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Summary

A new roadway was constructed in Cecil County, Maryland to relieve conditions on existing
municipal streets nearby, provide a trusHief route to an existing and developing industrial

area, and generally support economic development in the af@agindly termed the Perryville
Connector Road, it was ultimately named Coudon Boulevare: 4,600 foot roadway project

cost approximately $3.2 million and required construction of two new bridges, substantial
modification of two state road intersections, anggrades to one state road section. Design

work began in 2000 and the roadway was opened to traffic in July 2008le the finished

roadway is a success, the project did not go smoothly and there are useful lessons in the areas
of project planning andanceptualization, agency interactions, cost estimating, subsurface
investigations, design, and construction management that can be learned and applied to similar
projects.

Background
Cecil County is a largely rural (pop. ~95,000 at the time) area located in the northeastern

portion of Maryland, bordered by the Susquehanna River, the Chesapeake Bay, the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the State of Delaware. In approximately 2000, the
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distribution center at the former Firestone plant in Perryville. The Town of Perryville, the
County, and IKEA were concerned that the heavy truck traffic (some 100 treicksy) would

be unacceptable on existing Aiken Avenue.
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The Office of Economic
Development hired a local
engineering consultant
(McCrone, Inc.ho develop a
conceptual project design,
including a preliminary
layout. This enabled
discussion between the
parties and an initial cost
estimateof $600,000.
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IKEA agreed ttund
approximately $200,000 for




the project. he Board of County Commissioners agreed to construct a bypass route and tasked
the Cecil County Department of Public Works with the designcandtruction.

A working group was established during #erly phase of design, including representatives
from the Office of Economic Development, the Department of Public Works, and McCrone.
Generally speaking, McCrone led the design effort, EconDenvelopment sought funding
from various county, state, and federal sources, and Public Works oversaw the ielsitam
stagesas well as construction

The project site was largen area okxisting forest and farm land. Wetland areas were
prevalent, including a signifinastream (Mill Creek) and related flood plain. The wetland areas
were thought to hae been addressed by alignment changes and limited subsurface soil
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mvestlgatrons but poor soils and shallow groundwater conditions proved to be very costly to
the projed.

Project
The project consisd of approximately 4600 linear feetof new road constructiona singlespan

prestressed concrete AASHTFBdam bridge over Mill Creek with a fbt clear roadway width
and a totalspanof 75feet, atwin-cell concretebox culvert and wing walls with a 4dot clear
roadway width and a total length of approximately #&@t, approximatelyt.2 acresf wetland
mitigation and afforestation landscape plantirgpproximatelyl,500linear feetof shoulder
construction drainage mprovements, pavement overlay of MD Routeapproximatelyl,600
linear feetof acceleration/deceleration/left turn lane construction on U.S. Routgef@ension
of abox culvertunder USRoute40, and installation of a new traffic signat US Route 40’he




project was assembled for competitive bidding as a unit price contiad. S Sy I A y S S NID
estimate was nw $2.27 million.

Bidding

In July 2002, bids were received from five contractord the total extended prices ranged
between $2,567,957 and2$949,070, a range of less than 15%. However, the three lowest
bidders were separated by less than $30,000 (1.17%) and the two lowest bidders were
separated by a remarkable 0.76% (<$20,000). A detailed bid tabulation review showed that the
low bidder ha submitted an obviously unbalanced bid that prejudiced the other bidders and
the County. An exhaustive analysis of the bids was reported to the Board of County
Commissioners, together with a recommendation to award the project to the second lowest
bidder. A bid protest was filednd the Commissioners convened the Bid Protest Board. The
cases of the affected parties were heard and the position of the Department of Public Works
was upheld, allowing a Notice to Proceed to be issued.

Construction

The bidprotest proceedings delayed the start of construction uaétly Novembef002, but
promises had been made to IKEA for the delivery of the roadway in time for their opening in the
summer of 2003. But, by mid November, it was evident that the subsurtalsglsough much

of the project were not suitable to act as subgrade for the new roadway, particularly with the
elevated groundwater conditions and the inability to wait for more favorable weather

conditions. The selected remedy was removal of an additianalve inches of existing

material to be replaced with geotextile fabric and two inch stone, adding approximately
$250,000 to the project.
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with claimsfor additional costs. The Department of Public Works declined to entertain claims
from the subcontractor, given that the contractual relationship was with the Prime Contractor
only, and the Prime Contractor did not concur with the claim and declinedgs pa&n to the
[ 2dzy & @ ¢KS adzm O2yGNI OG2NDa LISNAAaAGSYOS
weather conditions in
January 2003, but they
finally relented and moved
forward with the project
(although they did
subsequently litigate the
matter with the Prime
Contractor).

Construction was further
complicated by easement
and right of way
acquisition, which was
incomplete at the start of
construction.
Nonetheless, the Prime
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