POST CONSTRUCTION EVALUATION REPORT

PI No.:311445 
PROJECT NUMBER: NH-IM-185-1(317), Muscogee County
Reconstruction & Widening I-185 from SR 520 to St Mary’s Road
EVALUATION DATE: April 15, 2011

Let Date:  May 18, 2007
The plans were prepared by Parsons Transportation Group.

The project was constructed by Robinson Paving Company.

NH-IM-185-1(317)




Original Contract Amount: 

$51,624,346.45

Current Contract Amount: 

$63,371,111.37
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project NH-IM-185-1(317) (PI 311445 Muscogee County) consists of approximately 3.8 kilometers of reconstruction and widening of I-185 from US 27/US 280/SR 1/SR 520/Victory Drive to St. Mary’s Road in Columbus GA.  This project reconstructs the existing 4-lane facility with depressed median to a 6- lane facility with a median barrier.  Also, included is the widening of the I-185 bridges over Cusseta Road/GA SW RR/Central of GA RR and replacement of the I-185 bridges over Old Cusseta Road.  This project has additional interchange ramp construction added by extension agreement from the adjoining US 27/US 280/SR 1/SR 520/Victory Drive and I-185 interchange project IM-185-1(326) (PI 311630) let at the same time to a different Contractor.
Project History and General Timeline Presented at Meeting:

Both this project NH-IM-185-1(317) and the adjoining interchange reconstruction project IM-185-1(326) are part of the “Fast Forward” program and were scheduled and designed to be let together as a single contract. Unit (317) was designed in Metric Units and unit (326) was designed in English Units.  At letting time (5-18-2007), Contract Administration said the projects could not be let together.  

Final roadway design including new mapping and lighting plans for this project were contracted to Parsons Transportation Group.  Bridge design, signing and marking and ATMS designs were done in house by GDOT.  Sound barrier design was a separate GDOT design contract with JJG and provided to Parsons.

All final design on the interchange project was GDOT in house except for the two new project bridges which were designed by a consultant.

Both this project unit (317) and the adjoining interchange project unit (326) were scheduled for authorization and turn in GDOT Contacts Administration for letting advertisement in June 2006 for FY 2006 funding.
FHWA Comment:
(317) and the companion project (326) were let at the same time on 5/18/07, but (317) used Metric units and (326) used English units. Different contractors won the bids for these respective projects. Because (326) finished earlier than (317) some work had to be transferred from (326) to (317), which increased the cost of the (317) project, while not significantly reducing the cost of (326). It also resulted in some additional work because plan changes on one project did not get picked up on the other. Because the projects were not let together the mismatch in pavement profiles was not caught until the projects were well advanced. The contractor had to correct this in the field, which increased the cost of the project.
GDOT Comment:

Unit (326) was authorized while unit (317) was not due to right of way not being complete.

Both projects were moved forward in the schedule in small time increments initially.  Eventually they were moved forward far enough that the decision was made to revise this project’s design to negate the need for the inside shoulder width and stopping sight distance through a horizontal curve design exceptions.

Both projects were turned in to GDOT Contracts Administration in Spring 2007 for letting advertisement.  The only additional significant design work on unit (326) between when it was finished in 2006 and 2007 was revising the erosion, sedimentation and pollution control plans to reflect current guidelines.
FHWA Comment:
The original project concept was to widen to the outside in order to expunge an unsafe S-curve. GDOT directed redesign of the project late in the PDP process to reduce the cost of ROW. This resulted in additional costs to replace bad material in the median, which had not been investigated under the original concept. It resulted in additional costs for the contractor to design a median drainage system. It also retained the unsafe S-curve. After the FFPR GDOT also directed widening the inside shoulder to remove the need for the design exceptions for substandard inside shoulder width and stopping sight distance. There was no remedial FFPR to consider these changes in the design
GDOT Comment:

The original median barrier drainage system was designed by the design consultant Parsons Transportation Group.  This system was re-designed by GDOT with Contractor participation.

FHWA Recommendation #1 – GDOT-directed large late changes to projects often result in unintended consequences that completely defeat the purpose of the late changes. In this case these cost saving changes contributed significantly to the 23% ($11.8M) cost overrun for this $51.6M project. It is likely that sticking to the original outside widening concept would have been cheaper and the resulting roadway would have been better and safer without the still existing S-curve. 

FHWA Recommendation #2 – when making large late changes GDOT should strongly consider holding at least a remedial FFPR. 

GDOT Comment:

Parsons Transportation Group did complete a few of the revisions for the initial use on construction design revisions.  Early on during construction GDOT Road Design management made the decision to have all further revision done in-house.  Twenty-nine use on construction revisions have been issued to date.
General meeting comments, questions and recommendations:
Roadway Design has reviewed all the supplemental and extensions agreements covered in this meeting for recoverable construction costs associated with possible errors and omissions by the design consultant in accordance with GDOT Policies & Procedures 4020-4.  Most supplemental item costs paid to the Contractor were less than GDOT’s Construction estimate for the same items thus no recoverable difference was present.  In some instances the item cost paid to the Contractor was higher than the GDOT Construction estimated price but this difference was small and thus not prudent to pursue.  

GDOT’s Errors and Omissions policy should account for:
· Total project construction cost increase incurred by the Department from errors and omissions for amendments and revisions leading to supplemental agreements for additional work and added pay items and allotment requests for quantity overruns.
· Construction cost increases should include Department’s engineering, management and legal expenditures.
· Construction cost increase should consider claim settlements attributable to errors and omissions.
Note:  Subsequent to this meeting additional research into GDOT’s procedures for possible errors and omissions cost recovery was done.  GDOT Policies & Procedure 22-6 (date added 08/10/07 and date last reviewed 11/15/2010) does address many of the items listed above.
FHWA Comment:
Many of the errors and omissions (E&O) in this project can be attributed to the design consultant, Parsons Transportation Group. The current GDOT E&O policy looks at each error separately and does not look at cumulative errors. While the individual errors fell below an actionable threshold, the cumulative negative effect of these errors on the projects was very significant, but no E&O costs were recovered from the design consultant. The cost of these errors was also not adjusted for inflation for the multi-year span of the project, which reduced their apparent significance. The cost of GDOT’s own design and construction efforts required to overcome the consultant’s errors and omissions was considerable.  The errors have not had any effect on the design consultant’s ability to get new design work from GDOT. 
FHWA Recommendation #3 - While it makes sense to not try to recover small E&O costs from a design consultant where legal fees are likely to exceed those costs, GDOT should consider cumulative inflation adjusted E&O costs when making this decision. 

FHWA Recommendation #4 – GDOT should consider adding in-house costs required to fix E&O problems to the overall E&O cost total. 

FHWA Recommendation #5 - GDOT should consider how to use PCE ratings of design to influence the amount of new work that a design consultant is allowed to undertake.
FHWA Comment:
The bridge and roadway consultant designers were “stovepiped” and did not talk to each other. Changes did not get communicated, this resulted in additional costs when the contractor fixed the resulting problems in the field. An example: One of the mainline bridges, built in ’64 was retained and widened. The steel beams called for on the widened section were identical to the ’64 beams and were no longer made by any manufacturer. The contractor had to completely redesign the widened portion with new beams, which increased the cost of the project. Another example of this was the lack of a railroad-required bridge drainage system. The contractor had to design this drainage system in the field, which increased the cost of the project.  No GDOT bridge representative attended this PCE, this led to inadequate discussion of bridges as a key source of error.
GDOT Comment:

GDOT Road Design designed the bridge deck drain system.  GDOT Bridge Design added this system to the Bridge 1 plans as use on construction revision.
FHWA Recommendation #6 – GDOT bridge design should attend PCEs for projects that had significant bridge issues.
GDOT Comment:

There were many errors in the ATMS plans including but not limited to no conduit for the fiber optic cable in the median barrier and power connection points.
Many of the design errors in the stage construction plans may have been the result of inexperienced designers or designers with little field experience or ability to visualize the construction process.  Designers would certainly benefit from increased field experience, training and GDOT guidelines for stage construction design.
FHWA Comment:
 There were multiple consultant designers working on the roadway portion of the design. The designers were “stovepiped” and did not talk to each other. Changes did not get communicated, which resulted in additional costs when the contractor fixed the resulting problems in the field. An example: Lighting was added late in the normal design process to replace existing lighting that actually did not exist. While this lack of existing lighting was discovered during the FPR, the lighting system was allowed to stay in the project. Unfortunately, it was never fully considered in the various design stovepipes so the contractor had to redesign it in the field, which increased the cost of the project.  
Conclusion: Even though it is likely that the consultant was negligent on this project it would be unwise to consider recovery of E&O costs because of the GDOT contribution to the confusion on this project noted in the first two FHWA comments in this report. Despite this conclusion, please consider Recommendations 1 – 6 for incorporation into GDOT processes. 

GDOT Comments:

The requirement for temporary shoring along I-185 SB in the area of permanent MSE Wall 1 could have been eliminated with a more practical wall alignment.  Also the need for both the shoring and a permanent wall in this area may have been avoided if more flexibility was allowed and persued in the acquisition of easement from the adjacent park property.  Easement in this area would have not detracted from the use of this land for park purposes and probably would have actually improved the facility.

Robinson Paving Company and GDOT Construction Project Manager contributions were crucial to redesign efforts to keep the project moving forward and successful completion.  Robinson Paving Company provided survey support essential to the resolution of profile and cross slope issues at Bridge 1.  They also made numerous field adjustments during stage construction where the original design would have resulted in construction operation outside of GDOT right of way.
Many revisions to stage construction maintenance of traffic and sequence of operations were made to enhance vehicle and worker safety and prevent concrete pavement longitudinal joints being located in the permanent travel lane wheel paths.
Another Final Field Plan Review (FFPR) was probably warranted due to the design revisions after FFPR was complete to eliminate the need for design exceptions.  It should be noted however that most of the design present at FFPR was the same at advertisement and letting and the obvious errors present were not identified.  For example the FFPR score for Constructability was 100.
The SR 520 (Victory Dr) EB 2-lane flyover ramp (Ramp A) to I-185 NB will most likely not be able to utilize both ramps lanes as designed.  The design has the SR 520 (Victory Dr) WB 1-lane ramp (Ramp D) to I-185 NB merges into the 2-lane flyover ramp.  At this point the combined ramps are designed as 3-lanes.  Ramp D ramp terminates with a taper and its traffic merges into the right lane of Ramp A.  Ramp A then continues as a 2-lane ramp then tapers to a single lane and finally merges into the right lane (lane 3) of I-185 NB.  The predicted ADT’s and DHV’s for both ramps were similar thus it’s questionable as to why Ramp A has 2-lanes and priority over Ramp D.  District, Area Office and Contractor personnel all believe changes to Ft. Benning have increased the amount of traffic on Ramp D and will continue to increase it even more in the future.  It is expected that final lane configuration and signing and marking will result in Ramp A only being used as a 1-lane ramp or as a 2-lane ramp reducing to 1-lane before Ramp D merges into it to improve the flow and safety for Ramp D traffic.

Supplemental Agreements
SA#1
Description:  Add Jack and Bore 450 mm RCP (including steel casing and RCP)

Explanation:  The Jack and Bore Pipe was removed by Contract Administration after they received a phone call from a (unknown) Contractor that the jack and Bore item was not needed.  Contract Administration contacted Design who contacted the Consultant Designer with the question to eliminate Jack and Bore.  All agreed to remove the item.  After letting the project it was discovered that this was a needed item because it is not possible to open cut the Interstate at depths from 2 to 7 meters while under traffic.

Special Conditions/Comments:

To open cut the Interstate up to 7 meters would be a hazard to the traveling public.

Cost:   $246, 122.62

Meeting comments: 

Actual history of jack or bore being removed by amendment during contract advertisement period:

Jack or bore pay item was incorrect in Proposal and questioned by Archer Western.

GDOT Road Design reviewed and discovered most were in fill sections and tasked design consultant Parsons Transportation to determine if jack or bore was needed for stage construction.  Parsons returned that jack or bore was not needed.  Jack or bore removed by amendment from contact.  Once contract was awarded to Robinson Paving Company it became immediately apparent to them that jack or bore was needed for stage construction to connect new median drainage system.  Road Design agreed and Use on Construction revisions added jack or bore for many if not all of original locations in addition to other locations needed for stage construction.

Lessons Learned:

Designers need to account for permanent drainage structure(s) use and construction sequencing during staged roadway construction.

SA#3
Description:  Add pay item for undercut excavation, add pay item to remove existing 450 mm pipe needed to obtain positive drainage during stage construction. (designer added) Additional grading at Conner Street due to plan error had to maintain 20 feet of paving for traffic. Add item for 900 mm pipe.  ECB added and Designer designed size for changes not to use ditch paving at a culvert wing and stream use pipe through wing wall, add item for 750 mm flared end section (designer left out of quantities), Add item for 900 mm flared end ECB added and Designer designed size of pipe and included flared end.

Explanation:  Due to poor soil conditions under existing roadway and shoulders, this unsuitable material will have to be removed and stable material will have to be brought in from off sight source to be installed for subgrade construction.  Add item for removal of 450 mm pipe need to obtain positive drainage during stage construction (designer added), additional grading at Conner Street due to plan error. Had to maintain 20 feet of paving for traffic.  Add item for 900 mm pipe.  ECB added and Designer designed size for changes not to use ditch paving at a culvert wing and stream.  Use pipe through wing wall.  Add item 750 mm flared end section, Designer left out of quantities, Add item for 900 mm flared end section, ECB added and Designer designed size of pipe and included flared end.

Special Conditions/Comments:

Due to poor soil condition under existing roadways and shoulders, the 450 mm and grading at Conner Street is needed to obtain drainage and safety for the traveling public.  The 900 mm pipe and 900 mm flared end section is needed for environmental compliance.  750 mm flared end was left out of the original plans and has been revised by the designers.

Cost: $ 281, 596.50

Meeting comment:  
Unsuitable material including burn piles from original construction was encountered in much of the existing depressed median, under existing travel lanes and shoulders and existing outside foreslopes.
Original undercut quantity in SA #3 was significantly overrun and SA didn’t account for GAB used to backfill much of the undercut areas.  GAB quantity significantly overrun as a result.

Poor quality material should be expected in this area of Georgia even under existing travel lanes and shoulders of roadways constructed many years prior that may not yet be experiencing any significant maintenance issues.

Project concept originally widened to the outside and was changed to widen to the inside with some alignment changes near Bridge #1.  Soil Survey was completed when concept was still outside widening resulting in no sample locations in the existing depressed median.

Bridge 1 construction impact to the existing Connor St should have been known during design.  Existing Connor St was accurately shown in project topography.

Lessons Learned:

Geotechnical investigation should consider in situ investigation under existing pavement sections for old roadway sections in area of Georgia with known poor soil types.

Project managers and designers must advise all affected support agencies and offices of design changes that affect typical section, earthwork and foot print.

SA#4
Description:  Re-stocking HP 250x62 piles.  Adding additional cost for RR Flagman, adding electrical junction boxes for lighting, changed drilled caissons to spread footings for highway light structures.

Explanation:  The Bridge Office made a change to the plans and added extra HP360x108 to all of the footings to the intermediate bents instead of using the HP250x62 piles setup in the plans.  The additional cost for the RR flagman was added after the RR requested additional rip rap to be installed at both ends of the culvert extension at sta. 102+060.The plans indicate the conduit for the light structures are to cross the bridges with no electrical junction boxes at either end of the bridge for splicing to allow expansion of the bridge.  After reviewing the 97 light towers in the Median of I-185, it was discovered that storm drain pipe will be running underneath some of the lighting footings, a total of 51 footings will be affected.  The footings set up were drilled caissons; spread footings will need to be used to complete the work so that the footings will not be in conflict with the drainage structures.

Cost: $ 159,140.95

Meeting comment: 
Original bridge design/construction (circa 1964 and English units) used steel beam section shapes and bearing assemblies that can no longer be acquired/manufactured.  Apparently bridge design attempted to use soft conversion of original bridge plans to convert from English steel beam section to current Metric section.

Both project bridges had numerous design errors that led to construction delays.  Design errors on Bridge 1 (the retained and widened twin bridges) in particular led to lengthy construction delays.  Roadway profile design errors at Bridge 1 also contributed to lengthy construction delays.  NB and SB profile grade lines on the existing bridges and roadway are not at the same offset from construction centerline.  In addition to the construction delays due to roadway and bridge design errors the Contractor had to make numerous changes to their sequence of operations

Widening the Bridge 1 left and right bridges probably cost as much as replacing them.  The decision to retain may have been influenced by railroad coordination/permits/agreement requirements and time to accomplish versus the same for bridge widening.

Median barrier mounted lighting was added after the preliminary field plan review (PFPR) noted that there was existing lighting in the project limits that should be verified.  The existing lighting was actually immediately north of this project thus verification was either not done or done erroneously and lighting was added to the project.  When this discrepancy was discovered near the end of final design the GDOT management decision was to leave the lighting in this project.  The lighting design consultant was a sub consultant of Parsons Transportation.  The lighting caisson footing conflict with median drainage inlets and storm drain pipes was not discovered by the lighting or roadway design teams.  GDOT Road Design decided to add the spread footing deign for the lighting locations instead of deepening the inlet boxes and storm drain pipes or offsetting the storm drain pipes from the inlets that would result in the pipes being under/near the travel lanes. 

Lessons Learned:

When interrelated design components are designed by different teams or companies a comprehensive design quality control/assurance process must be utilized.  It appears many design errors in addition to the lighting footings may have been caused by lack of coordination between designers and proper quality control/assurance.

The decision to retain and widen versus replacing bridges should consider the complexity of the widening and availability of matching component materials, sizes and specifications.

Site visits during field plan reviews and design are crucial.

SA#6
Description: Addition to the following pay items due to plan revisions dated August 28, 2007; Sept. 17, 2007; Dec. 7, 2007; Apr. 30, 2008; May 20, 2008; Oct. 6, 2008 and Oct. 22, 2008. 004-0012 Extra Work Temporary inlet Cap on Drainage Lines E, I, and C; 550-1080 Storm Drain pipe 200 mm, H 0.3-3m; 550-1100 Storm Drain Pipe 250 mm, H 0.3-3m; 550-1120 Storm Drain Pipe 300 mm, H 0.3-3m; 550-1240 Storm Drain Pipe 600 mm, H 0.3-3m; 550-1181 Storm Drain Pipe 450 mm, H 3-4.5m; 668-2100 Drop Inlets Group 1 (V-2 and Type A); 668-4300 Storm Sewer Manhole, TP 1; 668-4311 Storm Sewer Manhole, Tp 1, Additional Depth, Class 1; 668-5000 Junction Box, 004-0029 extra Work Remove pavement for temporary drop inlets; These revisions added or caused additional pay items to Bridge 1 & 2, such as 004-0022 Extra Work – Additional Grading. Bridge 1L & Rt.; 544-1000 Deck Drain System, Bridge 1L & Rt; 004-0022 Extra Work Reinforcing Steel Couplers, Bridge 2; 004-0022 Extra Work Shoring @ Bridge 2; 004-0022 Extra Work for Temp.

Explanation:  Due to stage construction pay item 004-0012 Extra Work temporary Inlet Cap, 550-1181 Storm Drain Pipe 450 mm, H 3-4.5m; 668-2100 Drop Inlets, group 1; 004-0029 extra Work Remove pavement for temporary drop inlets.  The addition of the bridge deck drainage system to Bridge 1 and the Storm Drain Pipe, 200 mm, 250 mm, 300 mm, Storm Sewer Manhole items are required because the RR refused to allow the bridge deck drainage system flow on the RR R/W.  Recalculation of drainage area and added drainage pipe caused by 600 mm drainage pipe for outfall pipes.  The Junction Boxes were required due to the existing systems and the additional grading at Bridge 1 area.  The Reinforcing Bar Couplers are required because splices are not constructible due to the close proximity of the existing traffic .  due to plan error and existing field conditions Bridge 2 Beams conflict

Cost: $ 686, 860.07

Meeting comment:  
Basically the entire median drainage system had to be redesigned due to design errors.  Many of these errors should have been easily apparent during quality control processes.

Approximately 50 temporary drop inlets were added and some permanent drainage structures and pipes were redesigned for stage construction drainage.  The project’s construction plans as let didn’t provide for pavement drainage during stage construction.

A deck drainage system was not included in the construction plans as let.  The existing and proposed widened bridges are in superelevation transition with a zero cross slope occurring on both the left and right bridge.  Determining the need for a bridge deck drain system and designing such system is the responsibility of the roadway designer as stated in GDOT’s drainage manual.

Lessons Learned:

Designers would benefit from GDOT establishing guidelines for temporary drainage requirements.

Designers would benefit from guidelines and training for stage construction design.

Responsibility for bridge deck drainage system design should be emphasized to GDOT project management and design offices and consultant design firms.

SA#7
Description:  : Addition to the following pay items due to plan revisions dated August 8, 2007; August 28, 2007; Sept. 17, 2007; Nov. 26, 2007; Dec. 7, 2007; March 13, 2008; Apr. 30, 2008; ; May 2, 2008; May 20, 2008; Sept. 23, 2008; Oct. 10, 2008 and Oct. 22, 2008; Oct. 28, 2008 and Jan. 21, 2009. 004-0022 Traffic Control-Conner Street; 004-0022 Extra Work-Grading Complete NH-IM-185-1(317)01; 004-0029 – Remove Temporary G.A.B.; 004-0018 Extra Work – Remove and Reset Temporary Barrier – Method 1; 432-5010 Mill Asphalt Concrete Pavement, variable depth; 004-0022 – Extra Work-Construction Survey; 004-0012 – Extra Work – Install Pipe Collars; 004-0022 Extra Work – Drop Inlet Type 5001M2, Structure 1-4; 004-0012 Extra Work – Modify Drop Inlet on E, G, and I Line; 610-6015 Remove Drop Inlet; 610-6155 Remove Flared End Sections; 004-0012 Extra Work – Remove Concrete Flume; 004-0012 Extra Work – Tap/Modify Drop Inlet on E, G, and I lines; 652-5452 Solid Traffic Stripe  125 mm yellow.

Explanation:  Due to stage construction and plan revisions dated Sept. 23, 2008, Oct. 10, 2008, Oct 22, 2008 and Oct. 28, 2008 additional temporary drainage and realignment of traffic for Stage Construction were required which added additional widening of slopes, additional moves of temporary barrier wall removal of temporary pavement and G.A.B. for Stage Construction, and additional grading for temporary drainage.  Plan revisions to Wall# 2 changed the finished grade changing RPC to have to re-grade the bottom of the wall and Wall # 2 was extended with Coping Type A, and additional grading is required. All temporary drainage items are required to be removed in stage 2 and 3, therefore removal items are required due to plan revisions listed previously.  Drainage structure 1-4 was revised from 5001M-2 to 5001 M-2 Modified over the culvert. Temporary drainage systems were temporarily tied into permanent systems which required modifying boxes and fixing them back once the stage of construction is complete. 

Cost: $ 706,851.93

Meeting comment:  
Much of the items in SA #7 were related to SA #6.  Basically much of the efforts to rectify design errors were being handled in a design – build manner so the Contractor could keep moving forward instead of having to wait for redesign completion.

Lessons Learned:

See SA #6 Lessons Learned

SA#8
Description:  In return for $ 3, 250,000.00, a 424 calendar day time extension and compromise and settle potential disputes including, but not limited to, the Notices of Potential Claims filed March 31, 2008, September 11, 2008, December 1, 2008, December 23, 2008, February 3, 2009, and September 21, 2009, concerning issues of defects in plans or design and alleged delays associated with issues related to plan revisions and adding items of work, the Contractor waives any and all claims against the Department arising out of or in connection with the above mentioned Contract, which the contractor now has or may have had up to and including the date of the agreement. The Contractor further agrees to indemnify and hold the Department harmless from (a) any and all claims, demands, causes of action, and judgments of whatever kind or nature, whether known or unknown and whether arising in contract tort or otherwise, that any subcontractor or supplier has made or could have made or which it may in the future make, assert, or obtain against.

Explanation: As a result of the Plan Revisions dated 7/31/07, 8/8/07, 8/28/07, 9/17/07, 9/26/07, 11/20/07, 11/26/07, 12/7/07, 12/12/07, 1/23/08, 3/13/08, 4/30/08, 5/2/08, 5/20/08, 9/23/08, 10/6/08, 10/10/08, 10/22/08, 10/28/08, 1/12/09, 1/21/09, 3/30/09, 5/26/09, 6/11/09, 7/1/09, and 8/7/09, Supplemental Agreement 6 and 7 modified the Contract by adding $1,722,305.93 in new pay item that were needed to complete the revised work.  Supplemental Agreement 6 or 7 did not include any time extension and did not resolve possible delay and impact damages.  Based on a review of the Contractor’s schedules, the revisions also impacted critical path items and delayed the completion of the work.  The Department has agreed to extend the overall completions date to May 14, 2011.
Cost: $3,250,000.00

Meeting comment:  
This SA is the negotiated cash and time extension settlement between GDOT and Robinson Paving Company.  Roadway and bridge design errors and associated delays contributed greatly to the root causes that led to this settlement.

Lessons Learned:

None noted.
SA#9
Description: Amend Contract time restrictions for lane closures special provision 150.11 from station 102+600 to 101+600 south bound to allow the construction of new pavement without having a construction joint in the middle of a travel lane.  This will allow a single lane closure to be installed on Thursday at 9:30 a.m. and remain in until 6:30 a.m. Sunday at the discretion of the engineer. 

Explanation: From station 102+600 to 101+600 the plans show to install a construction joint in the middle of the travel lane in various places. After discussing this with the designer and the construction office it was decided that this paving operation should be changed to eliminate the construction joint in the travel lane and put it under a lane line stripe.

Cost: $0.00

Meeting comment:
This was a no cost supplemental agreement to enhance stage construction to eliminate concrete pavement longitudinal joints in the permanent lane wheel paths.

Lessons Learned:

None noted

SA#10
Description: Add TP1 overhead sign structure (520-1125/636-3000/638-1001), hardware and additional construction.  Add 150-100 for additional traffic control at 101+780; add 210-0100 grading complete at 101+780.  Delete 638-1003 structure support, overhead sign, TP III at 101+817; delete 638-1001 structure support, overhead sign, TP VII AT 99+700.

Explanation: The original sign was found to be in conflict with proper distances from existing ramp.  It was also necessary to add an additional sign to the location.  The designer chose a larger structure to be placed at the correct distances which would allow more than one sign to be mounted. The original sign was in a tangent but the new sign structure would need to be placed in a superelevated area of interstate with a MSE wall, Height of (+/-) 50 ft., on the high end of super.  Sign structure is abnormally larger due to these conditions as well as additional brackets needed for the larger sign to be mounted.  A plan revision was made for this work.  Shop drawings have been submitted.  

Cost: $65,444.12

Meeting comment:
There were many errors in sign structures and locations on this project and the adjoining interchange project.

Lessons Learned:

None noted.
Extension Agreement#1
Description: Additional construction on ramps A and E extending them beyond their original boundaries.  

Explanation: Plan revisions dated 1/21/2009 have dictated that the ramps extend beyond project limits in order to meet department criteria and specifications.

Special Conditions/Comments:

The adjoining project with project # IM-185-1(326)01 will be completed before this project (NH-IM-185-1(317)01.  In order for the two projects to tie together both vertically and horizontally, the area of the work associated with the transition was revised and re-staged, then it was placed on the (NH-IM-185-1(317)01 project because it was more cost effective an logical with its later completion date.  The work consist of the construction of Ramp A from Sta. 99+953.469 to Sta. 100+640.00 and Ramp E from Sta.99+980.924 to Sta. 100+100.000

Cost: $1,539,593.33

Meeting comment:
This project and the adjoining interchange reconstruction project IM-185-1(326) were designed and scheduled to be let together in a single contract to a single contractor.  When the two projects were advertised for letting in 2007 GDOT Contracts Administration advertised them as separate contracts.  The construction staging in the two projects was dependent upon a single contractor having both projects.

When this project’s design was revised in late 2006 and early 2007 to remove the required and approved design exceptions for substandard inside shoulder width and insufficient stopping sight distance through the horizontal curves near Bridge 1 the profile and outside edge of mainline pavement changes were not incorporated into the interchange project.

The horizontal and vertical changes to the mainline and the delays on this project and the two projects not being let as one contract all contributed to portions of the interchange project’s (unit 326) ramp construction being added to  this project (unit 317).  Some permanent concrete pavement, concrete ditches, guardrail and other items from the interchange project had to be removed as part of this extension agreement.

Lessons Learned:

Designers and project managers need to involve adjoining project designers when their design changes affect the adjoining project.

Project Over-runs or Under-runs:

Temporary drainage structures, pipes, jack or bore, ditches and associated erosion control.

Significant Quantity Over-runs:

GAB for undercut backfill – Significant Allotment request pending.

Temporary barrier – designers did not account for additional temporary barrier needed for traffic shifts. (example: Stage 1 barrier needed to remain in-place until Stage 2 barrier was installed.)

Project Delays:

Significant – bridge and roadway design and undercut

Problems with recommended sequence of construction or traffic control:

Yes – insufficient/incorrect stage construction plans and cross sections.

Problems with plan notes or special provisions:

Bridge 2 notes didn’t include note that shoring may be required – it was.

Incomplete fiber optic special provisions.

Will any project feature create future maintenance problems?

Bridge 1 piped deck drain system – potential for clogging.

One sign structure vertical support and one camera pole located outside of sound barrier.

Several locations where storm drain outlets and ditches are right on the right of way line.

Were there any unique features that could have been handled different by design?

Wall 1 (MSE Wall) could have been moved outward away from the shoulder break point far enough to accommodate the temporary pavement widening and eliminate the need for a significant section of tall shoring.  Also see General Meeting Comments above for more discussion on the same issue.

Was anything handled differently on this project (such as a different method of payment or new special provision or special detail)?

None noted

Did the Contractor initiate any value engineering proposals?

No

Describe any errors and omissions in the plans, specifications, and detailed estimate:

These are document in the report information above.

Describe the reasonableness or accuracy of the following items. (Rank each one as very good, good, fair or poor)

Utility Relocation Plan:  N/A

Soils and Foundation Information:  Soils information poor – foundation information good

Estimate of Quantities:  Poor

Horizontal and Vertical Alignment:  Poor

Earthwork:  Poor because of required under cut

Staging Plans:  Poor

Erosion Control Plans:  Fair

Material Specifications:  Good

Bridge Plans:  Poor for both Bridge 1 and Bridge 2

Right of Way Plans:  Fair
Provide details of any public input or comments obtained during the construction phase:

None noted
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Steve Matthews

GDOT - Engineering Services

Erik Rohde

GDOT - Roadway Design


Mark J. Williams
GDOT - Area 7 Construction
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GDOT - Area 7 Construction
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GDOT - District 3 Construction

Kerry Gore

GDOT - District 3 Utilities

Mike England

GDOT - District 3 Traffic Operations

Jesse D. Abercrombie
GDOT - Area 7 Maintenance

David Painter

FHWA




David.Painter@dot.gov
Christy Poon-Atkins
FHWA
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Patrick L. Pugh

Robinson Paving Company
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Robinson Paving Company
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