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Meeting Notes 

 
A Constructability Review meeting involving contractor and construction industry representatives, Iowa 
DOT staff, and the consultant design team regarding the I-29 Sioux City Project was held on Thursday 
April 30, 2015 at the Ames, Iowa Holiday Inn Conference Center.  The scope of the constructability 
review was the two roadway construction packages and seven bridges involved in the packages 
scheduled for construction during 2016 and 2017.   
 
For simplicity in these notes, the construction packages reviewed during the meeting will be referenced 
as follows: 
 

 (46) Package – Northbound (NB) I-29 and bridge from Wesley Pkwy to Segment 3 
 (49) Package – NB I-29 and bridges in Downtown from the Floyd River to Wesley Pkwy  

 
A list of participants and contact information is at the end of the meeting notes. 

Topics Discussed 

An overview of the (46) and (49) construction package limits, adjacent and concurrent construction 
packages, significant construction elements, such as bridges, permanent retaining walls, preliminary 
geotechnical recommendations, and special items including the Perry Creek Conduit crossing 
constraints and the Hamilton Drainage Outfall Improvement System were provided to participants by 
the District 3 Assistant Engineer and consultant team staff.  An overview of the construction staging 
plan and key staging areas was also provided.  
 
The following is a summary of the most significant items noted during the constructability 
review: 
 
EPS Material and construction 

 Supplier contacts may be needed to determine appropriate construction schedule allowances 
for block layout design and material availability and supply time. 

 Need to determine if separate contract for EPS material procurement will be beneficial. 
 Need to consider lead time for development and approval of EPS-related submittals in 

determining intermediate completion dates (unless a materials-only separate contract is used). 
 Contractors expressed interest/concern over extent of details in the plans for coordination of 

EPS zones with various intrusion items (sewers, utilities, etc.). 
 Concern for details and material specifications being more in synch with perceived industry 

standards than Third St project. 
 
Mandatory tie for (46) and (49) packages 

 No contractor objections expressed to a mandatory tie.  It was noted that the size of a combined 
package should not be a problem for the contractors who participated in the meeting.  
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Availability of plans for contractor review and comment 

 Strong interest in early release of plans, either Methods or Contracts plans, and/or extended 
advertising period, with expanded time window for contractor comments and questions. 

 Interest in a second constructability review meeting after full sets of plans are available for 
review. 

 
Other items: 

 Concern for potential need to sequentially construct bridges and pave approaches due to limited 
access around bridge sites. 

 Interest expressed in how drainage is to be addressed during construction. 
 Steel noted as preferred material for Hamilton Drainage Outfall pipes under I-29. 
 Suggested use of modified sub-base material to allow construction equipment traffic. 

 
 
The following are the specific questions, responses and comments noted during the 
constructability review. 
 
Q – What are the “temporary” wall conditions? 
R – The temporary walls are more accurately identified as “staging” walls.  Details and limits are still 
under development.  In some cases the walls will be installed and removed in these contracts, but more 
commonly, the staging walls will be installed in these contracts and left in place to be integrated with 
final embankments constructed in the future contracts.  Most of the staging walls are anticipated to be 
wire mesh without facing panels. 
 
Q – What information is available about lightweight fill (EPS) suppliers, quantities, unit weights, and 
specifications? 
R – EPS design details and specifications are still under development.  It is intended that plan details 
and specifications will incorporate modifications implemented during construction of the Third Street 
project. 
 
Q – How will poles, storm sewer inlet wells and pipes and other intrusions in the EPS zones be 
addressed? 
R – The plans will provide location point information for intrusions in the EPS zones, similar to that 
provided in the Third Street project plans.  The plans will also provide general details on how the 
intrusions are to be handled with regard to filling voids or gaps between the EPS material and an 
intrusion item, such as a pole foundation, inlet well or pipe.  It should be understood that the EPS zones 
will need to be constructed around the intrusions in most cases rather than cut-outs in the EPS material 
being made for the intrusion items. 
 
Q – Can the EPS blocks be easily picked up? 
R – EPS block sizes will vary and although lightweight are not able to be picked up by a single worker. 
 
Q – How will EPS material be protected from potential petroleum product spills during construction and 
through the staging process?  What about potential heat (fire) or UV impacts? 
R - The need for protection is being considered.  A cover membrane may be specified in the plans if 
determined to be necessary for specific situations or locations. 
 
C – EPS material should be unloaded and placed rather than stockpiled. 
C – EPS construction requires space and logistics.  A staging area is needed. 
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C – Providing lead time in the construction schedule for preparation and approval of EPS-related 
submittals is important. 
 
Q (DOT) – What are the primary concerns regarding EPS construction? 
R – Availability of laydown area; the somewhat fragile nature of the material. 
 
Q (DOT) – Is a pre-purchase contract for EPS material needed?  It would have to be competitively bid 
and could not impact the construction contracts letting schedule. 
R – Not enough information available yet to know. 
 
C – A three-month lead time could work (ie. normal letting). 
 
Q (DOT) – Would having a separate contract for EPS material make it more difficult for the contractor to 
manage construction? 
R – EPS and related materials would need to be delivered and available at a specified location and 
date. 
 
C (DOT) – Should contact EPS manufacturers and describe extent of need and construction schedule 
for input on availability and logistics. 
C – EPS placement may not be a critical path construction item. 
 
Q – Why are both IFI’s and EPS fill needed? 
R – There are areas where the magnitude of anticipated settlement and duration of settlement time are 
too great for mitigation with IFI’s. 
 
Q – Have borings been obtained in the areas of the proposed IFI’s? 
R – Yes.  Some of the borings indicate the presence buried rubble and the IFI’s may not be easily 
installed in some areas. 
 
Q – If there is rubble in the existing I-29 embankment, why is there a need for lightweight fill? 
R – To address large and long term consolidation issues.  The proposed EPS fills are expected to be 
less costly to build and maintain than lengthened bridges.  
 
Q – Will driven piles be used for the Perry Creek Conduit crossings? 
R – Yes.  Piles will be pre-drilled to the bottom of the conduit elevation, and driven beyond – as was 
done for the Third Street bridge over Perry Creek.  Vibration monitoring will also be required. 
 
Q - Can the pre-drill include a casing pipe? 
R-Yes, and then it would need to be filled with concrete. 
 
Q (to contractors) – What pipe material would be suggested for the Hamilton Drainage Outfall pipes to 
be bored/jacked under I-29? 
R – What are the soil conditions at the Hamilton Drainage Outfall crossing? 
R – Generally a mix of sandy, silty material without evidence of rubble. 
R - Steel pipes would be preferred because they would be less costly to drive.  The described pipe size 
and length for boring are pushing practical limits and will involve construction risks.  Would likely use 
casing pipes and leave in place, as was done recently on the Council Bluffs interstate project. 
Q – Is there an opportunity to locate a receiving pit in the I-29 median?  Minimizing the bore & jack 
length would reduce cost. 
R – There is very limited room in the median. 
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Will concrete barriers be slab-tied, not dowelled? 
R – Yes, for areas with a drop off. 
 
Q – Do the NB I-29 concrete bridge over Virginia St and the Nebraska Ramp B steel bridge have 
separate abutments? 
R – Yes. 
 
Q - On the Virginia Bridge stub abutment, Is there an issue with CMP casing in MSE backfill with 
battered piles? 
R-Battered piles in CMP tubes have been done in Iowa. 
 
Q – Are the bridge foundations all driven piles? 
R – Yes. 
 
Q – Will the bridge abutment retaining walls have granular or EPS backfill? 
R – The EPS backfill limits are still being identified. 
 
Q – What kind of walls are anticipated for the staging walls? 
R – Wire mesh MSE walls without face panels. 
 
C - There will be two feet from the face of wire mesh MSE wall to the edge of new pavement. 
 
Q – How will drainage during construction be handled? 
R – Details are in development. 
 
C – Having modified sub-base material to drive on would improve constructability if tight working areas 
are expected as described. 
 
Q/C – If 24-foot wide pours are anticipated, will transport of full-size pavers across existing/proposed 
bridges be allowed?  It appears that there will be little to no room to break down/move/set up the paving 
machine on either side of the proposed bridges.  Anticipate approximately 100,000 lb. load. 
 
Q/C – Will there be access around the proposed bridges to allow concurrent approach paving and 
bridge construction?  If not, contractors and DOT should anticipate significant late season paving. 
 
Q - Will zero-band smoothness be required on driving lanes and shoulders? 
R – Yes, to facilitate future use of all available pavement to maintain traffic during maintenance 
activities. 
C – Concern with potential need for hand-pour with smoothness restrictions along areas of permanent 
walls. 
C - There are zero clearance pavers available in the market. 
 
Q – Is there potential work that could be accomplished during the winter of 2015? 
R – The staging plan indicates some opportunity, however depending on the time from award to notice 
to proceed, there could be limited time to accomplish early work. 
 
Q (DOT) – Should the (46) and (49) packages be tied at letting? 
C (DOT) – If the contract proposal will contain numerous intermediate completion dates, an optional tie 
between the packages will not be desirable. 
C (DOT) – District 3 is inclined to favor a mandatory tie between the packages due to anticipated risk. 
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C – The size of a tied package should make no difference to the contractors represented in the 
constructability review. 
 
Q – Will plans be made available to contractors more than 30 days in advance of the letting? 
Q (DOT) – Can the designers deliver final plans ahead of schedule to allow an early release to 
contractors? 
R – Current status of geotechnical recommendations development and staging/drainage design 
coordination does not appear to allow for an early submittal of final plans. 
 
Q (DOT) – Could the Methods Review plans be made available to contractors for an early and longer 
review of final staging and other details? 
R – Release of the Methods Review plans at the beginning of September is feasible and could allow 
the contractor review to begin about three months ahead of letting.  Further discussion by DOT staff is 
needed.  
 
A second constructability review based on the entire plan sets could be conducted after about two 
weeks after contractors are provided access to the Methods Review plans (mid-September).   
 
Contractor comments and questions would need to be e-mailed directly to a contact at DOT, since the 
BidEx facility for questions and comments cannot be utilized until the plans are officially advertised.  
Contractors requested the ability to see questions and responses from all parties. 
 
Final plans and a summary of significant changes made in response to contractor comments could be 
made available in late October.   
 
  
Constructability Review Participants: 

Construction Industry   
Ron Otto – AGC/Iowa rotto@agcia.org  515-283-2424 
Marty Jorgensen – Cramer & Associates  mjorgensen@cramerandassociatesinc.com  515-238-5951 
Brian Jacub – Cramer & Associates bjacub@cramerandassociatesinc.com  515-265-1447 
Mark Freier – Godbersen-Smith mfreier@gs-const.com 712-364-3388 
Craig Hughes – Cedar Valley Corp chughes@cedarvalleycorp.com 319-235-9537 
Ron Hall – Knife River ronhall@kniferiver.com  712-898-9224 
Chris Winkel – Knife River chris.winkel@kniferiver.com  712-898-2756 
   
Iowa DOT   
Tony Lazarowicz – IADOT District 3 tony.lazarowicz@dot.iowa.gov 712-276-1451
Shane Tymkowicz – IADOT District 3 shane.tymkowicz@dot.iowa.gov 712-274-5834
Jason Klemme – IADOT District 3 jason.klemme@dot.iowa.gov 712-274-5834
Darwin Bishop – IADOT District 3 darwin.bishop@dot.iowa.gov 712-276-1451
Roxanne Seward – IADOT District 3 roxanne.seward@dot.ia.gov 712-276-1451
Jim Schoenrock – IADOT Design jim.schoenroch@dot.iowa.gov 515-239-1883
Mark Bortle –IADOT mark.bortle@dot.iowa.gov 515-239-1587
Greg Mulder – IADOT greg.mulder@dot.iowa.gov 515-239-1843
Gary Novey – IADOT gary.novey@dot.iowa.gov 515-239-1233
Melissa Serio - IADOT melissa.serio@dot.iowa.gov 515-239-1280
Scott Hanson – IaDOT scott.hanson@dot.iowa.gov 515-239-1274
Tim Simodynes – IaDOT tim.simodynes@dot.iowa.gov 515-239-1606
Kevin Merryman – IaDOT kevin.merryman@dot.iowa.gov 515-239-1848
Dan Sprengeler – Traffic &Safety Dan.sprengeler@dot.iowa.gov 515-239-1823
Wayne Sunday – Construction & Materials Wayne.Sunday@dot.iowa.gov 515-239-1185
Krandel Jack – Contracts Krandel.jack@dot.iowa.gov 515-239-1546
Ed Kasper – Contracts Edward.kasper@dot.iowa.gov 515-239-1414
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Wes Musgrove – Contracts Wes.musgrove@dot.iowa.gov 515-239-1241 
   
FHWA   
Lisa McDaniel – FHWA lisa.mcdaniel@dot.gov 515-233-7307 
   
Consultant Team   
Jim Audino  - HR Green jaudino@hrgreen.com 319-841-4387 
Tom Jantscher – HR Green tjantscher@hrgreen.com 651-659-7769 
Mike Hahn – HR Green mhahn@hrgreen.com 515-777-9572 
Matthew Cushman - Terracon mdcushman@terracon.com  515-244-3184 
Dave Meier – HDR  dave.meier@hdrinc.com  402-399-1068 
Paul Knievel – HDR  paul.knievel@hdrinc.com  402-399-4846 
Jennifer Crumbliss – HDR Jennifer.crumbliss@hdrinc.com 402-926-7049 
Al Nelson – HDR Al.Nelson@hdrinc.com 402-399-1362 
Dave Skogerboe dave.skogerboe@hdrinc.com  515-280-4960 
Hussein Khalil - HDR Hussein.khalil@hdrinc.com  402-399-1331 
Aaron Keller - HDR Aaron.keller@hdrinc.com  402-548-5096 
 


