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The _-\ddendum also includes ,\lternate Bid Items to establish unit costs in event the earthwork is so 
imbalanced as to require import or export of materials. The :\ltemate Bid Items allow for the authorization, if 
required, of disposal of excess materials if there is an overage and for import of additional materials if there is 
a shortage . • \ddendum 3 also adds language clarifying that the Bidder should base his lump sum price on the 
"total cut and fill volumes on the greater amount of materials handled; that is final quantities required to fill to 
the designed contours." [sic] 

Compaction requirements are a critical aspect of earthwork design. We found no compaction requirements in 
the Specifications. The geotechnical report, which provides recommendations for compaction, is provided as 
an c\ppendix in the fom1 of a CD in the back of the Contract Documents .. recommendations in the 
geotechnical report are consistent with common practice for this sort o, However, the Contract 
Documents are defined as only printed or hard copies of the items Ii r&fm the ,\greement. The .-\greement 
Form lists the Specifications as part of the Contract Documents, is •. _. ) Jiguous whether the 
recommendations in the geotechnical report would be re'· U,Uements. Several locations in 
the Specifications require that grade be sloped away from builc1kg "as specifieq hi the geotechnical report," 
but we found no reference to compaction requirements. ,\Vesclid not find a claritic:ation to this ambiguity in 
our review of the four Project ,-\ddenda. It appears the bid period, no c n'=r.i.ctor brought up the 
question of compaction requirements. .,. . .-:.: .. ·:;.· 

We looked through the plans for section that show subgrad pre£>¥t:ion. We were ablf .,9 find 
compaction requirements, for aggregate base qOlyfin only two loo ti Ii··, on Sheets C-3 and C-6 of the Plans. 
We found structural subgrade preparation depicted o'11yfor the clarifier base (S-3-3) and the 
headwall between the aeration basins (S-1-1 ). We \vere 'ili.i.tble to find draW-i.ilgs that depict subexcavation, 
compaction and other earthwork requirements fo(foundatiqn§ f.9 r roadway$"; wetlands dikes, buildings or 
other structures. Sections ... nl)' u, rface gradeS'.the structfitai)ip,d mechanis;il sections for buildings 
show either no surrounding earth eartli' up tq and berieath the stfuctures. 

J· " . t : ''• :"' , '. ... 

The earthwork for the and risky because high groundwater and the tight 
construction schedule. It the iutent .<:Jf the lump. ·wn approach to the bid is to leave no room for a 
change order unforeseen field conditions. The designer 
has passed tl!,e re p 'i1 ibiliry f9r earthw r calcula · · ·"' off to tlfe Contractor, saying in effect that the 
payment is fi as a lump quantity. H · ever, the ambiguities created by the absence of 
adequate sections, cottph:p of clear requirements for compaction, seem to us to create 
a risk of changf:order disputes. ·. ['/;, 

--< 

The ultimate order billings not only upon the contract documents but also on the 
particular contractor ani:f tlJ.e constructi n·;administrator, and on the relationship between these entities. Plans 
that are not explicit do nCit'.itecessarily t d to large change orders, if the contractor and administrator are able 
to communicate well and int ·· . led in completing the project in a fair and cost-effective way. 

(· . .;:._ .. 
.. 

5. EVALUATION OF THE OvERALL CAPACITY OF THE NEW FACILITIES 
Tbe new W\Vf'P has been designed to treat a Peak Weekly Flow (PWF) of 7 MGD through the secondary 
treatment units. Our review of the unit process facilities (Section 1) did not frnd any significant issues with the 
P\X-'F capacity. Design Conditions listed on the Plans for the new \XIWTP show a ratio of 1.18 l\1GD ADWF 
to 6.70 :ti.IGO PWF. Based on the ratio of AD\X'F to PWF, the ,-\OWF associated with a PWF of 7 MGD 
would be 1.23 MGD. This ,-\DWF capacity is consistent with the estimated ADWF capacity of the Biolac 
aeration basins of 1.22 MGD, presented above. 

3478.00 &ports 
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6. DETERMINING BROOKTRAILS SHARE OF CAPACITY OF THE WILLITS WWTP 
Brooktrails' agreement with the City of Willits for sewage services is based on Average Dry Weather Flow 
(.ADWF). The agreement defines ,.\DWF as the average daily flow during the five-month period from May 1 
through September 30. Any determination of Brooktrails share of treatment capacity should therefore be in 
terms of AD\VF, as defined in the agreement. 

We have been told (Neary, PC, 6/ 17 / 10) that Brooktrails paid 37.6 ~ ofche costs of up-grades and 
expansions to the Willits wwrP in the late 1980's and that the ~·cy · askin 6rooktrails to pay 37.69% of the 
costs of the current project. Brooktrails' 37.69% share of th~ p .n s 1.22 ,\IGO· \ DWF capacity would be 
0.46 IvfGD. 

We recommend that Brooktrails require the City t · rantee Brooktrails 0.46 GD of ADWF 
capacity in exchange for Brooktrails agreeing to pay 7.69'!fo of the c sts of the cu~ot project. 

The agreement, by expressing Brooktrails' ca 2ci1y as ADWF, le es d crmination ofSFR (~ingle Family 
Residence) capacities to Brooktrails and the Ci,~, ind· .endent of one another. As long as Brooktrails is 
assured of its 0.46 MGD ADWF share, it needp t oc Ol itself with h the City allocates its SFRs. 

IMPORTANT PO :'I RE; \RDI 
1. The agreement "'i.th Lh City is b on percentage of ADWF, not SFRs. 
2. Brooktrails SFR unit w (. \L)~ ) will change over time. 
3. Every five years, B kuail h uld reevaluate its unit flow (SFR ADWF) and the SFR equivalents of 

its share of the Willits ~TI, capacity. 

3478.00 &porli 
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