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Pzobleas during site excavation and feundation 
construction for Fedieral buildings bave troubled tbe General 
Services Adainistratien (GSS) since tbe early 1960*s. Since 
1973, GSA bas paid contractors over $16 aillion for extra costs 
caused by site excs^vation and fona4ation construction prcbleas. 
Outstanding claias against GSA for siallar ptobleas total $6,8 
Billion. Tears of project delays and Billions of dollars in 
additional leasing and aditinistrative costs bave resulted froa 
tbese probleas. Findings/Conclusions: Ontil recently, GSA bad 
placed little enpbasis on reducing tbe severity cf or avoiding 
foundation probleas. A geotecbnical expert bad been bired in 
1967, but tbe position vas abolisbed in 1968 despite a 1967 
report recoBaending biring sucb an expert. A Barcb 1976 report 
cited recurring deficiencies and reccBaended revisions to GSA*s 
foundation construction criteria, specifications, and 
guidelines. Bot alliof tbe recoaaendations bave been 
iapleaented, and iaproveaents are still needed in tbe crucial 
areas ef site selection and inspection during foundation 
construction. GSA needs a staff geotecbnical engineer 
participating in site selection to prevent risks associated witb 
foundation construction. Here eapbasis on data obtained in :̂ oil 
tests is needed, and freguent testing and inspection during 
foundation construction are vital. Becoaaendations: Tbe GSA 
sbould: (1) reguire staff geotecbnical experts te participate in 
foundation constractios inspections vben appropriate; and (2) 
evaluate aays to obtain geotecbnical expertise at tbe regional 
office level, including getting geotecbnical experts froa otber 
Federal agencies to participate in feundaticn construction 
inspections «ben appropriate. (BBS) 
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Since 1973 General Services has paid con­
tractors over $16 million for extra cPsts 
caused by fpundatlon construction prbb 
lems. Claims penfiing amount to $6.8 mil­
lion. : 

Many of these problems could have been 
avo ided i f the agency had a soil and 
foundation expert On its engineering staff. 
In 1967 GAO recommended that the 
agency acquire such an expert. One was 
hired, but his position was soon abolished. 
In March 1976, a consulting f irm made a 
recommendation similar to GAO's, and, in 
March 1978, General Services said it again 
had plans to h're an expert. 

GAO believes that further improvements 
are needed in site selection and inspection 
during foundation construction. 
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The Honorable Joel W. Solomon ; 
Administrator of General Ser-vices 

Dear Mr. Solomon? 
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'SW'g 

This report ai^ddresses the need "for GfeneraiServiceSiyp^ . 
do more to avoid;; f-bunda-tlon-'::!boĥ si:i:Uct|<>ri;;fi:crf̂ ^ 
General Services::has acted: t-0:::reduce-.::t:iiese-:'-p:r6b!iJeinjst̂ ^̂  
ments are needled'Vi'n' two arealsi---(i:)':]S'î t̂ ;::s'(eiefct.i}iciwrê ^ 
spection during foundation cbnstiructiciini.̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  "̂  " f-::.|^tfe: 

We made th'is-:-'review becaiuse;".0-f;:'the.':s:i2:ab;lê ..-ê x:|fĉ  
to the Goverrvitient caused by fpundatiohcoHstructioi^lESi^ 
experienced by the agency.- ^''•''-'[f."'^ .::":-': 

This report contains reconimendations to you. ̂ ô ^̂  : " 
As you know, setction 236 of the Legisl^tiv#iR^pf^artlMS^ 
Act of 1970 requires the head of a FTedferal agency 
a written statement on actioils tiken brt oiir reebi^ 
to the Senate Conunittee on Governmental Affairs alrid:ji:h4 ifiiMŝ ^ 
Committee on Government Operations nbt later thaittSiiidai^ In 
after the date of the report, and to thie Houi^e and S^naii^^^^ ̂^̂; 
Committees on Appropriations with the agency^s first requ^ist^" 
for appropriations made more than 60 days after the deft^bf": 
the report. ' . 

We are sending copies of this repbrt to the pirectGir, 
Office of Management and Budget; the House pommittees oh 
Appropriations, on Government Operations, and oh P u M 
Works and Transportation;|the Seriate Committees ori Envirbn^ 
ment and Public Works and on Govetnmerttal Affairsr arid tfite 
Subcommittee on Treasury, Postal Service, and Generai Gbverri-
ment. Senate Conunittee on Appropriations. 

Sincerely yours> 

> ; . > ! • , 

'̂ : 

R. W. ̂ utmariri 
Director 
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GENERAL ACCOUN'JING OFFICE GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 
REPORT TO THE ADMINISTRATOR SHOULD DO MORE TO AVOID FOUNDA-
OF GENERAL SSRVICaS TION CONSTRUCTION PROBLEMS 

D 1 G E S T 

Problems during siv:e excavation and founda­
tion construction for Federal buildings have 
troubled the General Services Administration 
since ••.h'2 early sixties. In 1967, GAO re­
ported that 15 of 28 Federal buildings that 
cost over $2 million each had such problems. 
Settlements of contractor claims in those 
cases ranged from $2,500 to $4.1 million. 
Upon GAO's recommendation. General Services 
hired a geotechnical engineer (soil and 
foundation expert), but his position was 
abolished about a year later when the agency 
reorganized. 

Problems have continued. Since 1973, the 
General Services Administration has paid 
contractors over $16 million in additional 
costs because of site excavation and founda­
tion construction problems. Such problems 
have caused years of project delays and 
millions in additional leasing and admin­
istrative costs. Claims pending amount to 
$6.8 million. (See pp. 1 and 3.) 

A consu.lting firm, hired to examine General 
Services' foundation construction problems, 
filed a report in March 1976 which: 

—Cited recurring deficiencies which could 
be avoided in the future. 

—Recommended that General Services hire a 
geotechnical engineer. 

—Suggested revisions to General Services' 
foundation construction criteria, specifica­
tions, and guidelines. 

Implementation of the consultants' recommenda­
tions was delayed. The decision to hire a 
staff geotechnical expert was made after GAO 
completed its investigation for this report. 

Taar Sheat. Upon removal, the report 
cover date should be noted hereon. i LCD—78—334 



Even though General Services had upgraded its 
foundation design and construction procedures 
as suggested by the consulting firm, improve­
ments are still needed in the areas of site 
selection and inspection during foundation 
construction. 

Poor site selection, according to a construc­
tion management official, has led to many 
foundation problems. GAO believes some of 
these problems could have been avoided if 
personnel with appropriate backgrounds had 
been assigned to site selection teams. 

Because of increased contract costs on proj­
ects with these problems, more emphasis on 
data obtained in soil tests seems in order. 
Usually, this information has not been 
examined by experts nor has sufficient 
weight been given to soil test findings in 
site selections. 

Frequent testing and inspection during founda­
tion construction are vital. General Siervices 
has issued: new guidelines requiring the archi­
tect's geotechnical engineer to participate 
in foundation construction inspections. Past 
problems, however, indicate that a staff ex­
pert representing General Services' interests 
should both monitor and participate in the 
inspection process. 

General Services is planning to hire a geo­
technical expert for its headquarters staff. 
But because one person may not be sufficient, 
more experts should be hired or trained for 
its regional staffs. 

GAO found that two other Federal agencies with 
major construction programs have organizations 
in their field offices devoted to geotechnical 
engineering. (See p. 7.) 

General Services should: 

—Require staff geotechnical experts to par­
ticipate in foundation construction inspec­
tions. 

11 



—Evaluate ways to obtain geotechnical ex­
pertise at the regional office level, in­
cluding getting geotechnical experts from 
other Federal agencies to participate in 
foundation construction inspections when 
appropriate. (See p. 9.) 

General Services officials generally agreed 
with the conclusions and recommendations in 
this report. They said that hiring a geo­
technical expert for the headquarters staff 
will take care of immediate needs, but ac­
quiring experts for regional offices is not 
currently justified, based on projected con­
struction levels. 

GAO believes that geotechnical expertise is 
needed at the regional level to protect the 
Government's interests and that General Serv­
ices should evaluate ways of getting such 
expertise. GAO recognizes that hiring ex­
perts for each of the regional offices may 
not be justified based on present and planned 
construction volume. (See p. 9.) 

Ifiar.ih£fij i i i 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Problems during site excavation and foundation construc­
tion for Federal buildings have troubled the General Services 
Adniinistration (GSA) since the early sixties. In 1967 we 
reported that 15 of 28 construction projects costing over 
$2 million each had such difficulties. Settlements Of con­
tractors ' claims against GSA in those cases ranged from 
$2,500 to $4,100,000. 

Problems have continued. Since 1973, GSA has paid con­
tractors over $16 million for extra costs caused by site ex­
cavation and foundation construction problems. Outstanding 
claims against GSA for similar problems total $6.8 million. 
Year& of project delays and millions in additional leasing 
and administrative costs have resulted. 

Before site excavation and foundation construction 
begin, tests to accurately determine soil conditions must 
be made. Results of these tests indicate the types of 
foundations suitable for the site. However, some problems— 
stemming from adverse soil or water conditions—are unavoid-
oble because actual conditions occasionally differ from what 
is revealed in even the best soil tests. 

Because of the numerous problems that can develop during 
foundation construction, GSA must have qualified staff experts 
who can 

—understand soil conditions and their potential for 
problems; 

—thoroughly evaiuate soil reports, excavation schedules, 
and foundation designs; and 

—act quickly to resolve a problem, thus reducing costs 
and delays. 

In 1974, the American Society of Civil Engineers adopted 
the phrase "geotechnical" engineer to replace other phrases, 
like "soils," "rock," or "foundation" engineer. One geo­
technical expert describes his discipline as a combination 
of elements from civil and geological engineering. 
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SCOPE OF REVIEW 

We examined GSA's (1) foundation construction problems i 
and actions taken to avoid them and (2) guidelines and pro* 
cedures for foundation design and construction.rjOther Pederal 
agencies involved in major construction were<,also.visited. 

We reviewed studies, memorandum&, and other'documents ] 
related to ieacH agency's foundation design and'construction , 
procedures. Clainis files and coi*tract change oriders identic 
fied problems encountered. Data gathered Was'stippl^mehted 
by interviews with agency and private geotechnical experts 
and construction management personnel. 

Our review was conducted at the central and selected 
regional offices of GSA, the Army Corps of Engineers,, the 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, and the Veterans - ̂  
Administration. 
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CHAPTER 2 ' • ::5-^;"'--i - 1 1 
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GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION SHOOLP P^ |; 

MORE TO AVOID FOUNDATION CQNSTRUCTIOR M P $ $ M ^ :'" } I 

Until recently, the General Services Administretiohl|i|li[̂ : 
placed little emphasis on reducinfth^ severity of or gfĉ  
ing foundation problems. A geotechhicjial engineer had i ^ ^ 
hired iK 1967. Hbwever, GSA abolished -the poeittdn in "If i#5^ 
during a reorganization, despite the fict that a 1967 ê iî  K I; 
report had recommended hiring such an expert/ citing his 
following possible functions: 

—Review proposed foundation designs and specifications. 

'-Interpret soil tests. 
i 

—Recommend solutions to problems arising during founda*^ 
tion construction. 

—Review contractor claims on changed site conditions. 

GSA has had many costiy foundation problems since then. 
Staff geotechnical experts representing GSA's interests might 
have reduced the cost of or prevented these problems. Diffi­
culties occurred even though each project's architect had a 
geotechnical engineering consultant. 

In a July 1977 report (LCD-76-333), we stated that 
agencies seldom take legal or out-of-court action against 
architects and engineers for construction deficiencies. 
Costs caused by architect/engineer negligence can be re­
covered, but, since agencies do not determine who is respon­
sible, the Government cannot recover potential costs in cases 
of negligence. 

PROBLEMS WHICH MIG'IT HAVE BEEN AVOIDED 

Social Security Program Center, 
Chicago- fllinois 

In early 1974, a massive landslide during encavation 
damaged piles already driven into the ground. Expensive re­
pairs and a different sxcovation technique were r»:-guired. 
GSA's consulting firm concluded in 1976 that, because no one 
served as a geotechnical consultant durirr« construction, the 
technical feasibility of the excavation schedule was not re­
viewed and failure occurred. The consultants added that 



similar occurrences could be avoided by having a geotechnical 
engineer evaluate foundation construction whil^ in progress. 

Federal Office Building and Courthouse, 
Honolulu, Hawaii 

In our January 1977 report, "Settlement of Contractor 
Claims for Construction of a Federal Building in Hawaii" 
(LCD-77-311), we stated that ineffective water remdvai during 
site excavation delayed foundation construction. GSA had re­
designed the foundation to reduce costs but ha'' not made addi­
tional site tests recommended by the architect. Had GSA made 
those tests, its vulnerability to $11.8 million of cdntra*^-
tors• claims would have been reduced. 

Because the project site had an average elevation of 
5-1/2 feet before excavation and was close to the ocean, 
water problems during construction were anticipated. Yet, 
pad foundations (which are difficult to construct if a lot 
of water is present) were used in addition to piles. Also, 
the original contract required that the contractor hire an 
expert in site draining. This provision was eliminated to 
reduce costs. 

Federal Office Building, 
Roanoke, Virginia 

Piles with special tips to penetrate rock comprised the 
foundation. Many piles were deflected during installation 
and many more than originally anticipated bad to be used. 
According to the GSA consulting firm, no one tried to solve 
these problems, even though they became obvious early in 
construction. 

PROBLEM AVOIDED BY STAFF 
GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER 

We found an example which shows the value of having 
staff geotechnical engineering expertise. After analyzing 
the Seattle Federal Office Building soil report in early 
1968, GSA's former staff geotechnical engineer suggested 
that the architect change the foundation design. According 
to the engineer, the soil conditions made a deep foundation 
tJO risky and costly. The forndation was redesigned. GSA's 
consulting firm characterized this project as a positive 
example of how GSA should deal with potential geotechnical 
problems. 



CONSULTANTS' RECOMMENDATIONS " 

Becauise: 'bf - recur r ing .:.cb!st:iy^.;fdurtd|i;1;ibh 
s t r u c t i o n problemS'v -' GSA :hi.red.-- â:;̂ g:fio;u;p?|:di;':?heî  
c o n s u l t a n t s t o ana lyze s e l e c t e d pfibje<it#:a^ 
provements;. ;'--'Thê  consultantS"me1:'-w'3;it0:-t^ 
sonne l t o discuss; ' . concl:USiona';;ahd:;j;t^e^.!j|^ 
r e p o r t was .issUedi. - Even-; thbug;hf-ine:;.'!^il^:;:ist-a^ 
major obj'ectibhs;/-•few of'- t.he:%bnil:it^a|iis:^ 
were quickly''•d^l|lemented^.::: ':'G'SA.:;;of:iic'i^ls*;^s^l;^#'lj)i^||^ei|l||i' ;' 
were causefd---by".-ln:s'uff ic ie .h t ;a<3minils^rat-ive.-#;u^^ 

The c o n s u l t a i n t s ' (March 1976) tiejibr^ 
Design and Cohst rub t i o n Aspec t s As s^jDciiat^ 
Substructures-"-:- •.••;;...il"":.y:-'--".:^::'':.^'--

— P r e s c r i b e d more exact rol^s ahid̂ ^ r 
GSA, a r c h i t e c t s , cpntrabi^risfv "ah^ 
-glneera^--"during -•fburtdatiOif;;;'ieî  iî hd'-;'cdiii8̂ i)ie#i!dny.-̂ ^ 

—Provided: guidance on niprtitbr^^ 
fbunda-t-iPh'Vdesigh/bon^strubtibh^^^ 

—Recommended revisions' to G ^ A ' s f b u 
criteria aihid guide specifibatipn#. " • -; 

—Recommended that GSA acquire gfedtiechhicalexperti^s^*^^ 

GSA is implementing some Pf the ab<?we;althPi^^ a"bit 
slowly. Its "new" guidelines for varibUB roles^^^ 
bilities during fbundation d ^ i q n and: ebhstruciiii 
verbatim from the cbnsultahts* report;^ It took 1 # mbi*€h^ 
to issue those guidelines ahd, ais of early May 
lines for site selection and fouhdat:ion deisigh/cbhStriicitip^ 
monitoring had hot yet been issued;̂^̂^̂^̂^̂^̂^̂^̂^̂^̂^̂^̂^̂  ̂̂̂^̂̂̂^̂̂̂  " "̂̂̂̂^̂ 

As far as acquiring expertise" <SSA at first rWj^b^^d^ 
the idea; in October 1977, a GSA cbnstr^actibn mi^hagem^nit 
official told a trade jburnal that a ̂ ebteblinicofl ^* 
not needed because the prospective w o t k l b a d y a s iPw. GSA 
has since rfcconsidered arid, in Marbh 1978, etfter our r^Vie^ 
was largely completed, decided tb hire an expert. 

ADDITIONAL EFFORTS NEEDED 

GSA's adoption of the consulteihts' recommeridatiPrts re­
garding roles and responsibiiities has partially lî igifad 
the agency's foundation design and cbnstructibn prbcedUriess. 
However, further improvements ate ri'^eded in site seieb1^!tbh 
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and foundation construction inspection; In aiddition, OSÂ ^ 
should use the geotechnical experts available ih"b^ 
agencies that have major constructibn programs. •••^•3.'yyy 

Geotechnical expert needed r f|"i 
during site selection . ̂ ..-;;L;:."""-::;; 

• 3 -" ^•^••y't--3:'.t]:3yy3Mk4 
According to an off icial in GSA's Off ice off i;^«^n# 

tion Management, many of GSA's fipuridMibn ptPbi6!l|||^ 
caused by poor, site- selection. •;. .One; :r^atspn.;£pt;|^ 
was that personnel with apprbpriate backgrounds w^ 
signed to site- selection .teams^i\'^;:Thi-^^--cah^;.be-:::riemi8l!^^^ 
part, by the presence of a gebt<echnical engineer>;;M 
1976 report, GSA^s consulting fitih said that Site^ 
more than any other phase of construbtipn,^"Shpi^id"inc^^ 
staff geotechnical specialists:-.- ' 3l3': .3i..3's3.'k \''\)-i'3:-:3t.--:3t''3 

Under current procedures, the s Ite selectiprt"t^l^^ 3 
mines various sites within-an•area:w';-::̂ :Th«;̂ ";teâ  
report containing recommendations on l^hethr^ 
sites to the Administrator Oi::.:to:'the:̂ -CbromiB&idnê  
Public Buildings Service for review â ^̂ P̂P''̂ *̂ ^̂ ^ 
sociological, and environmental faictbrs ate eV«il 
one of the three sites is designated aS a priii^ 
More thorough soil tests are done on this ;site before^ î ^ 
purchased. 

The economic feasibility of const? uction is deterraihedĵ ^̂ ^ j 
from these tests. If potential spil prPbieniw (ma^^^ { 
tion construction risky or excessively cpstiy) ate fbjuiiii/jGSÂ  | 
is supposed to consider another site. We were told thi^"i^ j 
site has been rejected because of unsuitable soil cbnd^ | 

The costs associated with site-relatedl foundatidni ;||̂  j 
lems i;dicate that geotechnical data shbuld be given mip^ I 
priority in selection de«^isipns. GSAVS procediires^ e(î ||ê  
adequate, but the site selection teams still need a i(i^ I 
technical expert. The geotechJiical expert shpul<|(lfep^ j 
of the site selection team arid (2) moriitor and revi(^"||(i(5i|^^^^^^^^^ 
soil tests done on primaty sites. Acebtding to a ii|ii ̂ !Ei|i|i 
of Space Management official, soil reports on ptiiiiary^^^^^!^ I 
have not been (1) reviewed by geotechnical experts arid • "' i 
(2) given sufficient weight in site selection deliber^tibhs* i 

Geotechnical expett also needed 
during foundation constructiori ihSpectibns 

GSA has admitted that many fbundation problems 6 < ^ 
because no staff geotechnical engineer oversaw cpnstri^dilo^ip 
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To improve this situation, GSA adopted guidelines requiring 
the design architect to participate during foundation con­
struction. His responsibilities will include: 

—Monitoring conditions during construction and adjust­
ing the design to fit these conditions. 

—Inspecting work performed during foundation construc­
tion. 

If properly implemented, these guidelines should provide more 
continuity between design and construction, something GSA 
projects have lacked. 

We believe that GSA should not totally rely on the 
architect for geotechnical inspections. GSA's consulting 
firm highlighted the importance of frequent testing and in­
spection durir.j foundation construction. Too often, the 
firm said, inspection reports and test records were simply 
filed away without examination or review. 

Geotechnical experts shbuld participate in foundation 
construction inspections. GSA plans to hire one for the 
Washington, D.C, headquarters staff. However, experts may 
also be needed in GSA's field offices, which are responsible 
for inspecting all phases of construction. 

WHERE TO GET EXPERTISE 

As part of its long-range plans, GSA can (1) have the 
headquarters geotechnical expert train field-construction 
engineers or (2) hire engineers with strong geotechnical 
backgrounds as structural or civil engineer positions open. 

According to GSA, the staff geotechnical engineer to 
be hired will be a nationally recognized authority who will 
be able to develop and provide geotechnical training to 
regional construction engineers. He will also oversee GSA's 
soil and foundation programs. 

Until such a person is hired, however, GSA should con­
sider using geotechnical experts from other Federal agencies. 
Even though they usually construct smaller buildings than 
GSA, two other Federal agencies have geotechnical staffs in 
various field offices throughout the country. The Army Corps 
of Engineers' Baltimore District, for example, employs eight 
geotechnical specialists in its Foundations and Materials 
Branch. The district has four soil test teams and a labora­
tory for soil testing and analysis. Also, the Atlantic 



Division of the Naval Facilities Engineering Command has a 
Soil Mechanics and Paving Branch employing •> full-time 
geotechnical experts. In addition, two di-v̂  ion employees 
have doctorate degrees with a concentration ,.i geotechnical 
engineering. We were told they are cbnsulted when foundation-
related problems or questions arise. 

GSA has used another agency's expertise once. In the 
mid-sixties, GSA's New England Region asked the Corps of En­
gineers to perform soil tests and provide expert testimony 
after a contractor filed a large claim for differing site 
conditions. Corps services were provided on a reimbursable 
basis. A construction manage.Tiont official in the regional 
office said the Corps was brought in because it had the ex­
pertise, the equipment, and the laboratory facilities readily 
available. 

CONCLUSIONS 

GSA has had costly and repetitive site excavation and 
foundation construction problems since the early sixties. 
A fjroup of consultants hired to examine these problems pro­
duced a March 1976 report containing recommendations based 
on an analysis of eight troubled projects. Not all the rec­
ommendations have been implemented. Improvements are still 
needed in two crucial areas: site selection, and inspection 
during foundation construction. 

GSA needs a staff geotechnical engineer participating 
in site selection. He should present an evaluation of any 
risks associated with foundation construction to the select­
ing official before a site is purchased so that, if soil 
conditions warrant, another site can be considered. GSA 
decisionmakers should give a higher priority to soil data 
from primary sites. 

GSA now requires the design architect to participate in 
foundation construction. This will provide continuity be­
tween design and construction, but we believe a GSA staff 
geotechnical expert should also participate during foundation 
construction. Depending on workloads, one headquarters ex­
pert may not be able to inspect all construction projects. 
GSA should consider adding experts to its regional staffs. 
This could be done by 

—having the staff geotechnical engineer train regional 
personnel or 

—filling structural or civil engineering positions with 
personnel having strong geotechnical backgrounds. 
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E i t h e r methbd 

Mi 
:W i 11 t a k e :--t'ime:. .:--Meathwhi-le," wMce-§^m3gt i f i 

Army Corps of ETngineers and t h e N a v a l ^ ^ c i l i t i i ^ ^ 
Command have t t i e i r own g e o t e c h n i c a l e x p e r t s , GSA ShPtf ld-e^^^ 
s i d e r us ing therh on a r e i m b u t s a b l e b a s i s . 

RECOMMENDATIONS -'•.. •'-•:' -y-'')-'•-:'-\3^'.\ 3.\:'fi\'^-^l 

we recommend that the Admiriistrator pf; G 

—Requ t r e -̂ ^̂ staf f geotechn ic«l:-:-e3tpe.rt;s /-to • ;par<iib-i|iifef:LIS;.-..;:i 
f o u n d a t i o n cons t ruc t io in i n s p e c t i o n s . ; ^ a t r 

— E v a l u a t e ways t o o b t a i n g e o t e c h n i c a l expecfci^e-Siffillh^^ 
regional.•::dffice. levei;;y-lrtcl;ud!rngf:'ig'ett5^ih<g;;.;l^ 
exper t s - :frbm. o the t -^Federa l . agehcie:s::.tb--.pi^ 
foundat ior i c o n s t r u c t i o n inspejistidns when i l p p r o p t i i ^ 

. - - . . : *^ . . ; • :: v • • . . T ^ i . : r 5 : J S ; i H : i : , ; i : ! . : ; !;•:••:-;: . . i p , - . -

.'::• ••.-.. . . . . . . ;...,..-.-. • \\::^'\ - ••.•:[X-ii\^.'"i':i,i'-'.:Z^.-' ' . 

The repor t :Was d i scussed- ; Informal ly- withVGSAi:;t5>f|liici^ : 
who gene r a l ly ' ; agireed w-i t h -vthe"-cohbluS;ic>rtS; • arid:;.t^f;iici|^ 
They said .that.;p-lans tb;--h--ir-e--;;a qeoticilh!l.G'i-l.;':̂  
headquar tersi".- -s;ta:fif • will.-:: tafce"cate^L:bf tr'-iriinedia:̂ ^̂ ^ 
acquiring e^xpett^./f or - ref ibHal.-;:bff ice;S--:l'S -^rtb^;-ciu|ii|^^ 
tif ied, based on ptojected "cbnsttUct^ipn levels^ • ' ji 

We believe that geotechriicai e^cpettise is j^ 
regional level to protect the GPverrtiiertt'sinteries:#":^^^^^^H^ 
experts for each regional office rrtay nb^t be justi:f;ied"gicfi^ 
of limited construction volume, but GSA Should evailuat;e"W 
of providing such expertise at the teg ional level when rii^ede^. 



APPENDIX I APPENDIX"! 

.̂ONTRACT INCRgASES AND CLAIMS ($20,000 AND dVER) 

RESULTING FROM FOUNDATIOW 

PROBLEMS ON GSA CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS SINCE ; 1^73; 

Proiect 

Fedecal Buildinq, Post Office 
and..Courthouse, 
Batesville, Arkansas 

Federal Building and Courthouse, 
Fayetteville, Arkansas 

Denver Federal Center Building. 
Denver, Colorado 

Denver Federal Center Building, 
Denver, Colorado 

Hirshhorn Museum, 
District of Columbia 

Federal Building and Courthouse, 
Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 

Federal Buildinq and Post Office, 
Augusta, Georgia 

Federal Buildinq and Courthouse, 
Honolulu, Hawaii 

Great Lakes SSA Program Center, 
Chicago, Illinois 

SSA District Office, 
Kansas City, Kansas 

IRS Center, 
Anilover, Massachuse t t s 

Federril B u i l d i n g , 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 

Federal Building, 
Hattiesburg, Mississippi 

U.S. Animal Meat Research Center, 
Clay City, Nebraska 

Federal Building and Courthouse, 
Lincoln, Nebraska 

Federal Building and Courthouse, 
Syracuse, New York 

Federal Building, 
Portland, Oregon 

Pederal Building and Courthouse, 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Federal Building and Courthouse, 
iian Juan, Puerto Rico 

Federal Building, 
Roanoke, Virginia 

federal Building, 
Beckley, West Virginia 

Federal Building, 
Glkins, West Virginia 

Change orders, 
negotiated settlements, 
and awards upon appeal 

$ 

: Claims 
pending 

61,039 

84,460 

51,080 

22,207 

80,000 

74,630 

59(,450; 

a/5,200,COO 

b/3,500;,000 

28,380 

55,941 

57,283 

94,34i 

£/93,304 

30,000 

51,673 

d/6,000,000 

25,968 

375,000 

205,000 

20,000 

$16.169,756 

5 : 471,316v 

4,969,838 

1,274;812 

50,000 

$6i:765,966 

a/Adjusted to include only foundation-related problems. 

b/Number provided by GSA reflects cost for repairs and use of conisultants. 

c/S15,000 was the foundation-related portion paid from a claim,; and 
378,304 was paid in change orders. 

d/Estimate provided by GSA. 

(945139) 
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