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ITRT report and GF response ag

Chuck Kent

From: Jennifer Whitaker [jwhitaker@rivanna.org]
Sent:  Tuesday, April 14, 2009 9:22 AM

To: tfrederick@rivanna.org

Cc: '‘Bob Wichser'; 'Chuck Kent'

Subject: ITRT report and GF response

Do you want to meet to discuss these two items and the course of action or decision making?
Thank you

Jennifer

Jennifer Whitaker, PE

Chief Engineer

Rivanna Water & Sewer Authority
Phn 434.977.2970 x104

Fax 434.293.8858
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Chuck Kent

From: Jennifer Whitaker [jwhitaker@rivanna.org]
Sent: Tuesday, April 14, 2009 9:21 AM

To: ‘Chuck Kent'

Subject: FW: Requested Response

Attachments: RWSA Response April 8 2009.pdf

From: Tom Frederick [mailto:tfrederick@rivanna.org]

Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2009 11:38 AM

To: Aaron Keno

Cc: Chuck Kent; Jennifer Whitaker; Bob Wichser; Michael Gaffney
Subject: FW: Requested Response

Thanks! We will review and contact you, Bill, or Gene as needed.

From: Keno, Aaron D. [mailto:akeno@GFNET.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2009 10:42 AM

To: tfrederick@rivanna.org

Cc: Koontz, Gene C.; Stout, William M.,

Subject: Requested Response

Tom,

The response requested in our April 1 meeting is attached. If you have any questions or require additional
information, please let me know, or feel free to contact Gene or Bill. Gannett Fleming looks forward to your
response and restarting this project. We certainly understand the importance of a long term water supply
solution for the Charlottesville community and are committed to assisting RWSA in achieving that goal.

Aaron

Aaron D. Keno, P.E.
Vice President
Mobile: (703)795-4651

S/726/2009



Rivanna Water and Sewer Authority
Ragged Mountain Reservoir — Gannett Fleming Design and Construction Services Contract
Areas of Agreement and Concern
April 8, 2009

Background

During the summer of 2008, Gannett Fleming (GF) had completed approximately 25% of
the design of the Ragged Mountain Reservoir (RMR) project. Because unit costs for materials,
fuel, and services for similar projects were soaring and because subsurface investigation
indicated the potential for significantly increased cost, Rivanna Water and Sewer Authority
(RWSA) asked GF to prepare an interim cost estimate. The interim cost estimate was
dramatically higher than earlier estimates and RWSA subsequently issued a stop-work order.
While some potential cost reductions were evident, RWSA was concerned whether sufficient
reductions could be made to produce a feasible project. RWSA hired an independent firm to
review the work-to-date, and its findings indicated a more significant cost reduction may be
possible. An independent technical review team (ITRT) was selected by RWSA to review current
evaluations and provide guidance to RWSA, The ITRT met in early March 2009 and issued their
report in late March. GF and RWSA met on April 1 to review the report findings and discuss
areas of agreement and concern. RWSA asked GF to prepare a written response documenting
these discussions and our plan to move forward with design. This document addresses those
issues and is organized into the following sections:

Understanding and Commitment

Specific ITRT Report Comments Response

Proposed Design Team Assignments and Enhanced Communication
Conceptual Changes in Scope of Work

Conceptual Schedule
Proposed Path Forward

1. Understanding and Commitment

a. GF commits to listening carefully and responding constructively to RWSA and ITRT
concerns, particularly as they relate to construction cost.

b. RWSA agrees that the highest priority in the basis of design is a safe and reliable
project that protects life and property.

¢. Discussions to-date indicate that the ITRT may recommend ,and RWSA may support,
a design approach that reduces the capital cost of the project but which might
increase performance uncertainty, might result in greater operating and
maintenance expense, and/ or might create a potential for additional future
treatment or remediation of resulting conditions. GF is willing to incorporate this
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approach into the design, with appropriate documentation of the decision making
process, as long as a public safety issue is not anticipated.

GF encourages a collaborative environment with the ITRT and is committed to
working with them to seek resolution of issues in the best interest of the project and
RWSA. The continued involvement of the selected panel as an enhancement to the
project. We would encourage RWSA to consider increasing the ITRT budget for more
active involvement.

RWSA has expressed a willingness to accept an optimized number of construction
claims, which is interpreted to mean that RSWA may desire the foundation grade to
be selected at a higher level than may ultimately be found to be necessary. This
approach offers a potential for savings in excavation and RCC costs, but it is possible
that all or a portion of the potential cost savings would be offset by equitable
adjustments required for the contractor to accommodate this flexible approach. GF
suggests a budget based on a selected percentage of the estimated contract value
be established by the ITRT for the purposes of funding equitable adjustments during
construction. GF further recommends that RWSA consider retaining the ITRT for
independent review of construction modifications if they arise and RWSA desires
additional input.

RWSA agrees with the ITRT recommendation that GF will provide all onsite
construction observation and construction management services for the entire
construction project, exclusive of the 1-64 construction. The fee will be negotiated
after decisions on schedule and contracting approach is selected but is a condition of
our continuing as project designer,

Although we do not see any conflict of interest in this matter, GF advises RWSA that
it has current business relationships with the individuals and/or companies that are
part of the {TRT.

2. Specific ITRT Report Comments Response

a.

For major dam projects, utilization of Independent Technical Review Teams (ITRTs) is a
strongly recommended practice and regularly used. Gannett Fleming routinely works ona
collaborative basis with these types of teams, who add their individual career experience to
the expertise of the primary designer to provide the best solutions and best long-term value
to the Owner. On March 10" and 11", Gannett Fleming met with RSWA's ITRT, which has
been engaged to assist RSWA with Ragged Mountain Dam Design and Construction.

At the RSWA ITRT meeting, Gannett Fleming provided a comprehensive summary of the
work that has been performed to date. The work performed thus far represents the 25%
design completion stage of the project. The presentation included the results of the
geologic investigations performed to date, a summary of project complexities that must be
simultaneously satisfied, and the technical basis for preliminary design recommendations.
As this was the first meeting, only limited technical and non-technical group discussions
ensued for the major project components.

Subsequently, the ITRT issued a letter report summarizing their findings and
recommendations. Gannett Fleming has reviewed the ITRT letter report and finds their
comments, issue questions, and suggestions to be relevant and appropriate for this stage of
the project. We are pleased to see concurrence on many issues. We further believe that,
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where alternatives and/or issues were identified by the ITRT, resolution can be logically
achieved through collaborative efforts of the Gannett Fleming, RSWA, and the ITRT.

Specific ITR comments are presented in a table below with a GF response along with
proposed resolution.

"S)et':‘ticlih 2.2 "tboﬁfrﬁalct‘dr' B
Procurement Process
and Contract

Organization

Discussion
Needed

"Agree — Further | GF/ITRT/RWSA need to |

ol

discuss additional subsurface
investigation and design

2 Section 2.3 | Site Assessment during | Agree — Further | Additional discussion will be |
Excavation and Discussion required after obtaining
Treatment Needed ‘additional geologic data
3 Section 3.1 | Roller Compacted JAgree Refine details as design
Concrete (RCC) Dam advances
Design
4 Section 3.2 T RCC Mix Design J Agree Refine details as design
. | advances
5 Section 3.3 RCC Test Pad Agree Need RWSA concurrence
6 Section 3.4 | Dam Foundation Agree — Further | Additional discussion will be
Discussion required after obtaining
Needed | additional geologic data |
7 Section 3.5 | Alternative Dam Agree Refine details as design
Alignments advances
8 Section 3.6 | Investigations Agree - Further | All parties agree that
Discussions supplemental investigations
Needed to will be of value to better define
Determine Best | the foundation conditions.
Course of Alternative investigation
Action elements proposed by the
[TRT certainly have potential
merit in socme regards, but
there are also potential
drawbacks and/or practical
impacts that appear not to
have been considered. The
nature and extent of the
supplemental investigations
best suited for the project
should be developed in a
collaborative workshop with
GF, RSWA, & the ITRT.
B 9 Section 3.7 | Observation During Agree This is a standard approach by
| Construction GF and in the industry
10 Section 3.8 | Drilling, Grouting and Agree - Further | Agree that ITRT’s proposed
Cutoff Evaluations alternatives deserve thorough
Needed consideration in next phase of
design and might be found to
be technically acceptable and
J produce a cost savings relatiﬂ
L | to the August 2008 concept




11 Section 3.9 | 1-64 Embankment Agree RWSA select another engineer
Issues to implement this portion of the
project. Additional discussion
on construction contract
coordination with the dam is
will be required

12 Section 4.1 | Source of Aggregate Agree Refine details as design
| forRCC advances
13 Section 4.2 | Access Roads and Agree Refine details as design
Safety advances
14 | Section4.3 | Lowering of Lake Level | Agree Refine details as design
during Construction advances. RWSA decision on

viability should be made
quickly. May be safe yield
and/or temporary conservation

issues
15 Section 5.1 | Overall Construction Agree Refine details during scoping
Schedule and as design advances.
Focus should be on viable
project.
16 | Section 5.2, | Permitting Process and | Agree Refine details as design
‘ Schedule advances
17 J Section 5.3 | Near-Term Objectives: | Agree Refine details during scoping
Summary |
18 Section 6.0 | Risk Managementand | Agree — Further | Refine details during scoping
Potential for Cost Discussion and as design advances
Reduction Needed.

3. Proposed Design Team Assignments and Enhanced Communication
a. Proposed Team
Gene Koontz — Principal
® Ensure that project team resources are provided
e Provide senior management contact to RWSA for progress monitoring
and additional corrective action, as necessary
Aaron Keno — Client, Contract, and Project Manager
¢ Be primary point of contact for RWSA staff on day-to-day basis
e Administer GF services and scope budget and schedule
¢ Work with Design Manager to monitor project progress and facilitate
communication between design team, RWSA and outside
organizations
e Actas RWSA advocate for project team decisions
Dave Wilson — Technical Review — Geotechnical Design
e Provide technical review of geological and geotechnical matters
throughout the project
e Participate in progress meetings when important geotechnical
matters are discussed.
e Be available to present geotechnical findings to the ITRT and/or public
bodies.
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Trent Dreese — Technical Review — Geotechnical Design
e Provide additional geotechnical review support to Dave Wilson
e Serve as back-up for meetings, if Dave Wilson is unavailable.
Rod Holderbaum — Technical Review — Dam Design
e Provide technical review of dam design matters throughout the
project
e Participate in progress meetings when important dam design matters
are discussed.
e Be available to present dam design criteria and features to the ITRT
and/or public bodijes.
Bob Kline — Design Manager
» Continue in current role of leading the dam design effort and support
team through design, bidding and construction services.
» Lead onsite construction services for the dam aspects of the project.
s  Work with Aaron Keno to communicate with RWSA staff and outside
parties in the conduct of the work.
Bill Roman — Geology Lead
e Lead all additional geology activities involving additional
investigations, geologic mapping, joint and fracture analyses, data
collection and analysis in support of the project design with emphasis
on foundation grade.
e lead onsite construction services for the dam foundation aspects of
the project.
Bob Saber — Geotechnical Lead
s Continue in current role of leading the geotechnical design effort and
support team through design, bidding and construction services.
s Lead onsite construction services for the geotechnical aspects of the
project.
Boyd Howard — Structural Lead
e Lead structural engineering aspects of the design and construction
services with particular emphasis on stability, concrete and steel
structure design.
Amanda Hess — H&H Lead
e Continue as lead hydrology and hydraulics engineer through design.
s Provide H&H support if safe yield or care and diversion of water
issues arise.
Jeff Allen — Constructability and Cost Containment
e Continue to provide independent constructability and cost estimating
support to GF staff.
Tom Pursel — Construction Services Lead
e Lead the construction service team through project closeout. Key
onsite staff to be named when project schedule is set.
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Other background staff
» Many other engineers, scientists, technicians and administrative staff
will be assigned to this project as required to meet project needs.
b. Enhanced Communication

i. RWSA and GF commit to an environment of mutual trust and open
communication. GF will pursue this project with an enthusiastic and positive
attitude and a commitment to monitor progress and work with RWSA to
achieve prompt resolution of issues as they arise so that a successful project
may be implemented.

ii. Resume weekly teleconferences (say 1 hour or less targeted) with Chuck Kent
and include at least Tom Frederick with RWSA. GF staff to normally include
Aaron Keno and Bob Kline. Bob Saber, Dave Wilson, Rod Holderbaum and
others will participate as needed. We anticipate a higher level of
involvement in response to the magnitude of issues discussed. Appropriate
staff will be available.

fi. Hold monthly face-to-face meetings with Chuck Kent and Tom Frederick and
other RWSA staff as appropriate. GF members to normally include Aaron
Keno and Bob Kline. Additional GF technical staff to be included as needed
either in person or video conference. Gene Koontz will also attend periodic
meetings. One purpose of the meetings will be for GF to present alternatives
for various project features to RSWA. The capital cost associated with each
alternative, anticipated long-term maintenance costs, and any associated risk
factors will be presented and discussed.

iv. Two to three ITRT meetings will be held at the RWSA office during key points
in the project development and to allow for site visits if necessary. These
meetings should be combined with monthly meetings as appropriate.

v. Periodic (say quarterly) telephone conference calls will be held between Bill
Stout, Gene Koontz and Mike Gaffney to assess project performance and
determine adjustments, if needed.

vi. RWSA should consider increased emphasis on public involvement. The
purpose of this effort is to advise the public and stakeholders of progress,
manage information release, and receive and address stakeholder concerns
(including the dam project and the overall water supply plan). Effectively
communicating project details and accurately reflecting the public opinion is
a key to project success. Another key element is to manage design and
construction issues as they may arise (design changes, construction
disruption, cost estimates, potential construction claims, project
performance and future maintenance, etc.) Interaction between the design
team, public involvement team, RWSA Staff and the RWSA Board
dramatically increases chance for success.

4, Conceptual Changes in Scope of Work
a. Certain activities in the original scope of work were reduced or not pursued at all.

Other activities that were not included in the original scope of work were completed
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with authorization by RWSA. These include: VDOT interaction on 1-64; special use
permit design and support; FEMA floodplain issues, etc. An assessment of existing
activities and project budget needs to be performed to determine the extent of
each. Although not yet confirmed, a net increase is possible.

The ITRT has suggested that the I-64 design be handled under a separate contract by
another design engineer. While we believe that we could successfully complete this
element of the project, we do not object to another engineer taking over this work.
This will result in a reduction in Gannett Fleming’s effort (remaining budget) for this
project element. ,
GF will need to increase rates and budget for remaining unused budget to reflect
current conditions due to project delays.

Interacting with the ITRT in a collaborative manner will increase GF effort and cost.
A specific scope and budget should be established.

Both the ITRT and GF have recommended additional geological investigations and
evaluations. The extent and approach will be determined through discussion with
the ITRT and RWSA. Study approach, discussions, and additional field work, testing
and analyses will be necessary. Either approach will add cost.

Increased telephone conferences and meetings for enhanced communication will
require additional budget.

Increased support of public involvement to the extent desired by RWSA.

[t will be necessary to work with the ITRT and RWSA in a collaborative fashion to
reset the project approach. The Near-Term Objectives identified in the ITRT Report
section 5.3 along with associated alternatives development and evaluation needs to
be completed to determine final design effort. 1t may be worthwhile to set the
scope of work and fee on near-term activities prior to addressing remaining design
effort. Alternatively, assumptions could be made with the understanding that future
adjustment may be necessary. in any case, GF assumes that if/when the project is
resumed, we will be fairly compensated for all activities thereafter.

The scope of services should include some allowance for unanticipated effort. An
amount greater than the normal RWSA contingency of 10% is suggested.

5. Conceptual Schedule

a.

b.

Discussion with the ITRT to reach concurrence on additional subsurface
investigations should be a priority on restart. Field investigations and additional
seepage and stability analyses should be completed. Considering approach
development, discussions, RWSA Board approval and logistics, this will likely take 6-
8 months to complete.

The ITRT has suggested that the project completion date be extended to early 2013.
Provided all parties proceed with a sense of urgency, GF generally agrees that a 2013
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completion date is achievable. Although interaction with the ITRT will add some
time to the project schedule, the focus should be on emerging with a safe, reliable,
and cost effective project. A revised schedule will be developed based on the
identified project approach.

6. Proposed Path Forward

d.

RWSA to determine if they will continue with GF as Design Engineer on the RMR
Dam.

GF to meet or conference with RWSA to finalize our approach to restarting the
project. One goal of the meeting will be to outline the process to reach key
decisions on major directional concepts, such as whether to lower the reservoir to
facilitate construction.

GF to meet with ITRT to discuss ITRT findings and reach concurrence on the focus
and extent of an additional subsurface exploration program and project approach.
GF develop a proposed contract amendmént for: additional subsurface
investigations, analyses, and evaluations; along with net scope and fee changes for
design and bidding services based on current day conditions and proposed changes
in effort.

Negotiate contract amendment for design and bidding services with RWSA.,
Execute the additional subsurface program, analyses, and develop alternatives to
reduce the capital cost of key project elements while maintaining public safety.
Develop estimated cost for each key proposed design modifications in consultation
with a third party cost estimator, if selected by RWSA.

Work with RWSA and ITRT in a collaborative fashion to review the results of
additional analyses and estimated cost savings to refine the project concept and
reduce cost while maintaining public safety. Reach concurrence on design concept
features and operation that have associated costs that are acceptable to the RWSA
Board and Charlottesville community.

Fully develop contract plans and specifications and bid documents to proceed with
construction.

Negotiate a fair contract amendment for GF to provide all construction observation
and management services for the entire construction project, exclusive of I-64.
Provide onsite professional geclogical and dam expertise to provide real-time
decision making on field conditions and adjustments.



“ PPt from the ITRT

|

‘ Chuck Kent

From: Jennifer Whitaker [jwhitaker@rivanna.org]
‘ Sent:  Wednesday, March 18, 2009 8:49 AM
‘ To: 'Kline Jr., Robert A'

Cc: '‘Chuck Kent'
\ Subject: RE: PPt from the ITRT

Page 1 of 1

‘ Thank you,
Jennifer Whitaker

From: Kline Jr., Robert A [mailto:rkline@GFNET.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 17, 2009 3:52 PM

To: jwhitaker@rivanna.org

Cc: Chuck Kent; Keno, Aaron D,

Subject: RE: PPt from the ITRT

Two hardcoples (one each for you and Chuck) have been sent via regular mail.

From: Jennifer Whitaker [mailto:jwhitaker@rivanna.org]
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2009 4:15 PM

To: Kline Jr., Robert A

Cc: 'Chuck Kent'; Keno, Aaron D.

Subject: PPt from the ITRT

Bob,

You previously indicated that you would make a hard copy (8.5x11) of the ppt slides available to us here at
RWSA. Could you please send those to my attention as Chuck is out this week?

Thank you
Jennifer

Jennifer Whitaker, PE

Chief Engineer

Rivanna Water & Sewer Authority
Phn 434.977.2970 x104

Fax 434.293.8858

5/206/2000
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Chuck Kent

From: Jennifer Whitaker [jwhitaker@rivanna.org]
Sent:  Monday, March 16, 2009 4:15 PM

To: ‘Kline Jr., Robert A'

Cc: ‘Chuck Kenf’; 'Keno, Aaron D.'

Subject: PPt from the ITRT

Bob,

You previously indicated that you would make a hard copy (8.5x11) of the ppt slides available to us here at
RWSA. Could you please send those to my attention as Chuck is out this week?

Thank you
Jennifer

Jennifer Whitaker, PE

Chief Engineer

Rivanna Water & Sewer Authority
Phn 434.977.2970 x104

Fax 434.253.8858

$/76/70090
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Chuck Kent

SN

From: Jennifer Whitaker [jwhitaker@rivanna.org]
Sent:  Monday, March 16, 2009 4:13 PM

To: ‘Tamara Ambler'

Cc: ‘Chuck Kent'

Subject: RE: Hydrologics Inc.

1 would say that he and | are available
3/24 after 1pm

3/25 after 3 pm

- 3/26 after 1 pm

Jennifer

From: Tamara Ambler {mailto:tambler@rivanna.org]
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2009 4:09 PM

To: jwhitaker@rivanna.org

Subject: RE: Hydrologics Inc.

Tom advised this afternoon that it can wait until Chuck gets back, so I'll look for something the middle of
the week of the 23, is Chuck’s schedule next week known to anyone? Thanks.

Tamara

From: Jennifer Whitaker [mailto:jwhitaker@rivanna.org]
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2009 4:02 PM

To: Tamara Ambler'

Subject: RE: Hydrologics Inc.

Do you have a proposed date and time?
Jennifer

From: Tamara Ambier [mailto:tambler@rivanna.org]
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2009 9:57 AM

To: tfrederick@rivanna.org

Cc: jwhitaker@rivanna.org

Subject: RE: Hydrologics Inc.

I'm available all day today, so whatever works for you would be fine.

Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2009 2:54 PM
To: Tamara Ambler

Cc: Jennifer Whitaker

Subject: Hydrologics Inc.

Tamara:

S/OA/7000 e e
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At your earliest convenience next week, we have a couple of tasks to discuss with Hydrologics that |
would like to brief you on---

(1) Analysis of pipe diameter vs. dam storage — for the four boards

(2) Risk assessment of drought conditions for options that might lower the existing Ragged
Mountain pool during new dam construction — after you meet with me you will also obtain
input from Jennifer and Chuck

SN LINANG s T T



