
POST CONSTRUCTION EVALUATION REPORT

PROJECT NUMBER: NH-IM-95-1(120)01, MCINTOSH COUNTY, P.I. 511110
PROJECT NUMBER: NH-IM-95-1(150)01, MCINTOSH COUNTY, P.I. 511112
I-95 Widening in McIntosh County
EVALUATION DATE: March 3, 2011

Let Date: June 22, 2007
The plans were prepared by The LPA Group.  This was a Fast Forward Project.
The project was constructed by The Industrial Company (TIC).
NH-IM-95-1(120)




NH-IM-95-1(150)
Original Contract Amount: $51,294,880.00

Original Contract Amount: $46,104,653.00

Current Contract Amount: $51,335,935.04  

Current Contract Amount: $46,104,653.00
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project NH-IM-95-1(120) is the phase one widening of I-95 from the Altamaha River to a point just north of SR 251.  This project also contains bridge project NH-IM-95-1(150) within its limits.    The proposed construction consists of widening I-95 with a 18-foot wide full depth asphalt section to the inside, shifting the crown point and overlaying the existing pavement, and widening with an 30-foot wide full depth asphalt section to the outside.  Total project distance including bridges and exceptions is approximately five miles.  

Allotment Request

AR#2 
NH-IM-95-1(120)01

Description: Reduction of 4000 tons of Asphalt Concrete 19 MM SMA, GP 2 only, including polymer modified bituminous material & H lime.

Explanation: A reduction is requested for a quantity of Asphalt Concrete 19 MM SMA that was not used on Project NH-IM-95-1(120)01 in order to balance an overrun on Patching

Cost: $-400,000.00

AR#3 
    NH-IM-95-1(150)01


Description: Increase the quantity of Patching Concrete Bridge by 190 sq feet on Bridges 19 Lt. & Rt. and 20 Lt. & Rt. Increase the quantity of Patching Concrete Bridge by 191 sq feet on Bridges 21 Lt. & Rt. and 22 Lt.

Explanation: An increase is required for a quantity of Patching Concrete Bridge due to unforeseen damage to existing bridge structures on Project NH-IM-95-1(150)01.  A quantity of 19MM Asphalt Concrete, SMA that was not used on Project NH-IM-95-1(120)01 will be reduced in order to balance this overrun.

Cost: $399,900.00
Back Face Paving Rest and Rip Rap were main contributors to these Allotment Requests- Standard Details were left out of the plans that addressed this.  Bridge Office needs to be aware of this to ensure the Detail gets added.  Not enough Rip Rap set up for bridges.

Supplemental Agreements

SA#1

Description: Amend Special Provision 107.23 by removing the clearing restriction.

Explanation: The current contract Special Provision 107.23 G.11 prohibits clearing activities on the project from October 1 through March 15. The Department has revised this special provision by removing the clearing restriction in result to the removal of the bald eagle from the threatened and endangered species list.

Cost: $0.00
Meeting comment: Clearing restrictions for nesting changed.  Took the clearing restriction out of the Contract.  All work was done within existing R/W.  
SA#2

Description: Amend Special Provision 108.08 by modifying the intermediate completion time to June 15, 2008 for R/W fence installation from Sta. 90+00 to 250+00.  Specifically add the “For the fence installation from station 90+00 to station 250+00 the existing fence may be removed in conjunction with the start of construction of the slopes in the adjacent areas.  Due to the requirements of building the slopes to final grade and permanently stabilizing the slopes, the completion date for installation of this fence shall be no later than June 15, 2008. 

Explanation:  Due to detrimental effects of salt water lowering the life of the fence and the tidal action that may damage the fence, the Department will not have the fence installed in the marsh at the R/W limit (as per plan locations) between stations 90+00 and Stations 250+00 left and right.  In order to prolong the life of the fence and post, the new fence will be installed one foot above the mean high water elevation which will require the fence to be installed on the new slope after it is constructed. 

Cost: $ 0.00

Meeting comment:  Game Fence location pointed out by GDOT personnel.  
SA#3

Description:  Revise contract Special Provision Section 300 General Specification for base and subbase courses to include the option of using Global Positioning Satellite Technology during the fine grading operation. This change to the contract will not relieve the contractor of the responsibility and requirements set forth in Special Provision Section 149 – Construction Layout.

Explanation:  The Contractor has requested this change in order to have the optional fine grading method should conditions warrant such action.

Cost: $ 0.00

Meeting comment:  GPS Technology is a “Standard” practice now.   Accuracy is very reliable.
SA#4
Description:  Adding 4 inch slope paving under the overpass bridge to back into the existing slope paving.

Explanation:  The plans did not address replacing 4 inch slope paving between existing slope paving and new 7T and 7C barrier wall.

Cost: $ 15,944.75

Meeting comment: Slope Paving wasn’t set up on this project.  This needs to be looked at on future projects.
SA#5
Did not execute. Contractor denied request.
Description: Add the following language to Special Provision 109 - Measurement and Payment "Other Restriction":  There is a cap of 125% above the FPL for any price adjustment. This is for the NH-IM-95-1(120)01 Project

Explanation: The existing Section 109-Measurement and Payment does not include the maximum cap for the price adjustment in the Contract.  The request to add this clause was directed by the Construction Office.

Cost:  $0.00 

Meeting comment:  Did not have the maximum price on FPL.
SA#6
Did not execute. Contractor denied request.
Description: Add the following language to Special Provision 109 - Measurement and Payment "Other Restriction":  There is a cap of 125% above the FPL for any price adjustment. This is for the NH-IM-95-1(150)01 Project

Explanation: The existing Section 109-Measurement and Payment does not include the maximum cap for the price adjustment in the Contract.  The request to add this clause was directed by the Construction Office.

Cost:  $0.00 

Meeting comment: No comment.
SA#7
Did not execute, contractor has not signed.

Description: Delete: Pay Item Asphalt Concrete 19mm SMA.

Explanation: A plan revision was made to eliminate 19mm SMA and replace it with 19mm Superpave.

Cost: $-588,000.00
Meeting comment: Caused by unavailability of Polymers.  It was a timing issue.  Came out after memo from FHWA.  This issue is still under consideration.
SA#8

Description:  Add the following items: Class A Concrete, Signs; Galvanized Structural Steel Posts, and Piling in Place, Signs, Steel H HP 12 x 53.

Explanation:  A plan revision was made due to plan omission of footing and structural supports for Signs for the following locations:  “Special #13” at station 209+70 northbound and “Special #14’ located at station 219+24 southbound.

Cost: $ 27,310.29

Meeting comment: This was missed in the plans.  The plans changed the size of the signs.  The required additional structural steel and number of post was not accounted for when the sign size changed.  Slopes changed and some got damaged.
SA#9
Description:  Add a quantity of 1,000 training hours (Line Item 0025; 158-1000) to contract and deduct 1.0 from the item Electrical Communication Box, Type V (line Item 0650; 682-9020).

Explanation:  The Contractor, The Industrial Company (TIC), did not meet the required training hour goal of 1,000 hours for Project STP-BRF-146-1(2), TatnallCounty.TIC is transferring the training hour requirements to their active Project NH-IM-95-1(120)01, McIntosh County.  To offset the additional cost of $800.00 for adding 1,000 training Hours, 1.0 Unit of Electrical Junction Box, Type V, which is not needed, will be deducted from the Contract.

Cost: $ -2,200.00

Meeting comment: This won’t happen in the future.  This requirement has changed.
SA#10 Pending
Description: Add a quantity of 200 LF Wet Reflective Preformed Pavement Markings, 18 Inch, White to Contract & deduct 1.0 from the item Electrical Communication Box, Type V (Line Item 0650-682-9020) to offset the price.

Explanation: The shoulder width by design will only be 6' 7" on the outside beneath the SR 251 overpass.  This item needs to be added to stripe the shoulder encroachment as per Ga Construction Detail T-22A.
Cost: $-100.00

Meeting comment: This happened because of a Design Exception of reduced Shoulder Width and we realized that additional striping would be required.
Project Over-runs or Under-runs:
Significant Quantity Overruns:
BFPR and Rip Rap and Bar Reinforcement Steel
Project Delays:
Minor issue with grade issue with what was shown on the plans and what was on the field.  The time for BFPR issue to be resolved.
Problems with recommended sequence of construction or traffic control: 

None encountered.
Problems with plan notes or special provisions:
Back Face Paving Rest Detail needs to be included on Bridge Widening projects.  General Note would be a big help.  Don’t think of BFPR varying depths when widening. 
Will any project features create future maintenance problems?
None anticipated.
Were there any unique features that could have been handled differently by design? No.
Was anything handled differently on this project (such as a different method of payment or new special provision or special detail?
Did the Contractor initiate any value engineering proposals?  Yes, but denied.
SMA to Superpave and delete the Hydrodemolition and put the overlay on top of existing bridge deck.  Denied because of the amount of risk with too much traffic.  Good argument but not a good location to use the new overlay technologies.  Would have reduced Hydrodemolition and amount of concrete overlay.  Some hydrodemolition would have still been required but not as much.
Describe any errors and omissions in the plans, specifications, and detailed estimate:
Left out the structural post for overhead signs.  Slope Paving at bridge ends.  Tying wall into existing slope paving quantities.
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 had unforeseen problems

Horizontal and Vertical Alignment: 

Issue between two bridge that were close together

Earthwork:  




Good reflection of cross sections

Staging Plans:  




Good

Erosion Control Plans:  
Erodible soils and sensitivity of the environment. Had an issue with Coastal Resource Division.  We are taking this into account now.
ATMS Plans:  




N/A  did have some Junction Boxes
Material Specifications:



Good
Bridge Plans:   
Good – plan change after award and had a change in quantity but it wasn’t significant

Right-of-Way Plans: 




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

Public response to Erosion Control, one motorist complained that the lanes were two narrow during construction.

The Contractor stated to remember to keep safety in mind when designing a project and the dangerous environment the workers have to work in and take extra precautions such as separating the work zone from traffic with barrier wall when possible.

PERSONNEL PRESENT 
Name


Office



Email Address (Non-DOT)

Steve Matthews
GDOT Engineering Services

Ron Wishon

GDOT Engineering Services

Jack Grant
GDOT Roadway Design

Larry Barnes
GDOT Area Engineer I-95

Will Murphy
GDOT District Construction

Timothy Williams
GDOT Area Construction

Brian Scarbrough
GDOT Area Engineer, Brunswick

Bill Johnston
The Industrial Company   
bill.johnston@ticus.com
Keith Wicker
The Industrial Company  
keith.wicker@tius.com
Josh Adkison
The Industrial Company  
josh.adkison@tius.com
Stoy Martow
RB Baker Construction  
stoy@rbbaker.com

