POST CONSTRUCTION EVALUATION REPORT

PI No.: 0003161
PROJECT NUMBER: MSL-0003-00(161), Meriwether & Coweta Counties
Widening I-85 from Forest Road to SR 34
EVALUATION DATE:  August 20, 2010

Letting Date:  September 22, 2006 
The plans were prepared by R. K. Shah & Associates

The project was constructed by Archer Western Contractors Ltd.

Award Amount:

$ 218,024,661.15

Current Amount:
$ 220,065,120.60 overall change 0.94%

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Widen 13.655 miles of SR 403/I-85 to the inside from north of Forest Road in Meriwether County to north of SR 34 in Coweta County.  The project also included the jacking of the bridges on SR 16, Big Popular Road and Lower Fayetteville Road, over I-85 to improve vertical clearance to a minimum of 17 ft. 

Supplemental Agreements

SA#1: 

The addition of a Type 5 Field Office (New Area 8 Interstate Office)

Cost:  $178,538.11

Meeting Comment:  A Type 5 Field Office was added as an afterthought because of all the work on the I-85 corridor. 

SA#2:  

Cap Demolition Bent # 2, Bridge # 15.  Added pay item for remove parts of existing bridge:

Cost:  $16,566.13

Meeting comment:  Pay item was omitted.

SA#3:  

The addition of a Type 6 Guardrail anchor.

Cost:  $10,909.54

Meeting comment:  Type 6 guardrail anchors were overlooked at 12 locations (3 bridges) where retrofitting guardrail end shoe to existing bridge.  Look for this situation on future projects where we are installing new guardrail on existing structures.

SA#4:  Void 

SA#5:  

Change #1: Modify Special Provision Section 108.083a and 150.11.D as they pertain to Bridge 15.This change will allow scheduling and completion of deck rehabilitation all at one time. The change would delete the “consecutive” 14 day requirement for bridge 15 and allow 14 days to complete the work.

Cost:  No cost Supplemental Agreement proposed by the Prime Contractor.

Meeting comment:  Special provisions were modified at contractor’s request.  No changes to special provisions on future projects but should be handled on a case by case basis as requested by the contractor. 

Change #2 was requested to allow bridge deck rehabilitation on Bridge 14L and 14R due to excessive cracking and spalling.  This change was reviewed and approved by OMR and the Bridge Maintenance Office. Contractor will perform the work at existing Contract prices.

Cost:  $248,940.00

Meeting comment:  Excessive cracking and spelling was discovered during construction.  We should request Bridge Maintenance to evaluate bridges prior to PFPR to be able to incorporate any needed repairs into project scope and budget.

SA#6:  

Change temporary striping from tape to paint.  

Cost:  GDOT savings of $112,783.40

Meeting comment:  Striping material change proposed by the Contractor.  This is covered by Special Provision Section 150.04.C:  The contractor may propose alternate traffic markings and removal methods on the final surface. Submitted proposals shall include the type of material, method of removal and a cost comparison to the traffic marking tape method. Prior to any approval, the contractor shall field demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Engineer that the proposed traffic markings can be removed without any blemishing of the final surface. If the proposal is determined to be acceptable, a supplemental agreement will be executed prior to the installation of the proposed alternate traffic markings. The supplemental agreement shall denote the type of traffic marking materials, method of removal and any cost and/or time savings to the Department. The Department will not consider or participate in any cost increase that may result from implementing the proposed alternate method. 

SA#7:  

Add pay item 621-4021 Concrete Side Barrier, TP-2A, for construction of 50’ of wall from sta. 13+36(at the beginning of Bridge 1)

Subtracted 50’ from the total quantity of Pay Item 621-6002 Concrete Side Barrier, TP S-2 Sta. 12+86 to Sta. 13+36.

Cost:  $20,181.00

Meeting comment:  lack of coordination between two adjacent projects.  P.M./Designers should ensure overlap issues between two projects are taken care of prior to Letting.

SA#8:  On unit (356) Extra work for detour signage.

Cost:  $10, 569.51

Meeting comment:  Original detour routed traffic through town.  We should get detour approval from locals early in the design stage. 

SA#9:

Added pay item 433-1300 Reinforced Concrete Approach Slab, Including Barrier, total quantity of 5049 SY.  Deleted a quantity of 5049 SY from pay item 433-1000 Reinforced approach slab.  All plan references were for 9017P.  Bridges 13,14,16,17,20, and Bridge 1(Loop Ramp), require Standard 9017 M which provides a transition detail for the bridge barrier meeting the median barrier.

Cost:   $552, 067.76

Meeting comment: Pay item omitted.

SA#10:

Added item 004-0022 Extra Work Removal of Asphalt at temporary drainage structures.

Cost:  $16, 676.03

Meeting comment:  Leveling required to add SE ended right on top of temporary drainage structures which did not direct water flow into drainage structures.  Drainage structures should have been located further away from asphalt edge.  The Contractor had to remove asphalt in front of these drainage structures.  Temporary drainage structures should be located far enough from asphalt edge of pavement to allow water to be directed into the structure.

SA#11:

Added item 430-0210 Plain Concrete pavement Cl. 1, 11 inch thick for 8960 square yards @ $49.78/sy.  Deleted a quantity of 8960 sy from 430-0610 Plain PC Concrete Pavement, CL HES Conc. 11 inch thick @ 52.00sy.

Cost:  Saved GDOT $28,851.20

Meeting comment:  Plain concrete pavement proposed by Contractor in lieu of HES.

SA#12:  Not executed Cable to secure grates on drainage structures placed under traffic.

Meeting comment:  Staging required traffic to run on edge of drainage structure which displaced the grates.  Drainage structures were not designed for traffic.  Team recommends using a modified drainage structure that is rectangular instead of square that does not protrude into the wheel path. If traffic must run on drainage structure it should be designed for traffic loads and the top should be secured. 

SA#13:

Added pay items 004-0022 Extra Work-Grading for Side Barriers, 004-0022 Extra Work –Traffic Control for Side Barrier Construction and 621-6013 Concrete Side Barrier TP 7-TS, 621-6203 Concrete Side Barrier TP 2-SC.  Due to a plan error, a concrete side barrier that was needed along the outside shoulder from Sta. 1602+70 to 1650+21 was omitted from the plans.  Without it the toe of the slope will encroach in an ESA that does not have a buffer variance. This extra work was for grading and constructing 350’ of Side Barrier TP 2-SC and 21’ TP 7-TS with Traffic Control.

Cost:  $967,487.61

Meeting comment:  Better communication and coordination between designers on adjoining projects would minimize these omissions.

SA#14:

Added pay item for 044-0022-Extra Work Overhead Sign Upgrade and Footing.  Due to a plan error, the footing for an overhead sign at Sta. 965+70 had to be re-designed and the median upright had to be shortened.  The Contractor had installed the footing per plan; however it was removed and the new footing was constructed in the barrier wall.

Cost:  $38,187.64

Meeting comment:  Missed in design.

SA#15:  Not Executed-Limited access fencing through ESA.

Project Over-runs  or Under-runs:

Asphalt quantity under-run due to changes in the staging plans a significant amount of asphalt was saved.

Temporary Concrete Shoulder 10” under-run, quantity wrong, too much set up.

Significant over-run in erosion control items.

Lug anchor quantity over-run, needed double the original quantity set up.  Did not account for start and stop of CRC at each bridge.

Method 2 barrier over-run.  Bridge required 2 lines of barrier instead of one.

Project Delays:

Meeting comment:  Time was added to contract for the additional wall required @ Sta. 1602+70.
Problems with recommended sequence of construction or traffic control:

Meeting comment:  Temporary ramps were short.

Problems with plan notes or special provisions:

Meeting comment:  Confusion about temporary barrier notes, GDOT thought note limited contractor to install wall in 2 mile sections, the Contractor believed they could place barrier throughout entire project.

Will any project features create future maintenance problems:

Meeting comment:  We left 40 year old bridge decks on some bridges.  We should replace all old bridges when road is widened, now we will have to go back and remove and replace under traffic.
Were there any unique features that could have been handled differently by design:

Meeting comment:  Could have coordinated lug anchors on adjoining project and not stopped at the end of the project.
Was anything handled differently on this project (such as a different method of payment or new special provision or special detail?

Meeting comment: At the end of the project where the CRC will tie to a future project a temporary asphalt wedge was constructed.  The future project has been delayed and the asphalt wedge tie-in was coming apart so a special concrete temporary tie in was designed out of jointed concrete until the next project can be let.  
Law enforcement did not write any tickets.

FHWA would have liked to see incentives and intermediate completion dates on this project. 
Did the Contractor initiate any value engineering proposals?

Meeting comment:  No.
Describe any errors and omissions in the plans, specifications, and detailed estimate:

Meeting comment:  CRC detail has error with rebar, ADA ped ramps omitted, 
Describe the reasonableness or accuracy of the following items. (Rank each one as very good, good, fair, or poor)

Utility Relocation Plan: Good
Soils and foundation Information:  Good
Estimate of Quantities:  Fair-missed grooving of approach slabs, flumes
Horizontal and Vertical Alignment: Good
Earthwork:  Grading complete - Good
Staging Plans:  Good
Erosion Control Plans:  Fair, slope mating shown in the wrong place.
Material Specifications:  N/A
Bridge Plans:  Fair –should have repainted all existing beams
Right-of-Way Plans:  N/A
Provide details of any public input or comments obtained during the construction phase

Meeting comment:  comments split some complaints and some praises.
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