POST CONSTRUCTION EVALUATION REPORT

PROJECT NUMBER: STP-104-1(39), Forsyth County, P.I. 121980

Sr-141 Widening in Forsyth County

EVALUATION DATE: March 10, 2011

Let Date:  August 18, 2006

The plans were prepared by HDR Engineering Inc.
The project was constructed by C.W. Matthews Contracting

STP-104-1(39)01





Original Contract Amount: $ 50,684,808.76



Current Contract Amount: $ 56,368,837.55

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project STP-104-1(39)widened and reconstructed S.R 141 in Forsyth Co. for approximately 10.9 km (6.77 miles) beginning just north of McGinnis Ferry Road at Granite Lane and extending to and including the S.R. 9 intersection.  The existing two lane roadway will be widened to two lanes in each direction separated by a 13.6 m (44’) grass median.  The existing bridge over S.R. 400 will also be widened.
·  General discussion and suggestions:
· Original completion date was 7/31/09

· If no delays from signal plans and supplemental agreements, completion would have been much closer to this date

· Signals were not permitted at the time the project was let to construction

· Updating the survey before letting would have been a great benefit

· Recommend design send construction a set of the latest approved ROW plans for their use in the field. 

· Construction personnel expressed desire to see proposed ROW shown on the roadway cross sections. The PPG recommends showing R/W limits on the cross sections in critical areas such as walls.
· In general, contractors now are not likely to change the staging sequence shown in the plans. If new staging is proposed by the contractor, they will need a Level II design professional to design the erosion control plans for the new staging. The increased cost and liability to the contractor means they will likely follow the staging plans. 

· The Project Manager should be added to the distribution list for approved signal permits

· Construction personnel recommended summarizing temporary paving quantities by road, as shown (revised) in the summary of quantity sheets.

· Construction personnel expressed need to revise language in the erosion control general notes concerning “no sediment shall leave the site”.

· Construction personnel suggested not including “AS DIRECTED” quantities for erosion control. The quantities should be coming from a Level II design professional.

· Erosion control quantities. need to be increased slightly, they are consistently under estimated

· District Construction suggested that the GAB on the full depth construction be carried all the way to the slope to allow for better drainage of runoff water under the pavement and to prevent the water intrusion up through the EOP and shoulder paving

· The shoulder was used for staging and was not designed for the duration traffic was shifted to the shoulder. 

Allotment Request

AR#1

Description: Overruns were listed as asphalt, milling, and leveling due to improper staging designs and erosion control. 

Explanation: Improper staging under traffic, side road tie-ins during stage construction, temporary typical sections too light, ditch protection increased, aggregates required for staging.

Meeting comment:
Needed more rip rap than was proposed

Outlet protection and ditch lining designs were inadequate in many places

Aggregate surface course was increased due to longer construction time than expected

Additional leveling was needed on Ronald Regan Blvd and Sharon Road (designed as full depth but could only construct as leveling). 

Regarding estimating quantities for aggregate surface course, construction personnel recommended (as a rule of thumb) using about 15 tons/drive/year for residential drives and about 50 tons/drive/year for commercial drives. 

Shoulder pavement design:
Inside shoulder was designed as full depth; outside shoulder was designed with reduced depth.

Benefits of full depth shoulder design were discussed, particularly if the shoulders will be used for traffic control

Pavement damage was noticed on the shoulders that were used for traffic control.

The temporary pavement design was increased due to the longer than expected durations of traffic shifts and higher traffic volumes. 

Staging plans did not account for the need for left turn lanes at all intersections.

Supplemental Agreements

SA#1

Description: Add Pay item (670-3270) Tap Sleeve & Valve Assembly 600mm X 900mm

Explanation:  Required to tie-in the new water main to the existing water main at SR 9. This work was shown in the plans but the pay item was omitted.
Cost: $ 44,543.76

Meeting comment: 
Water relocation added to the contract at the last minute. This did not directly cause delays to the schedule. Additional Pay Item numbers had to be added.
SA#2

Description: Add (670-5010) Water Service Line 25mm

Explanation: The plans do not include 25 mm service line for water meter. However there are several existing 25 mm service lines at various locations on the project.  This item is required to replace the existing 25 mm service lines.
Cost: $ 54,570.00 (Final Cost) $ 79,846.82

Meeting comment: 
Water relocation added to the contract at the last minute. This did not directly cause delays to the schedule. Additional Pay Item numbers had to be added. 
SA#3

Description: Add pay item (217-1000) for Removal of Underground Storage Tank sta. 30+500 LT.

Explanation: The pay item is necessary to remove and dispose of an UST system according to GDOT Specification Section 217.  The UST was discovered while in a cut section along Ramp C and SR 141. Tank and liquid substances had to be properly removed, stored and disposed of properly. 

Cost: $ 10,240.98

Meeting comment: 
The UST was unknown prior construction. “Tank” was actually a 55 gallon drum. 

SA#4

Description: Add pay item (647-0220) for temporary relocation of the Traffic Signal Installations # 3, 8, 9, 10.

Explanation:  All signal designs are incomplete and were to be revised. Final signal plans had not been issued.  Therefore, the contractor was unable to install permanent traffic signal poles.  Traffic signals at the above mentioned intersections were temporarily relocated to accommodate stage construction and continue progress of the project. The contractors stated they could not stage traffic signals and perform stage construction without incurring additional costs.

Cost: $ 14,924.25 (EA) TOTAL: 65,278.61

Meeting comment:  
Primary problem was the quality/accuracy of the signal plan sheets. Doug Wood provided letters from the contractor detailing the issues with the signal plan.

Staging problems relating to the relocation of existing strain poles: Contractor could not relocate pole to final location because final location was unknown until signal plan sheets were updated.

There was some discussion about a general note directing the contract to maintain signals or install temporary signals as needed to maintain traffic. Normally this would have held up and no additional money would have been provided for this work. However, since the contractor was constrained by the lack of final signal plans, addition money was provided.

SA#5

Description: Add (647-0220) Temporary Traffic Signals # 4, 6, 7, 12; Add (500-3002) Reduction Class AA Concrete; Add (004-0022) Extra-Work Creekside UMC Driveway 28+970 to 29+300 RT; Add (004-0022) Extra-Work Driveway 24+380 to 24+520 LT; Add (004-0022) Extra-Work Driveway 24+380 to 28+360 RT; Add (150-1000) LS Traffic Control for each driveway listed; Add (639-4004) Revised Price for Concrete Strain Poles TP-IV; Add (647-1000) Revise LS prices for Traffic Signals # 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12; Add (647-2120) Revise Price per EA. For Pull Boxes TP-2; Add (647-2150) Revise Price per EA for Pull Boxes TP-V; Add (682-6233) Revised Price for Conduit, Non-Metal, TP-3, 50mm; Add (687-1000) Revised Price for Traffic Signal Timing. 

Explanation: Temporary Traffic Signals same description as above; Extra-work driveways were left off the plans; Revised price for permanent traffic signals due to escalating equipment costs after the designs were approved. 

Cost: $ 581,216.52 

Meeting comment:  
Majority of the cost was for signals.
GDOT ended up doing the signal timing and the contractor was not paid for this work.
Did not have the latest ROW commitments for D/W agreements, construction plans did not match ROW plans. 
SA#6

Description: Add an Extra Work pay item (004-0022) for the installation of a right turn lane from SR 141 to Brookwood Road, and add a pay item (653-0210) for Thermoplastic Pavement Marking, Word, Type 1.
Explanation: The Extra Work for the right turn lane includes re-mobilization to grade turn lane and asphalt equipment, survey layout, grade and prepare subgrade, labor and equipment for removal and disposal of excess material (excavation), curb and gutter.  GAB, striping, storm drain pipe, curb and gutter, and asphalt will be paid for at the contract unit price. Thermoplastic Pavement Marking, Word, Type 1 was omitted.      

Cost: $ 11,267.81

Meeting comment:  

A new school was constructed on this side street which increased traffic volumes.
Request originated in Forsyth County, and came through District 1

SA#7

Description: Add pay item (210-0100) Grading Complete for driveways 23+620 to 23+800 RT.

Explanation: This development was under a commercial driveway permit which discovered that roadway grades were in a severe cut not accounted for by the owners. Owners met with GDOT Management who approved extra-work to be paid by the Department. 

Cost: $ 33,150.00

Meeting comment: No comment.  

SA#8

Description: Add (004-0022) Extra-Work Remove Concrete Island Station 21+717 RT, Add pay item for Saw Cut Existing Pavements PCC.

Explanation: Construction plans did not match the approved traffic signal design.  

Cost: $ 5,768.02 

Meeting comment:  

Island was built according to construction plan. Construction did not match final revised signal plan. Island needed to be rebuilt to match the correct lane configuration shown in the signal plan. 

This is a consistency check that should be done in design, and when either the signal plan or construction plan is revised. 

SA#9

Description: Add pay item (004-0022) for Extra-Work Concrete Driveway Removal and reconstruct.   

Explanation:  Driveway and decel lane to be constructed as indicated on the approved R/W plans.

Cost: $ 62,573.69

Meeting comment:  

ROW plan revision did not make it into Construction Plan set.  Construction was informed by property owner.

SA # 9 has not gone through yet.
Project Over-runs or Under-runs:
Significant Quantity Overruns: Asphalt Leveling overran due to stage construction of intersections under traffic.
Project Delays: Staging plan difficulties; plan revisions; signal revisions.
Problems with recommended sequence of construction or traffic control: Maintaining turn lanes in stage construction. Shoulder typical section too thin causing maintenance problems during stage construction, mainly not considering left turns at intersections.  Shoulder was not adequately designed to be used for staging for the duration staging was necessary.   The construction time was 5 years, 2 years over the scheduled time mainly due to the lack of final signal plans.   

Problems with plan notes or special provisions: Notes that govern the responsibility of Traffic signals during staging construction unclear. If Final Signal Plans would have been available existing notes would have been sufficient.
Will any project features create future maintenance problems? Possible problems with paved shoulder maintenance due to thin typical section.  Construction noted that water is coming to the surface at the joint between the outside edge line and the shoulder.  The water is trapped in the box-out of the mainline is not at the same elevation as the box out of the shoulder.

Maintenance – water out falling to parking lot of office building. Investigate how water is leaving site and how water flows around driveway locations.
Were there any unique features that could have been handled differently by design? Always try to have your profile as close to existing as possible at side road locations to help with the tie-ins.

Was anything handled differently on this project (such as a different method of payment or new special provision or special detail? No.
Did the Contractor initiate any value engineering proposals?  No

Describe any errors and omissions in the plans, specifications, and detailed estimate: Commercial driveways were not added to the plans. R/W negotiations pertaining to specific agreements with property owner driveways were not added to the plans. Traffic signals were not numbered in sequence.
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: Good   

Horizontal and Vertical Alignment: Fair 

Earthwork: Good  

Staging Plans: Poor  

Erosion Control Plans: Good 
ATMS Plans: N/A 
Material Specifications: Good
Bridge Plans: Good

Right-of-Way Plans: N/A
Provide details of any public input or comments obtained during the construction phase: We had a web site dedicated to the SR 141 project. www.get141done.org. 
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