
POST CONSTRUCTION EVALUATION REPORT

PROJECT NUMBER: NHS-0005-00(071), GLYNN COUNTY, P.I. 0005071 &
PROJECT NUMBER NHS-0005-00(088), GLYNN COUNTY, P.I. 0005088
I-95 Widening in Glynn County
EVALUATION DATE: November 18, 2010
Letting Date: May 19, 2006
The plans were prepared by GDOT Road Design.  This was a Fast Forward Project.
The project was constructed by SKANSKA USA CIVIL SOUTHEAST INC.
NHS-0005-00(071)




NHS-0005-00(088):
Original Contract Amount: $ 81,516,495.50

Original Contract Amount: $117,322,843.50

Current Contract Amount: $ 83,559,555.32  

Current Contract Amount: $117,351,957.90
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project NHS-0005-00(071) in Glynn County is the phase one widening of I-95 from just North of SR 303 to a point just north of CR 586. The construction consists of widening I-95 with a 6-foot wide full depth asphalt section to the inside, shifting the crown point and overlaying the existing pavement, and widening with an 18-foot wide full depth asphalt section to the outside. North of the US 341 bridge, the project will be full depth reconstruction and widening with Continuously Reinforced Concrete. Total project distance including bridges and exceptions is approximately five miles. This project also contains bridge project NHS-0005-00(088) within its limits. Project NHS-0005-00(088) widened two I-95 bridges to add capacity over Turtle River and Gibson Creek.
Allotment Request

AR#1
Description: Additional leveling quantities required to establish plan cross slope in conjunction with mill and inlay of existing roadway due to detrimental asphalt in the top 2” of existing asphalt as shown in the plan typical.

Explanation: Original plan quantities do not reflect any leveling for mainline.  Construction plans show milling and inlaying top 2” of existing asphalt due to integrity and stress cracking.  To incorporate the milling and inlay, achieve the plan cross slope and construct the roadway within specifications, additional leveling is required for mainline.

Cost:  10,000 tons x $ 84.00/ton = $ 840,000.00

Meeting comments: Plans showed leveling on side road, not on I-95.  After doing 3-point levels on I-95, leveling was required to correct cross slope.  Leveling quantity exceeded 32,000 tons.  Contractor did not account for additional traffic control, striping and additional time required to level I-95.  Contractor would like to see this information in the plans.

Supplemental Agreements

SA#1

Description: Modification of Field Office, Type 3 from a single wide with minimum dimensions 11’-6” x 49’-6” to a double wide with minimum dimensions of 23’-6” x 60’-0”.

Explanation: The Field Engineers Office set up in the original contract will not accommodate the number of employees required to staff this project, space for additional file cabinets for the magnitude of correspondence and other paperwork required or an area large enough to hold meetings for the preparation and coordination of construction activities with the number of parties involved with the construction of this project.   

Cost: +$ 45,500.00 

Meeting comments: Due to the magnitude of the job, number of employees (38 employees) and sequence of construction with 24 hours a day work schedule, a double wide field office should be recommended by construction at the FFPR. 

SA#2

Description: Add special provision Section 300.3.02.H – Fine Grader Specification. Add Special Provision 161 – Control of Sedimentation and change 10” PCC to 12” PCC pavement for permanent ramp construction. 

Explanation: Special Provisions 161 and 300.3.02.H were not included in the original contract and the original pay item for PCC pavement for ramp construction was 10”, however the plans call for 12” PCC pavement.  

Cost: Changed 310-5120 Graded Aggregate Base Crs. 12” include material from $22.00/sy to $22.53/sy.  300,000 sy x 0.53/sy = $159,000.00
Meeting comment:  The special provisions being left out of the contract was a GDOT internal issue.  The FFPR Report recommended the fine grader and Road Design requested Contract Administration to include this Special Provision but was overlooked.  District Construction would like the opportunity to review the bid package prior to letting.  SKANSKA did not charge GDOT extra for the 12” PCC.

SA#3

Description:  Additional Traffic Control needed to facilitate one additional shift in the stage construction for the entire length of the project.  

Explanation: The original staging plans show three stages: 1) existing condition, 2) shift to outside,and 3) final configuration.  This does not account for the procedure of placing leveling to correct the cross slope  and ensure that water is not trapped on the roadway.  Therefore an additional traffic shift is required to accommodate the added leveling needed to correct the cross slope according to 3 point level survey – existing field condition.  

Cost: $75,000.00

Meeting comment:  This goes along with Allotment Request #1.  SKANSKA stated that adding leveling to I-95 including additional traffic control and striping cost them over 10 times what they had in the bid.  

SA#4
Description: Contract unit price reduction of 20% for 60” drilled caisson on Bridge 14, Bent 12, Footing 1, Caisson 1.  

Explanation: During the construction of the drilled caisson construction a hydraulic pump fell into the caisson and was not retrieved. 

Cost: -$23,088.80

Meeting comment:  This was an accident. Ensure pump is secure.

SA#5
Description: Revised signal plans to fit existing conditions at US 341 and I-95 interchange.  Revision consists of Traffic Signal Modification No. 1 and 2, and 24 Fiber Optic Cable MM, 6 Fiber Optic Cable MM, and External Transceiver.  

Explanation: The initial Signal Plans did not account for the mill and inlay construction to take place at US 341 and I-95 Interchange.  Due to construction and realignment of ramps it is necessary to replace the existing quad loops.  An adjustment to pay item 647-1000 Traffic Signal Installation is needed to account for the revisions.  In addition the transceiver on the original signal plans is not capable of communicating with the existing devices that the Department has in place.   

Cost:$14,688.65 
Meeting comment:  District Construction stated that the District Signal Shop needs to review the plans to ensure the proposed signal items will work with the existing signal equipment and configuration. 

SA#6
Description:  An error in the plans and Summary of Quantities designated the signs as standard highway signs and they are extruded panel signs with H-pile and concrete footings.
Explanation: the LOGO signs addressed in the Supplemental Agreement were listed in the plans and Summary of Quantities as 610-6516 – Remove Highway Signs Std. and as 611-5360 Reset Highway signs Std.  The LOGO Signs are not Std. but have extruded panels and require a concrete footing with pile.  

Cost: $67,344.00

Meeting comment: Internal issue-missed by Design and FPR Team.

SA#7
Description:  Price reduction of 9% for 54” drilled caisson at Bridge 14, Bent 43, Footing 1, Caisson 2.
Explanation: During concrete placement for this caisson the rebar cage moved upward in the caisson a distance in excess of 9 feet resulting in 9% reduced capacity for this caisson.  The shaft has been reviewed and found acceptable for use in the permanent structure, therefore a price reduction of 9% is being applied to the caisson. 

Cost: -$8,540.64

Meeting comment: Accident, no explanation.

SA#8
Description: Request for a price reduction for Bridge 16 Rt. Bent 4 Cap 

Explanation: Due to the miss location of the anchor bolts of the girders on Bridge 16 Rt. Outside Bent 4, new bolts were cored to the correct position.  One core was found with a #11 rebar cut.  A re-analysis of the cap was made with one less #11 rebar in the top row of steel to take in account the rebar that was cut.  Analysis shows 88% of the capacity discounting the bar that was cut.  While the cap will still carry the required loading combinations with safety factors there is a reduction in capacity.  Therefore a pay reduction is requested for the cap based on the reduction in capacity.   

Cost: -$2,500.00 

Meeting comment: Contractor layout error.

SA#9
Description: Request for a price increase for the footing and anchor bolt for Overhead Structure Support # GG0362 located at Sta. 187+20.  

Explanation: An error in the plans and a change in the slope from 3:1 to 2:1 generated an insufficient amount of ground cover on the footer and created the necessity for a re-design.  This re-design has been completed and approved in order to ensure the proper cover depicted in specification 638.1.03 of the Georgia Standard Specification.  The re-design resulted in an increase in the anchor bolt size, an increase in the quantity and length of rebar (#4, #5, and #9 bars), and an increase in the amount of Class A concrete that will be used.  Due to this increase in the amount of materials that will be used in the new footer and engineering costs for the re-design, a Price Increase is requested.  

Special Conditions/Comments:  The slope in this area extended off of the R/W as per the plans on a 3:1 slope.  The slope had to be revised to ensure that we stayed on the R/W to a 2:1.  Also the footing detailed in the plans would not have worked on the 3:1 or the 2:1, so this had to be revised to the correct footing.   

Cost: $7,060.00

Meeting comment:  The fill slope going off the R/W was missed by Design and the FPR Team.  SKANSKA stated that the steepening of the slope from 3:1 to 2:1 caused a considerable increase erosion control.

SA#10
Description: Reimburse the contractor for 44 days of Railroad Flagger costs and extend both the Contract Time and Asphalt Indexing for 52 calendar Days to January 4, 2010 due to plan revisions.   

Explanation: Deflection values on steel girders for Bridges 16 and 17 were revised due to consultant design error.  During review of the plan deflections it was noticed the weight of the girder was used in the total dead load deflection values.  Work was suspended at Bridge 17 to address and resolve this issue.  This suspension of work was from August 8, 2008 to September 24, 2008.  During this time both Skanska and the Department worked to revise the markups for bridge 17 Rt. and Lt.  It was found that due to layout errors by Skanska the left bridge revised markups actually reduced the required corrections needed.  Both parties agreed no compensation was warranted for Bridge 17 Lt.  For Bridge 17 Rt. the Department agreed to compensate Skanska for 44 days of Railroad Flagger costs and extend both the contract time and Asphalt Indexing for 52 Calendar Days to January 4, 2010.

Special Conditions/Comments: This additional compensation is a result of consultant design plan error.  This error was discovered when checking the target depth sheets against the project bridge plans.  
Cost: $60,743.84

Meeting comment:  Oversight of the Consultant, miscalculated deflection values.  SKANSKA would like to see the RR Flagger added to the contract as a pay item.

SA#11
Description:  This Supplemental Agreement request is for 10 additional calendar days for Site #00 and Site #03 to be added to the Contract Completion Dates.
Explanation:  This time extension request is in regards to the closing and re-opening of the Loop Ramp F due to excessive rain and grade issues.  Between the dates 3/10/09 and 4/9/09 the project received above average rainfall (9.57 inches).  The moisture retention and wet conditions hindered the GAB placement, compaction, final grading, paving, curb and gutter to the point that it could not be placed in a timely manner.  These were controlling items in the completion of Loop Ramp F.  In addition to excessive rainfall, grade adjustments to the super elevation section of Loop Ramp F along with CRC mainline shoulder cross slope were discovered.  The cross slopes had to be adjusted to allow for smooth safe traffic flow across this area for shifting traffic across the exit ramp back to existing travel lanes, as shown in staging, but not addressed in profile.  GAB and asphalt had to be removed, regraded and placed back to adequately grade and tie-in the desired cross slopes of both Loop Ramp F and CRC shoulder to allow for safe passage.  
Cost: $0.00 
Meeting comment:  Excessive rain.

SA#12
Description:  Add an item for extra work for additional grading.  Increase the contract quantity of the existing slope paving.  

Explanation:  The existing joint seal between the approach slab and the end of Bridge 62 failed.  This allowed water to enter the joint between the approach slab and the first deck of the bridge.  The water undermined the approach slab, area adjacent to the wing wall, and under the existing slope paving.  A Supplemental Agreement is required to remove and dispose of the existing slope paving and provide/place fill material that was washed out under the existing approach and slope paving.  There is also another section on the opposite corner where the slope paving was previously damaged and undermined which will be included in this agreement.  
Cost: $12,628.85 
Meeting comment:  Nobody knew about the existing joint condition.  P.M. should request Bridge Maintenance inspect any bridge in upcoming projects with proposed bridge work.

SA#13
Description:  To retrofit existing girder anchors with (Z) plates which will be bolted to the existing cap.  
Explanation:  The existing anchor bolts were severely corroded and in some instances to the extent they were missing.  The Z-Clip will be anchored to the existing cap with a new bolt that is epoxied in the existing cap.  
Cost: $202,261.90

Meeting comment:  Bridge Maintenance inspections should catch this.  Ask for inspection at FPR.

SA#14
Description: This is a supplemental agreement request for the addition of a pay item for the extra work associated with welding the inlet grates and frames on 47 drainage boxes.   

Explanation:  During Stage II construction, traffic is shifted to the outside edge of new pavement along the sound wall where 47 drainage structures are located.  These structures are in the staged travel lanes.  To maintain traffic control safety it is necessary to weld the grates and frames on the inlet boxes to secure them and keep the grate from bouncing off of the top of the box.  The contractor will be required to remove the welds and regalvanize the grates, for access to the box, so the lids can be adjusted to the final height detailed in the plans after stage 2 construction is complete.    

Cost: $37,051.98 

Meeting comment:  Drainage box is not designed for continuous traffic.  Ask for redesign of drainage structure if it will be in the wheel path during maintenance of traffic. 

SA#15 - Void
SA#16
Description: Add pay Item 002-0022 for Extra Work-Grading Complete-Drainage Ditch Station 201+00 to 210+00;  Reduce Pay Item 430-0820 Cont Reinf Conc Pvmt, Cl 1 Conc, 12 Inch Thk from 86,000 Sy to 85,557 SY.
Explanation: Drainage structures B30, A35, A36, and M27 were draining runoff water from I-95 southbound from station 201+00 to 210+00 onto adjacent property.  In order to prevent flooding of adjacent property a ditch was added at the toe of slope from station 201+00 to 210+00 to receive runoff from I-95 and carry it to the existing outfall ditch at station 210+00.  This supplemental agreement request is for the additional grading and layout required for the construction of the concrete ditch.  A Plan revision was issued for additional 4 inch concrete ditch paving, rip rap, extension of 36 inch reinforced concrete pipe, to rebuild headwall at structure X6, and additional grading and layout from station 201+00 to 210+00 southbound.  Current contract prices will apply to the additional items that are set up in the contract.  However, a supplemental agreement for additional grading and layout is necessary in order to facilitate the construction of the ditch.   

Cost: -$81.00

Meeting comment:  Existing swell could not be seen.

SA#17

Description: The Contractor waives any and all claims against the Department associated with the above mentioned contract, including but not limited to the notices of Potential Claims filed by letters dated 11/30/07, 01/05/09/ 01/13/09, 02/03/09, 04/0209, and 04/17/09.  In addition, the Contractor waives any and all claims against the Department connected to the above contract which the Contractor now has or may have had up to and including the date August 5, 2010.

Explanation: This is a Supplemental Agreement request for a time extension of 85 calendar days to Site 00extending the contract completion date to June 28, 2010.  In addition this supplemental agreement will waive liquidated damages that were assessed for Site 02- Failure to reopen all lanes, on the nights of November 30, 2009, January 17, 2010 and January 24, 2010.  Furthermore, this Supplemental Agreement will waive any further corrective action of the contractor to meet the ride requirement for Bridge Approaches at Bridge 14 NB and Bridge 15 NB L2.

Meeting comment:  No comment
Project Over-runs or Under-runs:
Temporary Grass
Permanent Grass

Mulch
Significant Quantity Overruns:
Asphalt leveling

Sign post

Drilled shafts

Project Delays:
Excessive rain

Calculation on beams

Drilled Shaft testing:  It was recommended that every shaft not be tested on a job this large.  There were 424 drilled shafts on this project.
Problems with recommended sequence of construction or traffic control: No comment
Problems with plan notes or special provisions:
Plans required bridge joints to be resealed but there were no pay items to repair any spalls encountered.

The plans showed 4 beams to be repainted but there were actually six to be repainted with a not stating it was the Contractors responsibility to look at bridge prior to bidding.

There was a note to clean out all existing pipe but a large number of existing pipes were not shown on plans and were totally silted up.

Special Provision required all drilled shafts to be tested.  The drilled shafts would fail the first test but eventually all shafts passed and were accepted.  Construction personnel stated that they did not think it was necessary to test every shaft. 

Will any project features create future maintenance problems?
Plans required bridge joints to be resealed but there were no pay items to repair any spalls encountered.  Bridge Maintenance should review all existing bridges within the project limits to ensure all required maintenance is included.
Were there any unique features that could have been handled differently by design?
Use a different design on cap encapsulation.  Use post tension instead of rebar.
Bridge 14 should have been totally replaced with a new bridge instead of all the repair work that was performed according to the plans.
SKANSKA would like to see submittal approval timeframes specified in the contract.  Several submittals sent in took too much time for approval to be received.
Was anything handled differently on this project (such as a different method of payment or new special provision or special detail?
Special Provision Section 524-Drilled Caisson Foundations required CSL testing on every drilled shaft. (over 400 caissons) Construction recommended reducing the amount of drilled shafts to be tested when you have such a large quantity.
Special Provision Section 524-Drilled Caisson Foundations stated:  Use casings if the elevation of the top of the caissons is at or below the ground or expected high water elevation at any time during construction. If casings are used, set the elevation at the top of the casing a minimum of 2 feet (600 mm) above the ground or 4 feet (1200 mm) above the expected high water elevation at the site, whichever is greater. Cut off any permanent casing used as shown on the Plans. Construction recommended not cutting the casing off to protect the caisson.
Did the Contractor initiate any value engineering proposals?  No
Describe any errors and omissions in the plans, specifications, and detailed estimate:
A marsh buffer was not delineated on the plans resulting in a consent order. 
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 –CRC quantities were less than what was shown in the plans.  

Horizontal and Vertical Alignment: Fair 
Earthwork: Good 

Staging Plans:  Good
Erosion Control Plans: Good 

ATMS Plans:  Bad, need better plans.

Material Specifications: Good

Bridge Plans: Good  
Right-of-Way Plans: Good 

Provide details of any public input or comments obtained during the construction phase:

Meeting comments:  Complaint from businesses at interchange:  When lights were turned off it hurt business.  No time restrictions for the period of time lights could be out was specified.

Complaints received about vibration from concrete demolition.

Complaint received that sound was placed where it was needed.
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