320 38 20.0% $35 520 38 535 20271 28% 332 £6 339
1.0%  Planning & Environmental Compliance 320 38 20.0% 335 w20 ko 35 202ran 2.9% 332 6 339
12.1%  Emngineening & Design 353 LT 20.0% 3424 $a53 57 3424 20z7o 2e% 53a8 £7B 466
1.0%  Reviews, ATRs, IEPRs, VE 320 5 20.0% 335 20 k=] 335 202ran 29% $32 6 339
i1.0%  Life Cycle Updates (cost, schedule, risks) 322 38 20.0% $35 20 38 $35 20z7o 2e% 532 6 339
1.0%  Contracting & Reprographics 320 38 20.0% $35 w20 0 35 20281 12.3% 333 57 340
1.0%  Emngneering During Construction 3za 38 20.0% 535 28 58 335 20281 13.3% 333 57 340
DLE%E Real Estate Administration 318 33 15.0% 21 J1E8 53 21 2027a [.e% 520 £3 §23
Adaptive Management & Monitoring 3300 360 20.0% 5360 $300 540 5350 203103 26.0% 5378 £76 454
Project Operations 20.0%
31 COMNSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
T.0%  Construction Management 204 333 16.0% $237 F204 533 3237 202801 13.3% 5232 £37 £269
Project Operation: 18.0%
1.0%  Project Management 320 35 16.0% 534 w20 35 34 202eQ1 12.3% 333 55 338
CONTRACT COST TOTALS: 54,067 1,032 55,100 54,057 51,032 $5.100 $4.562 31,157 $5.718

Filename: CAP 205-Royal River TPCS Summany 18AUG24 xlsx
TPCS
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5.0 ABBREVIATED RISK ANALYSIS (ARA)

Abbreviated Risk Analysis

Royal River Section 206 -Yarmouth, Maine

Feasibility (Recommended Plan)
Measure 2- Bridge Street - Complete Fish Ladder and Dam Removal

Royal River, Yarmouth ME
Section 206, Feasibility Study

Meeting Date: 7-Feb-24
PDT Members
Note: PDT involvement is commensurate with project size and involvement.
Represents Name
Project Management: Janet Cote
Planner: Janet Cote
Study Manager: NAME
Contracting: Tyier Maryak
Real Estate: William Mehr
Relocations: NAME
OTHER: NAME
Engineering & Design: NAME
Technical Lead: NAME
Geotech: NAME
H&H Thomas Mihlbachier, Patrick Blumeris
Ciwvil: Kevin Hebard
Structurai: Michaei Andryuk
Mechanical: NAME
Electrical: NAME
Cost Engineerning: Chris Tilley
Construction: Nick Skianes
Operations: NAME
Envircnmental: Don Faughnan
VE NAME
DOT & PF Sponsor NAME
DOT & PF Sponsor NAME
Cther: NAME
Other: NAME
Other: NAME
NAME
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Torminclogy

Risk Analysis
ER 1170-2-1302, 15 Sep 08, page 15

& Cost rak analysis & the process of dentifying and measuring the coat imgect of project uncenainties oo
the estimated TPC. It shal be accompiahed as & joint andlysis betwoen the cost engitesr and he
desigrens of approgriate PDT membens that have spediic intwiedpe and expertine on ol posalie prgect
raks

(1) POTs are required to prepare & fonmal cost riak analysis for all decision documents regquiring
Congressional ashoriZuson for projects excosding 540 milion (TPC(see append B). Where cost riak
analysis & reguived, s anticipated that the cost ek analysis Wil De perfonmed once the recomenended
Han & entfied pricr 1o the atemative formulation teiefing misstone

Typical Risk Enrents

Factors that 2an introcuce riak 10 berra sted b the Selected Work Sresksown Stucture ems.
The ones lsbed are the most typical for Chvil Works Progjects. These Risk Elements shoukl be reviewed
and establshed for each project.

Potentsd Risk Areas

These are tems from e estimate's Work Sreakdiown Structise, elther voad or detalied, that are belleved
10 Cortain some rak

The cost estimater defines e Weork Sreakdown Structre. s recommended that the PODT select the
weropriate Selected Work Breakdown Strudture Do and considens al Features.

Foous should be placed on the ems wih the significant raks.  Apgroprately identllying the Selected Work
Breakdow: Structure Rems will lead 10 3 more confdent development of contingency

Risk Elemont

Typicd Rk Epmants

Project Management & Scope Growth

l?
I

Acgisition Strategy

= Alysical coratnution elements, unusual Mmaterdal of equipment Mmanlaciured or instaled?
» Confidence in constructibty of
= Cne of a kind and confidence in fatvioation and installgtion?

1 reascnabiy transpont?
= Risk of specialty equipment functioning first time? Testing?

Technical Deaign & Cuanties

Level of confidence based on design and assunmgtions?
Possitilty for increased quantties dus to i08s, waste, of sulsdence?

Cont Estimate Assumpons

mac«ummmmv
= Lack confidence on crtical cost Tema?

Potential for market volitilty impacting competlion, pricing?
» Fundeg Coratraints
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Section 206, Feasibility Study
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6.0 MCACES MIl SUMMARY REPORTS

The MCACES MIl Summary Reports for the Royal River Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration
study are provided below.
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This information system is approved for Controlled Unclassified Information (CUI)

Print Date Thu 29 August 2024 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Time 15:55:54
Eff. Date 7/17/2024 Project : Royal River Dam Removal Project
New Report Title Page

Royal River Dam Removal Project
Bridge Street Dam Complete Removal.

Main Point of Action: This alternative removes the existing Bridge Street Dam and fish ladder in its entirety. Access and Staging: The site will be accessed from the south side of Bridge
Street Bridge at a driveway providing access to the pump station and shed. Some area will be set aside for contractor staging and mobilization. About a %2 acre of clearing will be necessary
to establish the site and provide access for heavy equipment. Overall Constructability: It will be necessary to bring in fill material and matts to allow heavy equipment on to the site to
remove the existing fish ladder. Before the dam components can be removed, access to the dam with heavy equipment must be established and removal of any built-up sediments on the
upstream side of the dam removed. Our estimate approach is to assumes dredging behind the dam as much as possible while constructing a temporary rip rap causeway on the upstream
side of the dam. This would start at the temporary access road location and work north to the norther bank of the river. An excavator could load trucks as it worked its way across. Because
the metal pipe penstock is held in private ownership, it is not part of this project. It was decided in PDT discussions the associated concrete intake structure and catwalk that serve the
penstock would remain intact as well. We assumed demolition would start at the low-flow weir and gradually work it's way south removing the 150’ long masonry dam spillway from the
causeway. As the dam was removed, so would the causeway as necessary. It was assumed that no extra rock excavation is necessary within the footprint of the dam down to it's base
elevation. Only the stone blocks making up the dam will be removed. The estimate also include removal of the 100’ long reinforced concrete dam in a likewise fashion with an excavator
working it's way southward taking up concrete and riprap causeway as it goes. The estimate includes some time/equipment for debris removal, landscaping, restorative plantings and
erosion control along the banks of the existing dam, Broken concrete demolished is assumed to be removed from the site and assumed beneficial disposal with local sand/gravel yards.
Preliminary Work: Staging Area, Access Road, Debris Removal, temporary fence/gates/signs/security. Equipment: Likely two heavy hydraulic crawling excavators equipped with concrete
breaker hammers and grapples/buckets. New Construction: Shoreline erosion control via landscaping and vegetative plantings. Risk Factors: High water events.

East EIm Street Dam Fishway and Dam Removal.

Main Point of Action: This alternative removes the existing EIm Street Dam fish ladder in its entirety and approximately 120 LF of the stacked stone spillway on the southern half of the river.
Stones will be reused at Middle Falls. Access and Staging: The site will be accessed from a local park located at the south-east side of EIm Street Bridge, just north of the Yarmouth
Historical Center. The area will be set aside for contractor staging and mobilization. Access will require temporarily removing existing wood guardrail and about a %2 acre of clearing to

establish the site and provide access for heavy equipment. Overall Constructability: It will be necessary to bring in fill material and matts to allow heavy equipment on to the site to remove

the existing fish ladder. First, an access road will be constructed to allow equipment to approach the fish-ladder. A heavy excavator will remove a portion of the stone dam to lower the water
level behind the dam. Once the backwater is drained to low-flow conditions, the contractor will install 3- 36" culverts to allow flow through and then construct a supersack diversion over it on
the upstream side of the dam. Then, the contractor will use crushed stone and rubber tire blast matts to bridge over the culverts and access the rest of the dam to be removed. A water
diversion is assumed using sand-filled super-sacks. Starting at the existing fish ladder top location, we assumed placing super sacks of sand along the upstream length of existing stacked
stone spillway to provide a water diversion that can be taken up later once deconstruction is complete. As the intent is to remove the existing fish ladder and the dams, some dredging on
the upstream side is included in the estimate presuming a 1:4 prism along the spillway face. Broken concrete demolished and cut stone are assumed to be removed from the site and
assumed beneficial disposal with local sand/gravel yards. Preliminary Work: Staging Area, Access Road, Debris Removal, temporary fence/gates/signs/security Equipment: Likely two
heavy hydraulic crawling excavators equipped with concrete breaker hammers and grapples/buckets. A fork lift and crane with operators will be needed to install and later take up super
sacks used for water diversion. Because river flow will be diverted mainly to the north channel for some time, the estimate includes several months of operator & by-pass diversion pump
time in case of high-flow emergency. New Construction: Once the original fish ladder and stone spillway are removed, the estimate assumes the contractor will includes some
time/equipment/material for debris removal, landscaping, restorative plantings and erosion control along the north and south banks downstream of the existing EIm Street bridge to the
existing spillway location.

Measure 5: Middle Falls-Enhance the Natural By-Pass Fish Passage with Diversion Weir Across the Main Channel. Main Point of Action: This alternative seeks to take advantage of the
natural By-Pass Channel at Middle Falls by diverting a portion of main channel flows to promote a better natural fish passage. Access and Staging: The site will be accessed from Riverside
Suite entrance off of Forest Falls Drive. Right-of-entry and construction easements will need to be put in place to provide access down close to the waterline. It is assumed the contractor will

utilize existing stone blocks recover from the EIm Street Dam demolition occurring prior. Estimate assumes contractor will stage a crane from the south river bank to place stone blocks in

form of a weir that will divert more flow from the central channel into the by-pass.The estimate assume a boulder weir 40' long approximately 4’ high and 4’ at the top with 3:1 side slopes.

Estimated by NAE Cost Engineering Section
Designed by  NAE Civil Design Section-Kevin Hebard
Prepared by  Christopher Tilley

Preparation Date  7/17/2024
Effective Date of Pricing  7/17/2024
Estimated Construction Time  Days

This report is not copyrighted, but the information contained herein is For Official Use Only.
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Print Date Thu 29 August 2024 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Time 15:55:54
Eff. Date 7/17/2024 Project : Royal River Dam Removal Project
New Report Project Cost Summary Page 1
Description UOM Quantity LaborCost EQCost MatlCost SubBidCost BareCost CostToPrime ContractCost ProjectCost
Project Cost Summary 159,993 315,853 207,513 98,986 782,345 886,309 2,583,808 2,583,808
Project Summary EA 1.00 159,993 315,853 207,513 98,986 782,345 886,309 2,583,808 2,583,808
Mobilization / Demobilization EA 1.00 15,814 25,036 21,306 0 62,157 81,491 225,387 225,387
Bridge Street Dam EA 1.00 7,722 12,287 10,640 0 30,649 40,159 140,303 140,303
Mob/Demob EA 1.00 7,722 12,287 10,640 0 30,649 40,159 140,303 140,303
Middle Falls EA 1.00 1,331 2,388 27 0 3,746 4,083 8,808 8,808
Mob/Demob EA 1.00 1,331 2,388 27 0 3,746 4,083 8,808 8,808
Elm Street Dam EA 1.00 6,761 10,361 10,640 0 27,762 37,250 76,275 76,275
Mob/Demob EA 1.00 6,761 10,361 10,640 0 27,762 37,250 76,275 76,275
Land Clearing and Debris Removal EA 1.00 17,455 23,346 3,150 0 43,951 49,845 136,630 136,630
Bridge Street Dam EA 1.00 8,425 11,402 1,260 0 21,086 23,739 82,939 82,939
Land Clearing & Debris Removal EA 1.00 8,425 11,402 1,260 0 21,086 23,739 82,939 82,939
Middle Falls EA 1.00 474 489 630 0 1,593 2,154 4,648 4,648
Land Clearing and Debris Removal EA 1.00 474 489 630 0 1,593 2,154 4,648 4,648
Tree Clearing EA 1.00 474 489 630 0 1,593 2,154 4,648 4,648
Elm Street Dam EA 1.00 8,556 11,455 1,260 0 21,272 23,951 49,043 49,043
Land Clearing and Debris Removal EA 1.00 8,556 11,455 1,260 0 21,272 23,951 49,043 49,043
Tree Clearing EA 1.00 8,425 11,402 1,260 0 21,086 23,739 48,610 48,610
Access Roads and Ramps EA 1.00 3,726 14,332 33,465 2,668 54,191 81,464 215,593 215,593
Bridge Street Dam EA 1.00 1,992 8,203 12,394 336 22,925 32,719 114,311 114,311
Access Road Connection to Causeway and LF 35.00 1,671 7,588 11,055 0 20,315 28,834 100,738 100,738
Ramp Down to Denil
Remvoe Temporary Access Connector to EA 1.00 320 615 1,339 336 2,610 3,885 13,573 13,573
Causeway.
Middle Falls EA 1.00 52 1 5,951 1,800 7,804 13,374 28,853 28,853
Access for Crew and Equipment LF 225.00 52 1 5,951 1,800 7,804 13,374 28,853 28,853
Construct Temporary Ladder Access EA 1.00 52 1 5,951 1,800 7,804 13,374 28,853 28,853
Elm Street Dam EA 1.00 1,682 6,128 15,121 532 23,463 35,372 72,429 72,429
Access Road & Ramps for Heavy Equipment LF 165.00 1,168 5,149 12,903 0 19,220 29,023 59,430 59,430
Remove Temporary Access Road and Ramp EA 1.00 514 979 2,218 532 4,242 6,348 12,999 12,999
Labor ID: EQ ID: EP22R01 Currency in US dollars TRACES Ml Version 4.4
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Print Date Thu 29 August 2024 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Time 15:55:54
Eff. Date 7/17/2024 Project : Royal River Dam Removal Project
New Report Project Cost Summary Page 2
Description UOM Quantity LaborCost EQCost MatlCost SubBidCost BareCost CostToPrime ContractCost ProjectCost
Water Diversion Structures EA 1.00 20,988 20,506 60,786 0 102,281 151,513 310,817 310,817
Middle Falls EA 1.00 1,103 3,822 0 0 4,925 5,191 11,200 11,200
Permanent Main Channel Boulder Diversion EA 1.00 1,103 3,822 0 0 4,925 5,191 11,200 11,200
Weir
Elm Street Dam EA 1.00 19,885 16,684 60,786 0 97,356 146,322 299,617 299,617
Upstream Dewatering LF 123.00 19,885 16,684 60,786 0 97,356 146,322 299,617 299,617
Water Diversion Structure (To Erect and LF 123.00 8,190 16,577 26,570 0 51,337 72,687 148,837 148,837
Dismantle)
Emergency By-Pass Pump EA 1.00 11,190 0 24,639 0 35,830 56,273 115,228 115,228
Temporay Culvert, Stone, and blast-matt EA 1.00 505 107 9,577 0 10,190 17,362 35,552 35,552
bridging
Stone Causeway EA 1.00 12,759 45,258 52,500 28,125 138,641 144,244 503,949 503,949
Bridge Street Dam EA 1.00 12,759 45,258 52,500 28,125 138,641 144,244 503,949 503,949
Importing riprap and spreading to creat HR 62.00 6,572 17,541 52,500 28,125 104,738 108,988 380,775 380,775
causeway
Remove Riprap Causeway after Dam EA 1.00 6,187 27,717 0 0 33,904 35,256 123,174 123,174
Removal
Demo and Remove Fish Ladders EA 1.00 19,947 38,471 2,347 18,351 79,117 97,355 265,665 265,665
Bridge Street Dam EA 1.00 9,038 18,584 978 8,848 37,447 45,859 160,220 160,220
Demo and Remove Existing Fishladder EA 1.00 9,038 18,584 978 0 28,599 31,282 109,292 109,292
Concrete Disposal Fee EA 1.00 0 0 0 8,848 8,848 14,577 50,928 50,928
Elm Street Dam EA 1.00 10,910 19,887 1,369 9,503 41,669 51,495 105,444 105,444
Demo and Remove Existing Fishladder EA 1.00 10,910 19,887 1,369 0 32,166 35,839 73,385 73,385
Concrete Disposal Fee EA 1.00 0 0 0 9,503 9,503 15,657 32,059 32,059
Demo and Remove Masonry or Stone Block Dam EA 1.00 32,662 88,359 0 0 121,021 128,551 369,131 369,131
Bridge Street Dam EA 1.00 18,664 50,491 0 0 69,155 73,235 255,863 255,863
Remove 150' Long, 10' High EA 1.00 18,664 50,491 0 0 69,155 73,235 255,863 255,863
Masonry/Granite Block Dam Spillway
Elm Street Dam EA 1.00 13,998 37,868 0 0 51,866 55,316 113,268 113,268
Remove 123' Long, 10' High EA 1.00 13,998 37,868 0 0 51,866 55,316 113,268 113,268
Masonry/Granite Block Dam Spillway
Demo and Remove Reinforced Concrete Dam EA 1.00 13,998 37,868 0 45,472 97,338 54,926 266,812 266,812
Labor ID: EQ ID: EP22R01 Currency in US dollars TRACES MiIl Version 4.4
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Print Date Thu 29 August 2024 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Time 15:55:54
Eff. Date 7/17/2024 Project : Royal River Dam Removal Project
New Report Project Cost Summary Page 3
Description UOM Quantity LaborCost EQCost MatlCost SubBidCost BareCost CostToPrime ContractCost ProjectCost
Bridge Street Dam EA 1.00 13,998 37,868 0 0 51,866 54,926 191,897 191,897
Remove 100' Long, 10' High, Reinforced EA 1.00 13,998 37,868 0 51,866 54,926 191,897 191,897
Concrete Dam
Concrete Disposal Fee EA 1.00 0 0 0 45,472 45,472 0 74,915 74,915
Allowance for Sediment Dredging EA 1.00 6,033 17,288 0 0 23,321 24,736 66,848 66,848
Bridge Street Dam EA 1.00 2,742 7,858 0 0 10,600 11,201 39,135 39,135
Allowance for Dredging Sediment Behind EA 1.00 2,742 7,858 0 0 10,600 11,201 39,135 39,135
Dams
Elm Street Dam EA 1.00 3,291 9,430 0 0 12,721 13,534 27,713 27,713
Allowance for Dredging Sediment Behind EA 1.00 3,291 9,430 0 0 12,721 13,534 27,713 27,713
Dams
Restorative Vegetative Plantings EA 1.00 15,118 4,747 24,380 4,370 48,615 53,106 180,092 180,092
Bridge Street Dam EA 1.00 9,954 3,452 18,970 3,622 35,998 39,119 136,670 136,670
I:P)Ianting Restoration Up & Down Stream of SF 25,984.00 9,954 3,452 18,970 3,622 35,998 39,119 136,670 136,670
am
Plantings SF 25,984.00 8,585 1,823 4,670 255 15,333 17,379 60,716 60,716
trees SF 25,984.00 2,572 536 2,097 255 5,460 6,108 21,341 21,341
shrubs and flowers SF 25,984.00 6,013 1,287 2,573 0 9,873 11,270 39,375 39,375
Elm Street Dam EA 1.00 5,163 1,296 5,410 748 12,617 13,988 43,422 43,422
Planting Restoration Stream Banks SF 14,574.00 5,163 1,296 5,410 748 12,617 13,988 43,422 43,422
Plantings SF 16,430.00 4,925 1,012 2,933 165 9,036 10,221 35,708 35,708
trees SF 16,430.00 1,627 338 1,309 165 3,439 3,848 13,443 13,443
shrubs and flowers SF 16,430.00 3,298 675 1,625 0 5,597 6,373 22,265 22,265
Vehicle Gates, Fencing, and guard rail EA 1.00 1,493 642 9,578 0 11,712 19,078 42,885 42,885
Bridge Street Dam EA 1.00 172 0 1,400 0 1,572 2,641 9,228 9,228
Permanent Gate EA 1.00 172 0 1,400 0 1,572 2,641 9,228 9,228
Elm Street Dam EA 1.00 1,321 642 8,178 0 10,140 16,437 33,657 33,657
Permanent Fencing EA 1.00 1,321 642 8,178 0 10,140 16,437 33,657 33,657
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