

October 29, 2001


Memorandum

To:
Sid Harrell

CC:
Joel Storrow (McGill Engineers, via email)

From:
Vincent Jude Tomaino


Date:
29 October 2001

Re:
Robbinsville, DEH-0743, proposed increases in scope.

Background

The town of Robbinsville received an HUC grant of $880,340 from round one to upgrade the water treatment plant and upsize numerous lines.  The review committee assigned only 15A NCAC 1J .0701(2)(b)(iv) points (inability to inactivate giardia and viruses) based on CT violations discussed on page 6 of the PER - this despite the fact that only $16,300 of the project (as bid) addressed these violations.  

The balance of the project was designed to address 1J .0701(2)(b)(v) pressure problems; most of the project's cost was for 14,900 feet of waterline replacement in the south west of town along SR1110.

The bids came in far below the engineer's estimate and Robbinsville has left $250,977 "on the table."

The Part A of the offer and acceptance includes the following statement:  

If the actual construction cost, as determined by the Division of Environmental Health of the Department of Environment and Natural Resources upon completion of construction, is less than the estimated cost upon which the grant offer is based, the amount of the State grant shall be reduced to the actual cost.

To approve a change order under the HUC program, PWS must ensure the proposal meets all the following criteria:

· The additional work must address the same need.  

· The additional work must earn the same priority points.  

· The additional work must be implicit in the original application.  That is, there must be an argument that the additional work is part of the originally intended scope of work.  The best illustration of this is a project to extend waterlines could earn a change order to connect these extensions to the existing system.
Request

Robbinsville has asked to increase the scope of work by an estimated $145,900, as follows:

1. Replace approximately 2,300 feet of 2-inch water lines with 6-inch along US Route 129 (southeast of town).  The applicant attempts to justify this work with references to pressures in the 25-28 psi range under normal conditions.

2. Adding an automatic electrically actuated altitude valve to the Junaluska Tank.  The original altitude valve float switch failed and could not be repaired.  The altitude valve was replaced with a mechanically operated valve that requires direct operator intervention; it cannot operate automatically or be programmed.    

Conclusion

PWS is unable to grant the applicant's request to add water lines. The additional line work is of the same type as the line work in the original application, and is similarly justifiable (will earn the same priority points).  However, the additional work is geographically distant from the original project.  Since the requested line work is clearly outside the original scope of work, it is a different project.  

PWS is able to grant the applicant's request to increase the scope of work to install a new altitude valve or the following reasons.  

Most importantly, the engineer (Joel Storrow) has stated that the originally funded project changed the hydraulic operating conditions of the Junaluska Tank [PER, page 4].  These changed operating conditions (in particular, the changed velocity and momentum of the water [phone call, 26 October 2001]) prevent the original altitude valve from operating properly.  

Further, the new valve is implicit in the PER: "It is recommended that water level monitoring equipment be installed in the Junaluska Tank to allow the plant operators to monitor the water level from inside the plant control room"  [PER, page 5].  

The intent of adding the monitoring equipment was to allow automatic control of the tank.  The originally funded project failed to meet this intent because of an unforeseen incompatibility with the existing altitude valve.  Therefore, a replacement altitude valve is an acceptable change in scope.  

PWS agrees in principal to a change order for the approximately $32,000 to replace the altitude valve.  

The engineer should note that all contract award obligations under law (e.g., DBE requirements) apply if the change order is rebid.  
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