POST CONSTRUCTION EVALUATION REPORT

PI No.:511100 
PROJECT NUMBER: NH-IM-95-1(117), Glynn and McIntosh Counties
Widening I-95 from North of US 341 to North of Altamaha River
EVALUATION DATE: August 25, 2010
Let Date:  April 20, 2007
The plans were prepared by Road Design.

The project was constructed by APAC-Southeast Inc.

Award Amount:

$ 118,728,664.42

Current Amount:
$  117,160,722.80 overall change -1.32%

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The completed project included 9.243 miles of widening for additional lanes and roadway reconstruction on I-95/SR 405 beginning South of SR 25 Spur and extending North of the McIntosh County line; also include jacking and reconstruction of two bridges on SR 25 over I-95.

Supplemental Agreements
SA#1
Description:  Delete the existing Section 107 (dated 12/12/2005 and Add Section 107 dated 8/14/2007.  Explanation:  The existing Section 107 (dated 12/12/2005) does not include the Bald Eagle, and is the wrong special provision for this project.  The correct Section 107 (dated 8/14/2007) does include the Bald Eagle.

Cost:  No cost.

Meeting comment:  Status of the Bald Eagle changed.  Contractor found out about Section 107 revision at the Preconstruction Conference.
SA#2
Description:  Add 4000 Training hours (Transfer from CSNHS-M002-00(825), CID# B12239-05-000-0) and delete 759 LF of conduit, nonmetal, TP 2, 2 in.
Explanation:  Contractor did not fulfill the contract requirements to complete the training requirements for project CSNHS-M002-00*825)01, Gwinnett County.

Cost:  -$2.98

No comment.
SA#3
Description:  Adding five overhead sign structures to the contract pay items.

Explanation:  Five of the overhead signs are shown to be installed in the original plans that had no pay items set up on the construction report for the work.  

Cost:  $506,510.00

Meeting comment: Signing and Marking plans were revised to add the fourth lane being open.  Signing and Marking plans were rushed and some of the structures were left out.  Guardrail to protect the sign structures was missed also.
SA#4 

Description:  Value Engineering Proposal to lower I-95 in lieu of jacking of bridge on Spur 25 overpass) for vertical clearance.
Explanation:  Contractor initiated Value Engineering Proposal.

Cost:  -$2,057,960.17

Meeting comment:  Good idea to lower grade.  Good for staging and cut time traffic had to run on two lanes.
SA#5 

Description:  Add temporary drainage during stage construction.  Also, add a pay item to remove and reset logo sign at Sta. 15+00.
Explanation:  Staging plans did not address drainage during stage construction in locations with elevation differences between the existing roadway and new construction creating a drainage issue in Stage 1 and Stage 2.  Also, as per plans and summary of quantities the contractor is required to remove and reset logo sign at Sta. 15+00.  No pay item was set up on the construction report to pay for this work.

Cost:  -$187.90

Meeting comment:  We don’t do a good job of identifying temporary drainage issues.  We need to look at temporary drainage at Field Plan Review. If Stage 1 is higher than existing we need to look at temporary drainage.  Contractor was able to stage some pipe installations to delete proposed jack and bore pay items.  Pay item for remove and reset LOGO sign was missed.
SA#6 

Description: Adding 4” concrete slope paving under both overpasses to tie back into existing slope paving.  Also, adding an item to remove damaged existing slope paving.  
Explanation: The plans did not address replacing 4” slope paving between existing slope paving and new 7T & 7C barrier wall.  There is some existing slope paving that was damaged prior to the project being let to contract that needs to be repaired.  The amount of slope paving removed due to the installation of the wall was 1227 SY+/-.  The amount of new slope paving to replace the damaged area is 74.67 SY+/-.
Cost: $62,590.00

Meeting comment: Existing slope paving to be replaced that was damaged prior to the project was missed.  The slope paving removed due to installation of the wall should have been covered with a project note and included in the cost of the wall. 
SA#7 

Description: Extend the original contract completion date for Fuel and AC indexing.
Explanation: As part of Supplemental Agreement #5 APAC asked for and received a time extension from December 31, 2009 to March 4, 2010.  Also to be included was an extension of the Asphalt Index and Fuel Price Index pay item to this new completion date.  However the indexes were inadvertently omitted in the final signed contract amendment.

Cost:  No cost

No comment
SA#8  Void
SA#9 

Description: Change the Asphaltic Concrete shoulders to un-doweled and un-tied Plain Portland Cement Concrete (PCC) Shoulder, TP1.  
Explanation: APAC is requesting to change the 12” asphalt shoulders throughout the project with 12” Plain Portland Cement Concrete shoulders.  This change is to expedite the completion of Phase 1 construction and shift traffic to Phase 2 location.  This would allow the contractor to complete the project by the current completion date.

Cost:  -$5.84

No comment.
SA#10
Description: Contractor initiated Value Engineering Proposal.
Explanation: The Value Engineering proposal is to change the sequence of operation eliminating the majority of the work during Stage 3 and completing the work during Stage 2.  By changing the Sequence of Operations and adding an additional three (3) feet of concrete shoulder pavement where eleven (11) feet was to be constructed and an extra one (1) foot where the thirteen (13) feet were to be constructed, the end result is that fourteen (14) feet of shoulder paving will be constructed during Stage 1.  The traffic will be shifted three feet further to the outside during Stage 2 allowing enough space for temporary barrier wall, a travel way and portions of Stage 3 construction to be completed during Stage 2.

Cost:$-256,465.39

Meeting comment:  The fewer the stages required the better.
SA#11:  Voided
SA#12 
Description: Delete Item No. 638-1001, Str Support for Overhead Sign, TP1, Sta. 658+10 and Add Item No. 638-1001, Structural Support for Overhead Sign, TP III, Sta. 658+10
Explanation: The Signing and Marking plans calls for Structural Support for Overhead Sign, TP III, Sta. 658+10 to be installed.  The pay item set up in the contract was set up incorrectly.  It was set up as Structural Support for Overhead Sign, TP 1, Sta. 658+10.
Cost:  -$30,300.00

Meeting comment: Pay item missed. 
SA#13 

Description: Add item No. 636-9094, Piling in Place, Steel HP 12x53 to the contract. 
Explanation: Summary of Quantity in the plans calls for 242.5LF of Steel HP 12x53 to be installed but there was not an item set up in the contract for payment. 

Cost:  $74,059.66

Meeting comment: Pay item missed. 
SA#14 

Description: Add a pay item for extra work to lower the top elevation on 22 High Mast Light Poles.
Explanation: An FAA study was performed on the project after the notice to proceed was issued requiring 22 High Mast light Poles to be lowered to an acceptable elevation so the poles would not be in conflict with the flight path of the nearby Airport.

Cost:  $128,557.38

Meeting comment: OEL missed that the poles are too high. The Lighting Section of Roadway Design will check all future projects for proximity to airports.
SA#15 

Description: Add a pay item for extra work to weld the Inlet Grate and Frames on 14 drainage boxes.
Explanation: During Stage II construction traffic is shifted to the outside edge of new pavement along the sound wall where 14 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.

Cost:  $5,264.00

Meeting comment: Need a design for a traffic rated drop inlet adjacent to side barrier/barrier wall that can be used during staging. 
SA#16:  Voided

SA#17
Description:  Additional time required for performing work on a 2 ft. Track Line on each side of the 10 ramps where PCCP was placed.  

Explanation:  The 2 ft. Track Line on each side of the ramps is needed for the paving equipment to travel on and operate from.  The Track Line is shown for the CRCP mainline but was omitted from the ramp typical sections where PCCP is being placed. 
Cost: $0.00   Added additional time for extra work – 30 days.

Meeting comment:  Track line for ramps was omitted from plans.

 SA#18:  
Description:  Add 17 Tp. 12 anchors to the contract. 

Explanation:The construction plans did not address protecting the Tp. 1 overhead sign footers in the median for traffic traveling Northbound.  Plan revisions were made adding the additional W-beam and Tp. 12 anchors.
Meeting comment:   Tp. 12 anchors omitted from plans.

SA#19:  
Description:  Add pay items and quantities for striping and hatching at interchanges and overpasses.  Also add quantities and pay item for the High Mast Light shields at Exit 38.  Add a pay tem and quantities for PC Pressure Grouting.

Explanation:  Plan revisions were made on the PCC ramps changing the striping from thermoplastic pavement markings to preformed plastic pavement markings.  Also 18 inch preformed hatching was added on the future shoulder between the exit and entrance ramps due to the extra wide paving and narrow shoulders under the overpass.  The shields are needed on the high mast lighting at Exit 38 to redirect the light onto the interstate and not into the subdivision at Notting Hill.  Additional pressure grout will be used to correct the settling in the shoulder of the roadway on the both Northbound and Southbound shoulder from Sta. 5+00 to Sta. 16+00 and Northbound from Sta. 16+30 to Sta. 17+90. 
Meeting comment:  Concrete pavement should have had preformed pavement markings set up instead of thermoplastic.

The need for shields was not known until the lighting was put in use.

The grout was required due to the settling of subbase material in the shoulder. 
Project Over-runs  or Under-runs:

Striping items

G.A.B. for track line

Guardrail; note when setting guardrail quantities remember that w-beam guardrail is sold in 25’ and 12.5’ sections.
Significant Quantity Overruns:

PCC shoulders that were changed from asphalt.

Project Delays:

Temporary drainage and getting SA’s approved in Atlanta.
Problems with recommended sequence of construction or traffic control:

The elevation and SE rates of existing ramps and proposed ramps at the mainline tie in should be looked at closely.
Problems with plan notes or special provisions:

Most current Section 107 Special Provision which included the bald eagle was omitted from the plans.
Plans should have included a plan note specifying the cost to replace any slope paving removed to construct barrier wall would be included in the cost of the new wall.

Erosion control special provisions should be revised to allow slope matting on temporary slopes.
Will any project features create future maintenance problems:

Flumes behind guardrail anchors causing erosion problems.

Outfalls higher than the ditch line.
Were there any unique features that could have been handled differently by design:

The high mast lighting proposed in the vicinity of airports should be caught on future project by GDOT Roadway Design.
Was anything handled differently on this project (such as a different method of payment or new special provision or special detail?

18” striping for narrow shoulders under the bridges.

The Contractor set up a concrete conveyor from the outside shoulder across the northbound lanes.  This concrete conveyor allowed the Contractor to pave the inside southbound lanes without putting concrete trucks in traffic.
Did the Contractor initiate any value engineering proposals?

Lowered the grade on I-95 which eliminated the need bridge jacking. (SA #4) 

 Added 3’ to the shoulder width which eliminated Stage 3.  (SA #10)
Describe any errors and omissions in the plans, specifications, and detailed estimate:

Tying grades of ramps into the mainline

Temporary drainage

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

Utility Relocation Plan: Fair

Soils and foundation Information:  Good

Estimate of Quantities:  Good

Horizontal and Vertical Alignment:  Good

Earthwork:  Very good

Staging Plans:  Fair to Good

Erosion Control Plans:  Good

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  

Complaints about the high mast lighting disturbing the subdivision residents lead to the shields being added.

Complaints about barrier wall closing drivers in were made.  Wanted more pull over areas.
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