BOARD OF LEGISLATORS
COUNTY OF WESTCHESTER

Your Committee is in receipt of a transmittal from the County Attorney, pursuant to Section
158.11(5) of the Westchester County Charter for the adoption of an Act which, if adopted by this
Board, would authorize the Westchester County Attomey to settle the claims of E.E. Cruz &
Company, Inc. (“Cruz”) against the County of Westchester (the “County”) for additional
compensation under Contract No. 11-503-REV (the “Contract”) for Rehabilitation of the Fulton
Avenue Bridge over Hutchinson River (BIN 3348220), City of Mount Vernon and Village of
Pelham Manor (the “Project™).

By a resolution approved on May 12, 2016, the Board of Acquisition and Contract awarded
the Contract for the Project to Cruz for the sum of $14,816,000.00. The. scope of work for the
Project included the removal and replacement of the steel bridge deck, stringers and bracing,
sidewalk panels and various secondary members of the Fulton Avenue Bridge (the “Bridge™), a
bascule movable bridge over the Hutchinson River.

On or about February 2, 2020, Cruz submitted to the Commissioner of the Department of
Public Works and Transportation (the “Commissioner”) a verified statement in the form of a “Final
Application for Payment,” along with accompanying materials for this consideration, listing the
following two (2) separate claims for additional compensation with respect to work performed by
Cruz on the Project seeking additional payment under Contract Item Nos. 589.01, 800.23 and
800.34 for the total sum of $1,744,719.00 (the “Claims™):

1. Removal of Existing Steel — Contract Item 589.01.

This claim concerns the removal of existing steel from the Bridge. For Contract Item 589.01,
the County’s engineering consultant, Henningson, Durham & Richardson Architecture and

Engineering, in association with HDR Engineering Inc. (“HDR”), provided the approximate



quantity of 178,684 pounds of existing steel to be removed from the Bridge with the “Pay Unit”
being measured in pounds. In its bid for the Project, Cruz provided a “Unit Bid Price” of $8.00
per pound resulting in an “Amount Bid” of $1,429,472.00 for the removal of existing steel from
the Bridge. To date, Cruz has been paid $1,429,472.00 for the removal of 178,684 pounds of steel;
however, Cruz seeks an additional payment of $1,292,000.00 from the County, claiming that it
removed a total of 340,184 pounds of existing steel from the Bridge, or 161,500 pounds over and
above the amount approximated by HDR.

2. Floorbeam 5 Interferences — Item Nos. 800.23 and 800.34.

This claim concerns in-field modifications along the upper and lower flanges of the
Bridge’s Floorbeam 5. The in-field modifications were required when the upper and lower flanges
made contact with separate joints during test operations on November 13, 2017 and February 15,
2018, respectively. Cruz claims that the interferences were the result of errors in the design
documents prepared by HDR, and claims that it is entitled to additional compensation in the total
sum of $452,718.00 for the resulting in-field modifications.

Your committee has been informed that the Commissioner issued a determination (the
“Determination”) with respect to the Claims for additional compensation under Contract Item No.
589.01, 800.23 and 800.34 on August 27, 2020, finding as follows:

1. Removal of Existing Steel — Item 589.01.

The total amount of existing steel Cruz removed from the Bridge was 311,402.2 total
pounds—an overrun of 132,718.2 pounds from the original estimate provided by HDR. Applying
the $8.00 per pound figure bid by Cruz, Cruz is entitled to additional payment of $1,061,745.60

for the removal of existing steel from the Bridge pursuant to the terms of the Contract.



2. Floorbeam 5 Interferences — Item Nos. 8§00.23 and 800.34,

Cruz is not entitled to additional compensation for the in-field modifications performed by
Cruz with respect to Contract Item Nos, 800.23 and 800.34.

3. Disincentive Assessment — Item No. 698.93940015.

Under Contract Item No. 698.93940015, substantial completion of the project was required
on or before November 22, 2017. The work was not substantially complete until May 24, 2018—
183 days beyond the substantial completion date. Accordingly, pursuant to a Special Notice
annexed to the Project’s bid specification, a disincentive assessment of $2,000.00 per day must be
applied, reducing the sum due Cruz under Contract Item No. 589.01 to $695,745.60 (183 days x
$2,000/day).

Cruz, thereafter, advised that it disagrees with the Commissioner’s determination and
intends to challenge the determination via an Article 78 proceeding.

The Department of Law, the Department of Public Works, and the principals of Cruz have
engaged in negotiations in order to avoid the potential additional expense of litigation. These
negotiations have resulted in a proposed agreement (the “Settlement Agreement”) to settle Cruz’s
Claims, conditioned on this Honorable Board’s approval. Pursuant to the proposed Settlement
Agreement, the County is to pay Cruz the sum of $850,000.00 in full and final satisfaction of its
Claims. The County’s engineer for the Project, HDR, is to contribute $154,254.40 to the
$850,000.00 settlement amount with Cruz via direct payment to the County pursuant to a separate
agreement with the County, which is the subject of separate legislation being submitted to your
Honorable Board for approval simultaneously with this legislative package. In consideration of

the $850,000.00 payment to Cruz, Cruz and the County will release each other from all claims



related to Cruz’s Claims, and the County will rescind and retract the disincentive assessment made
within the Commissioner’s Determination, identified as Item No. 698.93940015.

Your Committee has come to the determination that entering into the Settlement
Agreement, without incurring the potential additional expense of further litigation, hearing, or
adjudication of any issues of fact or law, is in the best interest of the County.

Your Committee recommends that this Board approve the accompanying Act authorizing
the County to settle the Claims of Cruz.

An affirmative vote of a majority of the Board is required to pass this legislation.

Dated: White Plains, New York
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Dated; March 15, 2021
White Plains, New York

The following members attended the meeting remotely, as per Governor Cuomo's Executive Order 202.1 and

approved this item out of Committee with an affirmative vote. Their electronic signature was authorized and
is below.

Committee(s) on:

Law & Major Contracts Budget & Appropriations

ffuillnd, | O

4l d 4 S
e Qe Tor

<Y Cathanie F Booktor
Bsvd 2 Zokbit

i Gl

KMo/, PR,

( /

Curtl. Wb
’/ﬁ ULZ




FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT

SUBIECT: COW v EE Cruz I !NO FISCAL IMPACT PROJECTED

OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT
To Be Completed by Submitting Department and Reviewed by Budget

SECTION A - FUND
[ X |GENERAL FUND [lamPORTFUND  [__|SPECIAL DISTRICTS FUND

SECTION B - EXPENSES AND REVENUES
Total Current Year Expense S 850,000

Total Current Year Revenue

Source of Funds (check one): [ X |Current Appropriations [ |Transfer of Existing Appropriations

DAdditional Appropriations [:IOther {explain)
Identify Accounts: _ 366-46-RB2UU-00-6210: 5296,000 ;
366-46-RB035-01-6210: $281,000;
101-46-6000-4310: $273,000
Potential Related Operating Budget Expenses: Annual Amount
Describe: -
Potential Related QOperating Budget Revenues: Annugl Amount
Describe:

Anticipated Savings to County and/or Impact on Department Operations:

Current Year:

Next Four Years:

Prepared by: Michael Dunn 4

Title: Assistant Budget Analyst Reviewed By:

Department: Budget

Date: March 5, 2021 Date:




ACTNO.: -2021
AN ACT authorizing the County
Attorney to settle on behalf of the
County of Westchester the claims of
E.E. Cruz & Company, Inc. against the
County for additional compensation
under Contract No. 11-503-REV for
Rehabilitation of the Fulton Avenue
Bridge over Hutchinson River (BIN

3348220), City of Mount Vernon and
Village of Pelham Manor, New York.

BE IT ENACTED by the Board of Legislators of the County of Westchester as follows:

Section 1. The County Attorney is hereby authorized to settle the claims of E.E. Cruz &
Company, Inc. for additional compensation under Contract No. 11-503-REV for Rehabilitation of
the Fulton Avenue Bridge over Hutchinson River (BIN 3348220), City of Mount Vernon and
Village of Pelham Manor, New York, (the “Contract”) alleged by Cruz in its verified statement in
the form of a “Final Application for Payment,” dated February 2, 2020, revised July 2, 2020, with
respect to Contract Item Nos. 589.01, 800.23 and 800.34 (the “Claims”), by the payment of
$850,000.00 in full and final satisfaction of the Claims, with the County’s engineer for the Project,
Henningson, Durham & Richardson Architecture and Engineering, in association with HDR
Engineering, Inc., contributing $154,254.40 of the $850,000.000 payment, and Cruz and the
County releasing each other from all claims related to Cruz’s Claims, and the County rescinding
and retracting the disincentive assessment made in the Commissioner of Public Works and
Transportation’s Determination, dated August 27, 2020, identified as Item No. 698.93940015.

§2. The County Attorney, or his designee, is hereby authorized to execute and deliver all
documents and take such actions as the he deems necessary and desirable to accomplish the
purposes hereof.

§3. This Act shall take effect immediately.



In the Matter of the Claim of: COMMISSIONER’S
DETERMINATION

E.E. Cruz & Company, Inc. for Additional Compensation
under Westchester County Contract No. 11-503-REV
for Rehabilitation of the Fulton Avenue Bridge

Over Hutchinson River (BIN 3348220), City of

Mount Vernon and Village of Pelham Manor, New York,

X

I. AUTHORITY

By a resolution duly approved on May 12, 2016, the Westchester County Board of
Acquisition and Contract (the “County Board”) awarded Contract No. 11-503-Rev. for
Rehabilitation of the Fulton Avenue Bridge over Hutchinson River (BIN 3348220), City of
Mount Vernon and Village of Pelham Manor, New York, to E.E. Cruz & Company, Inc. in the
sum of $14,816,000.00.

Pursuant to the May 12 Resolution, the County of Westchester (the “County”) executed
Contract 11-503-REV with E.E. Cruz & Company, Inc., which included the following: (i) the
Agreement, dated May 12, 2016 (the “Agreement™), (ii) Information for Bidders, (iii) General
Clauses, (iv) Special Clauses, (v) Specifications, (vi) Itemized Proposal, and (vii) Plans and
issued Addenda (collectively referred to as the “Contract™).

As a condition precedent to receiving final payment under the Contract, the Contractor is
required to submit a supplementary verified statement that includes all claims that accrued
between substantial completion and final completion of the project. Information for Bidders, §
22¢(B). Only claims particularly identified on the Contractor’s supplementary verified statement
would be preserved; all other claims of whatever nature would be deemed waived and released.
Id

The Contractor submitted a Contractor’s Certificate for Final Application for Payment,
sworn to on February 2, 2020, along with accompanying materials, in support of its final claim
for payment (“Final Application for Payment™). A copy of the Final Application for Payment is
annexed as Exhibit “A.” In paragraph 4 of the Final Application for Payment, the Contractor
listed the following unpaid biils and liabilities:

Claims No. Name of Claimant  Purposes Amount
1. - E.E.Cruz 589.01-Removal of existing steel $1,292,000.
2. E.E. Cruz FB 5 Interferences $452,718.
3 E.E. Cruz , Final Retainage Release $148,160.

TOTAL $1,892,878.



Accompanying the Final Application for Payment, the Contractor submitted the
following materials in support of Claim Nos. (1} and (2):

1. Letter Log No L-022, dated February 12, 2020, re: Contract No. 11-503-REV,
Rehabilitation of Fulton Avenue Bridge over Hutchinson River Item 589.01-
Removal of Existing Steel- Additional Quantities, a copy of which is annexed as
Exhibit “B” (“Letter Log No. L-022").

2. Letter Log No. L-23, dated February 12, 2020, re: Contract No. 11-503-REV,
Rehabilitation of Fulton Avenue Bridge over Hutchinson River- 800.23 — Floor Beam
5 Upper Flange Interference and 800.34 — Floor Beam 5 Bottom Flange Interference,
a copy of which is annexed as Exhibit “C” (“Letter Log No. L-23").

The Commissioner of the Department of Public Works and Transportation (the
“Commissioner™) is authorized to render a full and final determination as to any and all disputes
pursuant the following provision in the Contract:

“[Slhould any dispute arise respecting the true construction, interpretation or
meaning of the Contract plans, specifications or conditions herein, or the
measurement for the pavment thereunder, same shall be referred to and decided
by the said Commissioner and his decision hereon shall be final and conclusive
upon the parties hereto and may not be challenged except in a proceeding
commenced pursuant to Article 78 of the Civil Practice Law and Rules. This
provision shall also apply to the true value of any duly authorized extra work or
any work permitted by agreement in case any work shall be ordered performed, or
any work called for shall be so omitted under and upon the direction of said
Commissioner.”

Agreement, p. 8 (emphasis added).

In accordance with the authority granted to the Commissioner pursuant to the Contract, 1
have fully reviewed the claims submitted by E.E. Cruz & Company, Inc. (the “Contractor™).
After careful consideration, the following constitutes my full and final determination with
respect to the Contractor’s Claim Nos. | and 2; a separate determination shall be rendered with
respect to the Contractor’s Claim No. 3.

II. FACTS

By the May 12 Resolution, the County Board awarded the Contract to the Contractor for
the sum of $14,816,000.00. The scope of work for the rehabilitation of the Fulton Avenue bridge
(the “Bridge™), a bascule movable bridge, over the Hutchinson River (the “Project™) included the
removal and replacement of the Bridge’s “steel bridge deck, stringers and bracing, sidewalk
panels and various secondary members...[and] both approach spans....” General Reguirements
to the Contract, para. 1.



Upon its submission of the Contractor’s Final Application for Payment and Letter Log
Nos. L-022 and 1.-023, the Contractor seeks an additional payment under Contract Item Nos.
589.01 (Claim No.l), as well as 800.23 and 800.34 (Claim No. 2) for the total sum of
$1,744,718.30.

a. Claim No. 1 - Item No. 589.01 — Removal of Existing Steel.

Item No. 589.01 concerns the removal of existing steel from the Bridge. For Item No.
589.01, the County provided the “approximate™ quantity of 178,684 pounds of existing steel with
the “Pay Unit” being measured in pounds. In its bid for the Project, the Contractor provided a
“Unit Bid Price” of $8.00 per pound resulting in an “Amount Bid” of $1,429,472.00 for the
removal of the 178,684 pounds of existing steel approximated by the County’s engineering
consultant, HDR Engineering Inc. (the “Engineer”). ‘

To date, the Contractor has been paid $1,429,472.00 for the removal of 178,684 pounds
of steel.

The Contractor seeks an additional payment of $1,292,000.00 from the County for the
removal of existing steel under Item No. 589.01 and seeks a determination with respect to same
by submission of Letter Log No. L-022. Specifically, the Contractor claims that it removed a
total of 340,184 pounds of existing steel from the Bridge, or 161,500 pounds over and above that
which was approximated by the Engineer. Notwithstanding its estimation, the Contractor claims
that the County acknowledged a total existing steel removal quantity of 320,263 pounds and
requests a minimum payment of $1,132,632.00 under Item No. 589.01, calculated as an
additional 141,579 pounds at the Unit Price of $8.00/pound. The Contractor has not annexed any
support for its 340,184 pound estimation, or any support for its claim that the County has
acknowledged and agreed that 320,263 pounds of stee! were removed, to its application for
additional payment under Item No. 589.01. ‘

The County, in turn, does not deny that at the point in time the 178,684 pounds of steel
was removed that amount represented only part of the amount of the steel that needed to be
removed, and the removal of the existing steel had not been completed. However, the County
disputes the quantity of additional existing steel the Contractor claims it removed.

The Engineer calculates that the Contractor removed a total of 311,402.2 total pounds of
steel from the Bridge—an overrun of 132,718.2 pounds from the original estimate provided by
the County. The County furthermore claims that it never acknowledged and/or agreed that
320,263 pounds of steel were removed from the Bridge. Rather, the County agrees that it
discussed the 320,263 quantity number with the Contractor, but that this was done prior to the
Engineer fully examining the item in detail and analyzing each component of the quantity of
steel involved. The County refers to a September 16, 2019 email to the Contractor, a copy of
which is annexed as Exhibit “D”, in which the Project Engineer provides the basis for its
calculation that the total quantity of steel removed was 311,402.2 pounds. The County claims
that the 311,402.2 poundage was determined by using balancing calculations provided by the
Contractor, and then deducting quantities not payable per the Project specifications (i.e.,



concrete, welds, bolts, etc.). The County, by the Engineer, offers a detailed estimation resulting
in the quantity alleged, a copy of which is annexed hereto as Exhibit “E”.

b. Claim No. 2 - Item Nos. 800.23 and 800.34 — Floor Beam 5. Upper and Bottom
Flange Interference.

Item Nos. 800.23 and 800.34 concern in-field medifications along the upper and lower
flanges of the Bridge’s Floorbeam 5 for which the Contractor claims it is due payment under the
Contract. Upon its submission of Letter Log No. L-023, the Contractor seeks payment under
[tem Nos. 800.23 and 800.34 of $61,280.03 and $391,438.27, respectively.

i. Item No. 800.23 - Floor Beam 5 — Upper I'lange Interference.

This claim concerns a constructability interference, which occurred when the Contractor
attempted to raise the Bridge to prepare for an incoming barge on November 13, 2017.
Specifically, upon attempting to raise the Bridge, it was discovered that a floor beam flange on
both the East and West spans of the Bridge were coming into contact with a joint requiring the
Contractor to cut the floor beam flange to enable the Bridge to continue to raise. The Contractor
claims that the design documents of the Engineer were not clear on the measurements and are the
cause of the interference, and subsequent additional work required. The County, however, claims
that the Contractor is at fault because the Contractor was required to conduct contractually
required surveys and confirm all measurements prior to fabricating the replacement portions of
the Bridge and attempting to raise the Bridge. The County claims that if the Contractor
conducted the required survey(s) and confirmed the measurements in advance as required, it
would have discovered the issue, it could have requested prior clarification, and it could have
avoided any costs associated with the interference.

ii. Item No. 800.34 — Floor Beam 5 - Bottom Flange Interference.

This claim concerns a constructability interference, which occurred during a test
operation of the Bridge on February 135, 2018. Specifically, the bottom flange of Floorbeam 5 on
both the East and West spans of the Bridge interfered with the counter-weight slab armor joint,
preventing same from opening to its predetermined seventy (70) degree mark; thus, requiring the
Contractor to cut three (3) inches of steel from each corresponding flange as both the Pelham
Manor span and Mount Vernon Span of the Bridge were affected. This, however, affected the
integrity of the flange as a whole, requiring the Contractor to drill steel on the other side of the
flange in order to reinforce the flange and the beam. The Contractor again claims that the
interference stems from a flaw in the designs provided by the Engineer. The County again claims
that the Contractor is at fault because the Contractor was required to conduct contractually
required surveys and confirm all measurements prior to fabricating the replacement portions of
the Bridge and attempting to raise the Bridge, which would have thus discovered the issue in
advance, could have requested prior clarification, and avoided the subsequent costs associated
with the interference claimed by the Contractor.

¢. Ttem No. §98.93940015 — Disincentive Assessment,




There is another Item No. that affects the County’s ability to make any payments to the
Contractor under the Contract that that must be analyzed.

Item No. 698.93940015 concerns “incentive payments/disincentive assessments for work
subject to the Special Note ‘Incentive/Disincentive Clause.”” Itemized Proposal, p. 6.

The Contract provides that “[{]ate completion of I/D work will result in a disincentive
assessment which will be deducted from money due to the contractor.” Special Notice, p. 2.

I/D Work is defined to include “all work relating to the closure of the Fulton Avenue
Bridge to two-way vehicular and pedestrian traffic as detailed in the reference contract plans”
(the “I/D Work™). Id.

The Contract provides for an assessment in the sum of $2,000.00 per day (the “Daily
Cost”) beginning the calendar day subsequent to Wednesday November 22, 2017 and continuing
each day thereafter until the I/D Work is substantially completed to the satisfaction of the
Engineer. Id. at p.1. Substantial completion is defined as the date upon which the Bridge is
“successfully opened 9 out of 10 times, under normal operating conditions from the new
operatot’s house, within a 4-hour window.” Id. at p. 2-3. The Engineer is the sole authority in
determining when the work is substantially complete. Id. at p. 3.

Moreover, the Contract provides:

“Failure to substantially complete any I/D work within the number of consecutive
calendar days specified will result in the daily cost specified for that work in the special
note “DESCRIPTION OF I/D WORK?” being assessed for every calendar day in excess
of the number of consecutive calendar days specified, up to the time when the work is
substantially complete. THERE IS NO LIMIT ON THE AMOUNT OF
DISINCENTIVE ASSESSMENT.”

Id, at p. 3 (emphasis in the original).
III. DISCUSSION

The Commissioner’s determination is ultimately guided by the terms of the Contract
itself, which includes the drawings, plans and specifications.

a. Claim No. I - Item No. 589.01 — Removal of Existing Steel.

The general rule is that unit price contracts entitle a contractor to payment for work
completed, at the agreed-upon unit price, even in circumstances in which the amount of work is
considerably in excess of the estimates. In such a case, the contractor is entitled to the unit price
bid, but not to any unforeseen damages, lost profit or additional costs or materials.



Here, the Contract is subject to the Contractor’s “Itemized Proposal” with unit prices bid
for each work item. As such, it is a unit price contract subject to the following covenants as set
forth in the Contract:

The County covenants and agrees with the said Contractor, in consideration of the
covenants and agreements herein being strictly and in all respects complied with
by the said Contractor as specified, that it will well and truly pay unto said
Contractor the unit prices set forth in the Proposal for the various items included
in the Contract. Agreement, p. 2.

The Contractor will accept the unit prices named in the proposal for all additions
to or deductions from the original quantities as given in the specifications. It is
agreed that the Commissioner will make estimates of the value for the work
completed as provided in the specifications and the final estimate will be made
accordingly. Agreement, p. 4.

If the various parts of the work have been divided into classes and/or items to
enable the bidder to bid for different portions of the work in accordance with its
estimate of their costs, in the event of any increase or decrease in the quantity will
be paid for at the price bid for that particular item. The sum of the amount for
each class or item, obtained by multiplying the approximate quantity by the unit
price, shall constitute the total sum bid. Information to Bidders, § 13.

Pursuant to the terms of the Contract, the Contractor is entitled to payment for the
removal of quantities of steel over and above the approximate quantity provided by the County
under Item 589.01 at the “Unit Bid Price” of $8.00 per pound.

Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Contractor failed to provide any support whatsoever
in its application for additional payment to substantiate its claim that it removed 340,184 pounds
of steel. Nor has the Contractor provided any support for its claim that the County acknowledged
a quantity of 320,263. Indeed, the only support annexed to its application for payment were
excerpts of Contract provisions supporting its claim for additional payment at the Unit Bid Price
of $8.00/pound; nothing to support the actual estimate that it alleges.

The County, on the other hand, supports its claim with a communication to the
Contractor advising of its 311,402.2 estimation as well as a detailed analysis of how it reached
said estimation. As such, it is my determination that the Contractor is entitled to additional
payment of $1,061,745.60 under ltem 589.01, calculated as an additional 132,718.2 pounds of
steel removed at a Unit Bid Price of $8.00/pound.

b. Claim No. 2 - Item Nos. 800.23 and 800.34 — Floor Beam 5 — Upper and Bottom
Flange Interference.

The terms of the Contract are clear; to wit: the relevant terms of the Contract are as
follows:



Agreement, p. 2:

The Contractor acknowledges receipt of the “Information for Bidders, General
and Special Clauses, Specification, Proposal and Plans™ relating to this Contract,
as well as all issued Addenda thereto, all of which are expressly incorporated in
this Contract as if fully set forth herein.

Agreement, p. 9:

The Contractor by the submitting of bids and execution of this Contract hereby
covenants and agrees that he has examined the plans, specifications and the site
work, as to local conditions, difficulties and accuracy of approximate estimate
quantities and does hereby further covenant and agree that he will not make any
claim for damages by reason of any such local conditions, difficulties or variation
of approximate estimate of quantities.

Special Clauses, para. 34:

The detail plans and specifications for the contract have been prepared with care and
intended to show as cleatly as is practicable the work required to be done. The contractor
must realize however, that construction details cannot always be accurately anticipated
and that in executing the work, field conditions may require reasonable modifications in
the details of the plans and quantities of work invelved. Work under all items in the
contract must be carried out to meet these field conditions to the satisfaction of the
Engineer and in accordance with his instructions and the contract specifications.

Drawing No. $-03, Sheet No. 14 of 159, Note 16 (emphasis added):

These contract documents have been prepared based on field inspections and
original contract plans. Actual field conditions may require modifications to
construction details and work quantities. The Contractor shall perform work in
accordance with field conditions. Bidders shall visit the site of the Project before
submitting a proposal to ascertain the work extents.

Drawing No. G-03, Sheet No. 3 of 159, Notes 3 and 4 (emphasis added):

Note 3: The Contractor shall verify dimensions necessary for the proper fit of
concrete and steel elements prior to the fabrication of the steel. The cost of field
verifying dimensions shall be included in the price bid for structural steel items.

Note 4: Horizontal, vertical, and detail dimensions and elevations shown on these
plans have been obtained from the available drawings of the existing structures,
and from other sources. The Contractor shall perform a field survey to establish
base lines and control points and to verify all_existing_dimensions affecting
fabrication and construction. Submit this field survey to the Engineer before shop
and construction drawings are staried. The Contractor shall fabricate all materials

7



in accordance with their own measurements and be responsible for proper fit of
all work. The Engineer’s approval of shop drawings shall not relieve the
Contractor of this responsibility.

In accordance with the unambiguous terms of the Contract cited above, the Contractor’s
claims for additional compensation under Item Nos. 800.23 and 800.34, respectively, is without
merit.

As described above, the primary guide in determining whether a contractor is entitled to
receive additional compensation is the contract itself. Here, the Contractor agreed that the
Contract, and its obligations pursuant to same, consisted of its adherence to the terms and
conditions stated in all specifications and plans. Pursuant to the Project plans and specifications
cited above, it was incumbent upon the Contractor to verify all dimensiens prior to fabrication; it
was furthermore incumbent upon the Contractor to include the cost of same in the Amount Bid,
and to conduct all necessary and proper surveys to verify field conditions. These Contract
provisions clearly and unambiguously establish that the parties intended for the Contractor to
rely upon its own personal investigation, which included verifying conditions and dimensions
which affect the Project. It necessarily follows then that the interferences to the upper and lower
flange of Floorbeam 5 occurring during on November 13, 2017 and February 15, 2018 were
either known or should have been known by the Contractor.

As such, the Contractor’s claim for additional compensation under Item Nos. 800.23 and
800.34 is denied.

c. ltem No. 698.93940015 — Disincentive Assessiment.

Under Item No. 698.93940015, substantial completion of all I/D Work was required on
or before November 22, 2017. The work was not substantially complete until May 24, 2018 -
183 days beyond the required substantial completion date. Therefore, pursuant to the Special
Notice section of the Contract, a disincentive assessment in the sum of $366,000.00 (183 days x
$2,000/day) must be deducted from money due to the Contractor. The County offers the email,
dated May 25, 2018, attached hereto as Exhibit “G” in support of the May 24, 2018 substantial
completion date.

IV, CONCLUSION

Claim No. 1. - Deducting the $366,000.00 disincentive assessment under Item No.
698.93940015 from the sum of $1,061,745.60 due the Contractor under Item 589.01, it is the
final determination of the Commissioner that the Contractor is entitled to a payment of
$695,745.60 under and pursuant to the terms of the Contract for Claim No. 1.



Claim No. 2 - It is the determination of the Commissioner that the Contractor is due no
payment under Claim No. 2 - Item Nos. 800.23 and 800.34.

Dated: White Piains, New York

August 27 2020

%/%ﬂm Lo

Hugh JCGrééchan, Jr., P.E /’

Comrfrissioner
Department of Public Works and Transportation
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS - DIV. OF ENGINEERING
COUNTY OF WESTCHESTER

CONTRACTOR’S CERTIFICATE
Final Application for Payment

L Paul Marino ) Treasurer
(Name of Officet ot Principal) (Tithe)
of EECruzCg, Inc,

& _ Conttactor)
-.32 Avenue of Americas, 13th Floor, New York, NY 10013

11-503 Rev (“‘da“}iffc"m“ﬁ%habauaﬁon of the Fulton
(Litle of Contraci)

‘Undet Contract No.
Avenue Bridge over Hulchinson River

said Contract having been made betweea the said Contractor and the County of Westchester, do
hereby certify and state with tespect to wotk performed under said Contract through and including
Fing Estimate No. ____24 dated ____October 28,2019

(incotporated by reference) as follows:

1. That pursuant to Section 220-a, 220-b, 220-c of the Labot Law, I do hereby certify and state
© that the names and addtesses of all approved subcontractors who performed work undet this
Contract até a5 follows:

See attached list

1 further state that all of the above said subcontractors have been paid in full except fot those
listed in No, 2 below.

2. “That pursuant to Section 220-a, 220-b, 220-¢ of the Labor: Law, I do hereby certify and state
that the following subcontractots who performed work undet this final estimate numberand

who have 110t been paid in full are:
Natne _ Amount. :
Verde Electric in discusston: with subcontractor

I further state that all of the above subcontractors will be paid under this final estirnate.



Contract No. 11-503 Rev
Estimate No, 24

3 That the following is a complete list-of all amounts now due and owing from said Contractor
t6 arly and all laboters for daily or weekly wages or supplements on account of said contract
through and including this final estimate.

Name Atriount

N/A 0

4. Thatthe following is 2 full and true statement of 2ll utipaid bills and liabilities incurred on
this contract covering wotk performed up. to and including the 2bove described final estimate.

Name of Claimant Purposes

EE Cruz 589.01-Removal of existing steel $1,292,000
EE Cruz FB5 Interferences $452,718
EE Cruz Final Retainage release $148,160

TOTAL:$1.892 878

5. That the Contractor submits this Certificate and accompanying materjal in support of his final
claim for payment and the Contractot states that it has no other outstanding claims against the
County in regard to the above-captioned contract.

CONTRACTOR FIRM NAME: __EE Cruz Co. Inc.
SIGNATURE: ___/ Tt Pl

TITLE: Trea copes”

STATE OF NEW YORK )

COUNTY OF WESTCHES’I'ER) 56!
CITY OF
(') ol M N4in g being duly sworn, deposes and says that he is the
Treoagurmesy of the

(Title)
Contractor named in the fotcgomg Certificate and Statement and the person who executed the samie;
that he is duly authorized fo execute said Cettificate and Statement on behalf of said Contractor; that
(s)he has tead such Certificate and Statement subscrbed by him (her) and knows the contents the:eof

and that the same is true of his (her) own knowledge.

S‘ubscribcd and sworn to before me

_i\__ dayof &Jﬂﬂ"gg&% , W0 2.02.0

/A\\Mp B. }\]JEAQMV

Notnry' Public, Westchester County NN B WIELAND

ARY PUBLIC, STATE OF NEW YORK
NOT Registration No. 0%1\!416239034“%
Cualified in West estafm -

| commission Expites Septamber 30,2021 __
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February 12, 2020
Letter Log No L-022
Mr. Hugh J. Greechan, Jr. P.E.
County of Westchester ,
Department of Public Works and Transportation
148 Martine Ave., Rm. 518
White Plains, NY 10601

Re:  Contract No, 11-503-REV, Rehabilitation of the Fulton Avenue Bridge Over Hutchinson River
ltem 589.01 — Removal of Existing Steel — Additional Quantities

Dear Mr. Greechan;

Further to our numerous meetings on this subject and in connection with the referenced contract, E.E.
Cruz & Company, Inc. (“E.E. Cruz™) disputes the County of Westchester's refusal o issue payment for
additional guantities of item 589.01 — Removal of Existing Steel at the unit price indicated in E.E.
Cruz's proposal. Pursuant to the contract executed between the County of Westchester and E.E. Cruz on
May 12, 2016, the County explicitly agreed to issue payment at the unit prices set forth in the proposal
for all additions to the original quantities. Moreover, E.E. Cruz is required to accept such unit prices for
additional quantities. Specific reference is made to page four of the contract (Exhibit 1) which states;

“..between the parties fo this Contract that the Contractor will accept the unit prices named in the
proposal for all additions to or deduciions from the original quantities as given in the specifications. Ii
is agreed that the Commissioner will make estimates of the value for the work completed as provided in
the specifications and the final estimate will be made accordingly.”™

Furtheimote, paragraph 10 of the Proposal Requirements (Exhibit 2} states:

“...undersigned does hereby agree to accept their indicated lump sum price for the total work andfor
their indicated unii prices for various items of the work as the sole basis in determination of the value of
addition to, or dedction from the specified scope of contract work"

Information for Bidders, Article 19 — Increase or Decrease of Quantities; Elimination of {tems (Exhibit
3) states;

.. the Contractor agrees that quantities shown on the Proposal Pages ppposite items of the work for
which unit prices have been requested are approximate estimated quantities, and during the progress of
work the County may find it advisable and shall have the right to...increase and decrease the shown
approximate estimated quanlifies..,

The Contractor shall make no elaim for anticipated profits or loss of profits, because of any difference
between the guantities of various classes of work actually done...”

32 Avenue of the Americas, 13% Flogr, New York, New York 10013
Tel: (212) 431-3993 Fax: {212) 431-3996
WWW,BOCTUZ.COM
Egual Opportunity Employer
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E.E. Cruz is merely seeking exactly what the contract reqmres payment of additional guantities at the
unit price bid. There simply is no contractual basis for denying payment of the additional quantities
under item 589,01 at the unit prices set forth in E.E. Cruz's proposal.

It has been over 2 years since EE Cruz have rémoved existing steel identified on contract drawings and
réquested payment under 589.01 — Removal of Existing Steel bid item. Contract quantity for this bid
item is 178,684 Ibs and Westchester County has paid EE Cruz up to this bid quantity.

EE Cruz removed 340,184 1bs of existing steel and requested an additional payment under the
referenced bid item for 161,500 Ibs @ $8/1b = $1,292,000. Westchester County has acknowledged total
existing steel removal quantity as 320,263 Ibs, but only paid EE Cruz up to the contract quantity.

Pursuant to the contract requirements stated above, we hereby request immediate payment for this bid
item at 2 minimum up to the undisputed quantity of 320,263 1bs as acknowledged by Westchester
County for a total of $1,132,632

EE Cruz reserves all of its rights not only to payment for additional quantities under this bid item, but
also for the interest charges for over two years for monies withheld unfairly despite ¢rystal clear contract
language.

If you have any questions regarding our request herein, please do not hesitate to call Kadir Ozbek at
017-335 2388.

Very truly yours,

gw/ e
Paiil Marino
Treasurer

E.E. Cruz and Company, Inc.

CC: R. Donnelly, K. Roseman {WC)
JohnPaul Cunninghiam (HDR)
I, Sheehan, Bill Riley (EEC)
P. Monte, J. Egan, Esq.

32 Avenue of the Americas, 13% Floar, New York, New York 10013
Tel: {212) 431-3993. Fax: (212} 431-3996
WPW.eBCTUZ.COM '
Equal Opportunity Employer
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February 12, 2020
Letter Log No L-023
Mr. Hugh J. Greéechan, Ir. P.E,
County of Westchester
Department of Public Works and Transportation
148 Martine Ave., Rim. 518
White Plains, NY 10601

Re:  Contract No. 11-503-REV, Rehabilitation of the Fulton Avenue Bridge Over Hutchinson River -
800.23 - Floor Beam 5 Upper Flange Interference
800.34 - Floor Beam 5 Bottom Flange Interference

Dear Mr. Greechan:

Further to our numerous meetings on this subject and in connection with the referenced contract, E.E.
Cruz & Company, Ine. (“EEC™) disputes the County of Westchester's (WC) refusal to issue payment for
additional cost incuired due to in-field modifications required along the top and bottom flanges of
Floorbeam 5 (FBS). Below we remind you of the time line of events on this subject and the fact that WC
was given due notice as detailed on the attached Exhibits.

Time line of events:

» 11/13/2017 — EEC discovered multiple constructability interferences during the operation of the
bridge.

« 11/16/2017 — EEC put HDR/WC on notice regarding constructability interferénces related to
FB5 and requested a change order (Exhibit 1).

¢ 11/22 thru 12/07/17 — EEC incurred costs with respect to these intérferences and remedy work
that was necessary to make the bridge operational for barge traffic. These additional costs were
documented on T&M sheets and submitted to WC.

o 12/7/2017 - EEC submitted its letter L-016 and informed HDR/WC of costs it had incurred
between 11/22 and 12/07 and requested compensation (Exhibit 2)

=  On 02/15/2018 via an email, EEC informed HDR/WC of further interferences related to FBS
stating “...during final balancing of the Mount Vernon Leaf (West Side) we noticed that at 53
degrees the botiom flange of FBSW was bidding against the top flange of counter weight slab
armored joint. We couldn 't raise the leaf any further in order to reach the 70 degree required
per.spec...” (Exhibit 3)

s  On or about 4/9/2018, HDR issued a DRAFT drawing showing Upper-Flange Interference _
(previously removed between 11/22 and 12/7) and contemplated removal of the bottom flange to
address recent interference issue (Exhibit 4).

e 4/11/2018 - EEC submitted its letter L-018 and informed HDR/WC of the direct and indirect
(time related) costs of this FB5 bottom flange interference (Exhibit 5).

s 6/4/2018 — HDR issued its findings related to FBS interference {Exhibit 6), These findings can be
suriunarized as follows:

32 Avenue of the Americas, 13" Floor, New York, New York 10013.
Tol: {212) 431-3903 Fax: (212) 431.3996
WWW.8ECTUZ.COMm J
Equal Opportunity Employer
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o Referred to the complicated nature of the problem and several site visits and surveys
conducted by 50 States (EEC’s survey sub), M.1. Engineering (HDR sub) and HDR itself

o Acknowledged the FBS interference and the necessity to cut bottom flange by 3 7/8”

o HDR was able to confirm that the top of deck at the trunnion location is approximately 2
~ 6 V4™ above the centerline of trunnion, which HDR claimed to be consistent with the
trunnion location identified in the 1971 as-built plans and the dimension HDR utilized in
the original design plans.

o HDR provided a model depicting how the leaf would have cleared FBS based on these
dimensions (which they believed are to be correct)

o HDR concluded its letter by putting blame on EEC for not performing condition surveys
in two stages and contemplated that this issue would have been recognized and mitigated
ahead of time

e (/12/2018 - EBC issued a detailed response to HDR s letter (Exhibit 7):

o Compared As-Built drawings and Contract drawings.and clearly and unarguably showed
that HDR's new design reduced available distance between existing FBS and newly
constructed fixed edge of the deck joint by 2 9/16™

o Pointed out to two issues represented on HDRs letter:

1. HDR’s model used the deck joint at the location shown on the current contract
drawings, which is not the case as proven by as-built drawings

2. HDR’s flawed model still only yielded to a 1/8” clearance between FBS bottom
flange and fixed end joint which by no means is adequate or practical for a
moveable bridge

o Pointed out that per contract requirements FBS, FB6 and main girder trunnions were to
remain as per original contract scope of work.

o Concluded that:

1. During the design, HDR changed the location of the entire deck joint assembly,
which led to the interference between FB5 and the fixed part of deck joint

2. There were no contractual requirements for pre and post survey of existing
members

3. HDR should have performed these surveys during the design phase considering
that HDR had changed the location of deck joint,

s 6/13/2018 - HDR replied to EEC’s letter, but instead of providing explanation on the reasons
behind moving the entire joint assembly, restated positions from their original letter dated
6/4/2018. Furthermore directed EEC to keep T&M forms tracking cost (Exhibit 8)

s 6/15/2018 —EEC replied to HDR's letter stating that work will be performed under protest and
EEC will keep daily T&M sheets (Exhibit 9).

» 6/18 thru 6/29/18 — EEC proceed with clearing out the interference as per details provided by
HDR. These additional costs were documented on T&M sheets and submitted to WC,

¢ Throughout 2018 and 2019, EEC, HDR and WC conducted several téchnical and change order
negotiation meetings for FBS5 intérference issue. At the end of these mieetings, HDR/WC agreed
with EEC’s position that HDR’s new design moved the joint closer to the operation of the
bascule span and EEC is entitled for compensation. However, HDR/WC insisted on their
position that pre deck demolition and post deck demolition as-built surveys would have caught
this problem ahead of time and resulted in a more cost efficient fix.

32 Avenue of the Americas, 13 Fioor, New York, New York 10013
Tel: (212) 431-3993 Fax: (212} 431-3996
WWW . SBCTUZ.COM
Equal Cpportunity Empioyer
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Conclusion

Pursuant'to the contract executed between the WC and EEC on May 12, 2016, both parties agreed that
EEC was to provide the final product exactly as it was laid out in the plans, specifications and drawirigs
that had been previously reviewed and approved by WC.

Page one of the contract (Exhibit 10) explicitly states:

“Said Contractor, shall and will ... provide all manner and kind of materials... necessary for the due and
proper performance of this Contract... in conformity with said plans and specification without any
alteration, deviation, additions, or omissions therefrom except upon due request and under the written
direction of said Commissioner. "

In other words, EEC was contractually obligated to construct the bridge according to the information
provided by the WC. Thus, EEC is not responsible for extra costs resulting from inherent flaws with, or
discrepancies between, the as-built condition and proposed design.

FBS interference issues are a direct result of relocation of the joint assembly (maving it closer to the
swing of the bascule span) during the design phase,

Contract had no pre deck demolition and post deck demolition survey provisions
Even if EEC had performed these pre and post deck demolition surveys, it would have still followed the
contract documents and constructed the deck joint exactly as shown on the contract drawings. EEC

would have no reason to doubt that HDR had a design mistake with the location of the deck joint.

Only a pre-construction full design review of contract drawings would have allowed the project team to
identify this design mistake ahead of time. A full design review was not a contract requirement.

EEC cannot be held responsible for time and cost implications of FBS interference:

Quantum:
EEC subimitted its associated cost to WC for values of $53,570.80 and $415,000.00 for medifications

required along the top and bottom flanges of FB3 respectively. Upon a more detailed review of the work
required and backup information subsequently submitted by EEC’s subcontractors, EEC hereby revises
its proposals for change order 800.23 to $61,280.03 for modifications to the top flange of FBS (Exhibit
11), and for change order 800.34 to $391,438.27 for modifications to the bottom flange of FBS {Exhibit
12}.

We hereby request a fair evaluation of these outstanding change orders and an expedited paym ent for
this work totaling $452.718.3

EEC reserves all of its rights for the interest charges for over two years for monies withheld unfairly
despite crystal clear contract language,

32 Aveniie of the Americas, 13" Eloor, New York, New York 10013
Telk (212} 431-3993 Fax: (212) 431-3996
WWW.epCruz.com.

Equal Opportunity Empioyer
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1f you have any questions regarding our request herein, please do not hesitate to call Kadir Ozbek at
917-3352388.

Very truly yours, —

At Ve

Paul Marino
Treasurer
E.E. Cruz and Company, Inc.

CC: R. Donnelly, K. Roseman (WC)
JohnPaul Cunningham (HDR)
J, Sheehan, Bill Riley (EEC)
P. Monte, J. Egan, Esq.

~ Attachments: Exhibits | thru 12

32 Avenua of the Americas, 13" Floor, New York, New York 10013
Tel: {212) 431-3993 Fax: (212) 431-3996
WWW.eeCTUZ.com
Equal Opportunity Employer
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From: Cunningham, JohnPaul

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 11:39 AM

To: Ozbek, Kadir <kQzbek@eecruz.com>

Cc: Roseman, Kevin <kmr5@westchestergov.com>; Hajjeh, Khaled <Khaled Hajieh@hdrinc.com»
Subject: ltem 589,01 (Steel Removal) quantity total

Kadir,

}just wanted to let you know that we further investigated the Steel Removal {Item 589.01) and checked our calculation
numbers from a couple of different angles.

One of the ways we did this was by using the balancing calculations that you provided. We took the tables and deducted
out the quantities that were not payable per the specification. With these deductions the payment quantities for the
two bascule spans are 132,667.1 on the Mount Vernon spreadsheet and 133,824.7 on Pelham Manor spreadshest. For
your information the largest of the deductions was for Concrete that was included in the calculation. As an example,
43,377 4 lbs were deducted (from the original 187,902.3) for the concrete weight on the Mount Vernon spreadshest.
Other deductions included welds, bolts, etc. Utilizing these numbers, a total of 266,491.8 pounds were removed on the
Bascule spans.

As for the counterweight spans, we utilized the project plans and confirmed our previous est:mate (including reviewing
photos, emails and previous spreadsheets) of 44,910.4 Ibs. Please note that the steel removed at the counterweight
spans was significantly lighter than the steel that was subsequently installed.

Therefore, the total guantity for item 589.01 to be paid is 266,491.8 Ibs plus 44,910.4 Ibs or 311,402.2 lbs With the
original contract value of 178,684 Its this represents an overrun of 132,718.2 Ibs.

John Paul

John Paul Cunningham Jr., PE, CEM
Hudson Valley Area Manager

HDR

711 Westchester Ave, Suite 103

White Plains, NY 10604 .
D 914.993.2004 M 914.290.,3108

ichnpaul.cunningham@hdrinc.com

hdrinc.com/follow-us
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DETAILED ANALYSIS OF BALANCE PROGRESS
FULTON AVE. BASCULE BRIDGE

Leaf: Mount Vernon {West)
Date: 08i01/20
Time: 337 PM
it Date
G Subgroup Element Description Mark Location  Installed
i o Design Drawings Shop drawings 1=Yes 0=Na Installed
1 REMOVALS

1.4 BASCULE STEEL
1.1.1 Bay 3 Stee! (F.

1Sid

Page 1 of 10

171.8
2041

1,038.5
200

4,680.0
-57.8
-23.8
3o0.8

29313
-36.2
-14.9
168.0

8.7

430.2
360.8
4643
766
38.4

204

2297

1831
5.8

7.934.3
5,556.9

1718
2041
135
1,038.5
29.0
6.5
4,690.0
-57.8
-238
306.8
116.6
2,931.3
-36.2
14,9
188.0
729
-1.758.8
2.7
89
-112.8
-43.7
841.7
55.1
430.2
360.8
484.3
76.6
3a.4
Y
20.4
a7
454
2207
£8.3
153.1
76.8
7.8
7,934.3
5,556.9

X {ft)

Hosiz. Arm Vert. Arm  Trans, Arm

52.584
52,684
52.584
§2.584
52.584
§2.684
52,584
52,584
62.584
62,584
52.584
52.584
§2.584
52.584
52.584
52,584
52,584
52,584
52.584
52.584
52.584
52.584
52.584
52.684
52.584
52.584
§2.584
52.584
52,684
52.584
52,564
52.584
52.584
52.584
52.584
52.584
52.584
52.584
52.584

¥ (ft}

3.994
4,039
3.994
3413
2,895
2.895
2272
3.005
2.841
2.189
2.189
2272
3.005
2.841
2.189
2189
2.272
3,008
2.841
21389
2.189
3.439
3.022
1422
1422
1422
1.507
1.422
1.422
1.422
1.422
1.507
1.507
1.507
1.507
1422
1.507
3.204
3.356

Z(f)

0.0a0
0.000
0.000
0,000
0.000
0.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
-1.600
-1.600
+1.600
-1.600
-1.600
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

W (ft-1b)

9,035.9
10,7301
00
54,608.5
1,626.5
0.0
245,619.0
-3,041.8
-1,2525
15,817.3
0.0
154,136.9
-1,901.2
-782.8
09,9858
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
44,257.3
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0o
0.0
00
00
00
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
417, 116.4
292,206.6

Wy (ft-ib)

686.3
824.2
0.0
3.544.4
840
0.0
10,855.7
1738
-571.7
658.5
0.0
6,659.8
-108.68
-423
411.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
2,854.4
0.0
0o
00

0‘0 -
0.0
0.0
0.0
.0
0.0
oo
0.0
0.0
a0
00
0.6
54214
18,649.1

Wz (ft-1b}

.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
4,690.0
-57.8
-23.8
300.8
0.0
-4,680.0
57.8
23.8
-300.8

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.g
0.0
0.0
0.0
0o
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0



DETAILED ANALYSIS OF BALANCE PROGRESS
FULTON AVE. BASCULE BRIDGE

Leaf:
Date:
Time:

Group

Mount Vernon {West)

06/01/20

3:37PM

Subgroup Etement Description Mark Location  Instalied
D Shep drawings N 1=Yes 0=No

Date
Instaltad

Page 2 of 10

HDR
Welght (Ib}

14,1667
3,203.9
613
-305.1
525
735

755.1
53.6
60.2

128.2

6071

36.0
215
201

1.7
7551
53.6
629

129.2
75.3

607.1

210
-1.7
755.1
53.8
629

1292

785.1
53.6

629
6.5
1292
6.5
753
6.5
6071
38
2.5
2.6
2.0
-7
755.1
53.6
829
6.5
120.2
6.5

X {fr} Y i Z{ft)
Horlz. Arm Vert, Arm Trans. Arm

52,584 3397 .000
£2.584 3.397 0.000
52.584 3.356 0.000
52.584 3.356 0.800
52.584 3.387 0.000
52.584 3.397 0000
52.584 3.356 9,000
53.154 4.142 0.000
59.154 4,262 0.000
50154 3.994 0.600
59,154 3.890 Q.000
59,154 3.994 0.000
50.154 3.994 0.000
59,154 3.990 0.000
59.154 3.990 0.000
59.154 4.278 0.000
59.154 4267 o.000
61.250 4.145 0.000
59.154 4142 0.000
59.154 4.142 0.000
59.154 4142 ' 0.000
61.000 4.278 0.600
55.104 4.132 0.000
55.104 4.242 0.600
55.104 3.594 0.000
55,104 3.0904 0.000
55.104 3.934 0.000
55,104 3.984 0.000
55.104 3.880 0.000
55.104 3.0980 0.000
55,104 4.268 0.600
65.104 4.257 0.000
55.104 4,132 0.000
55,104 4132 0.000
55.104 4,132 £.000
55104 4.268 0.000
51.052 4.114 D.009
51.052 4.224 0.000
51.0582 3976 0.000
51.652 34976 0.000
51.652 3966 0.000
51.052 3966 £.000

Wx (ft-lb)

61,452.3
168,471.5
3,224.3
16,0427
-8,021.4
-3,867.4
0.0
44,667.8
31714
3,560.2
0.0
7,640.8
0.0
4,457.1
0.0
35910.5
0.0
2,202.4
1,273.5
1,186.7
0.0
-101.9
41,6096
2,954.2
3.465.8
0.0
7T
0.0
41520
0.0
334519
0.0
1,186.3
0.0
1,155.3
924
38,549.9
2,737.0
3,211.0
0.0
£,594.3
0.0

Wy (ft-Ib}

3,960.9
10,883.5
205.8
-1,023.8
5182
249.8
0.0
3a2ry
228.0
240.4
0.0
5159
0.0
300.6
0.0
2,587.0
0.0
148.0
89.2
831
0.0
74
3,120.1
227.4
251.2
0.0
514.6
0.0
299.8
0.0
2,591.0
0.0
89.0
00
86.6
741
3,106.5
226.5
250.1
0.0
5123
0.0

Wz {ft-1h)

0.0
00
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0o
0.9
0.0
0.0
0.0
00
0.0
Do
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
00
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0



DETAILED ANALYSIS OF BALANGE PROGRESS
FULTON AVE. BASCULE BRIDGE

Leaf: Mount Vernon [West)
Date: 06/01120
Time: 37T PM
HDR
Group Subgroup Element Description Mark Location Installed Date Waight (Ib) X{f) Y {ft) Z(ft) W {ft-1b)
Design Drawings =Ye tal Horiz. Arm  Vert. A)m Trans, Arm
I E = : 753 75.3 51.052 3.962 0.000 3.846.7
6.5 51.052 3.962 0,000 0.0
607.1 6807.1 51.052 4,250 0000 30,9920
39 51.052 4.239 0.000 0.0
21.8 215 51,052 4,114 0.000 1,092.0
26 51.052 4.114 0,000 0.0
210 21.0 51,052 4.114 0.000 1,070.3
-1.7 1.7 51.052 4.250 0.000 -853
755.1 7551 47.000 4.089 0.000 35,490.2
53.6 53.6 47.000 4,198 0.000 25198
62.9 828 47.000 3.951 0.000 2,956.1
8.5 47.600 34951 0.000 0.0
128.2 1292 47.000 3.941 0000 6,070.9
6.5 47 000 3.941 0.000 0.0
753 753 47.000 3.937 0.000 3,541.4
6.5 47.000 3.937 0.000 0.0
6071 607.1 47.000 4.225 0.000 28,532.2
39 47.000 4,214 0.000 0.0
215 215 47.000 4.089 0.000 1,018
26 47.000 4089 0.000 0.0
210 210 47,000 4.088 0.000 9854
-1,125.5 -1,125.5 60.688 3.249 0.000 -88,304.3
-262.5 «262.5 60.583 2.228 0.000 -15,603.0
723 723 60.583 3.005 ©.000 -4,380.7
-28.8 298 60.583 2.841 0.000 +1,803.7
-800.4 -600.4 44.583 3171 0.000 ~48,142.5
-262.5 -262.5 44,583 2,150 0.000 -11,703.0
-723 723 44,583 3.005 0.000 -3,2238
i€o 3 -29.8 29.8 44 583 2.841 0.000 -1.327.4
Subtotal Bay 3 Steel {FB1 to FB2) 33,6617 336445 49748 3.083 0000 1,675,581.6
1.1.2 Bay 2 Stea] (FB2 to FB3)
i y 1718 171.8 35.751 3.847 0.000 6,143.3
2041 204.1 35751 3.893 0.000 7,295.2
135 35,751 3.847 0.000 0.0
1,0385 1,038.5 35.75% 3.267 0.000 371274
280 29.0 35,751 2787 0.000 1,037.9
6.5 35.751 2.767 0.000 0.0
5,862.5 5862.5 35.75% 2126 0.580 209,590.2
723 723 36,751 2.858 0.800 -2,585.1
-28.8 -29.8 35.5M 2.695 0.800 -1.058.1
376.0 376.0 35571 2043 0.800 13,374.7

Page 30f 10

Wy (ft-Ib)

298.5
0.0
2,580.0
oo
886
0.0
863
<71
3.087.6
2251
248.5
0.0
509.1
0.0
20966
0.9
2,564.9
0.0
88.0
0.0
85.7
-3,656.7
-584.9
217.3
-84.6
-2,855.2
-564.4
2173

-84.6
103,842.9

661.1
794.4
0.0
3,392.8
80.3
0.0
12,4637
-206.7
-80.2
768.2

Wz {ft-1b)

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
6.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
00
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
“0.0
00
0.0
0.6

0.0
0.0
0.0
00
00
a0

4,690.0

578
238
300.8



DETAILED ANALYSIS OF BALANCE PROGRESS
FULTON AVE. BASCULE BRIDGE

Leaf: Mount Vernon (West)

Date: 06/01{20

Time: 3ITPM

Group Subgroup Element Description

Design Drawings

Mark
Shop drawings

Location  Installed Data
1=Yes 0=No Installed

Page 40f 10

1.758.8
-21.7
4.9
112.8

B4L.T

430.2
360.8
464.3
76.6
384

204

2297

15341
76.8

7.8343
5,602.4
1.168.7
32039
60.7
-305.1
-152.5
735

755.1
5.6
62.9

6.5

129.2

48,6
1,758.8
«21.7
-8.9
1238
14.6
-1,758.8
217
4.9
“112.8
-14.6
841.7
55,1
430.2
360.8
464.3
76.6
38.4
87
204
9.7
454
229.7
58.3
1531
76.8
778
7.834.3
5,502.4
1,168.7
3,203.9
60.7
-305.1
~152.5
-73.5
866.9
755.1
53.6
62.9
6.5
1282
6.5

X {ft} Y (ft) Z{fty
Horiz. Arm  Vert. Arm  Trans. Arm
35.571 2.043 0,600
35.751 2126 -2.667
35.751 2.858 -2.867
35.5T1 2695 -2.567
3557 2043 -2.667
3557 2043 -2.667
35.751 2,126 0.000
35.751 2858 0.000
3557 2.695 0.000
355M 2043 ©9.000
35.571 2.043 0.000
35.751 3.263 0.000
35.751 2.876 0.c00
35751 1276 0,000
35.751 1276 0.000
35.751 1276 0.000
35.751 1.361 0.000
35751 1.276 0.000
35.751 1.276 0.000
35.751 1.276 0.000
35.751 1.276 0.000
35751 1.361 0.000
35.751 1.361 0.000
35751 1.361 0.000
35.751 1.361 0.000
35.751 1.278 0.900
35.751 1.361 0400
35.751 3.058 0.000
35.75 3.210 0.G00
35751 325 0.000
35751 3.251 0.000
35,751 3.210 0.000
35.151 3.210 0.000
35.751 3.251 0.000
35,751 3.251 0.000
35,754 3.210 0.000
42.948 4,055 0.060
42,948 4,165 0,060
42,948 3.917 0,000
42.848 3.917 0.000
42.948 3.907 0.000
42,948 3.907 0.600

Wx (ft-Ib)

0.0
62,8771
7755
TT
40124
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
6o
0.0
30,089.8
0.0
0.0
)
¢.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
283,658.6
196,714.9
41,780.4
114,541.0
2,170.7
-10,807.2
-5,453.5
26294
a.0
32,430.5
2,302,5
2,701.3
279.2
5,547.5
0.0

Wy (ft-ib)

0.0
3,739.1
-62.0
-24.1
2305
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
2,771.6
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
00
0.0
0.0
24.263.0
17,6626
37993
10,415.7
194.9
-979.3
-495.9
-239.1
0.0
3.062.0
2233
2464
255
504.7
0.0

W {ft-1b)

4.0
-4,690.6
57.9
238
-300.8
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
G.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.6
0.c
ixH]
0.0
g.c
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
oo
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
c.0
0.0
124
0o
00
0.0



DETAILED ANALYSIS OF BALANCE PROGRESS
FULTON AVE, BASCULE BRIDGE

Leaf:
Date:
Time:

Group

Mount Vernon {(West)

06/01/20

3:37TPM

Subgroup Element Description

Design Drawings
o Il

Locaticn

installed
8=No

Date
{nstailed

Page 50f 10

HOR
Waight (ib)

753
607.1
215
210
1.7
755.1
53.6
629
128.2
753
607.1
216
21.0
1.7
7556.1
53.6
62.9
129.2
75.3
607.1
21.5
21.0
<17
7551
53.6

62.9

128.2

75.3
6.5
607.1
39
215

2t0
1.7
755.1
53.68
§2.9
65
129.2
6.5
753
6.5
607.1
39
215
26
21.0
1.7
755.1
53.8
62.9
85
128.2
6.5
75.3
5.5
8071
39
215
26
21.9
-7
7551
53.6
62.9
6.5
129.2
6.5

X {R)

Hotiz, Arm Vert. Arm  Trans. Arm

42,948
42,048
42.948
42,948
42,948
A2 948
42,948
42.948
38.898
38.896
38.896
38.896
38,690
36.806
36895
38,895
38.896
38.896
38.896
38.886
38,896
38.896
34.844
34.844
34,844
34.844
34,844
34.844
34.844
34844
34.844
34.844
34.844
34.844
34.844
34.844
30792
30.792
30,792
30.782
30.792
30.792

¥ (ft) Z(f)
3.903 0.000
3.903 0,000
4191 0.000
4.180 0.000
4.055 0.000
4.055 0.000
4.055 0.000
4.191 0.000
4.014 0.000
4124 0.000
1676 0.000
34876 0.000
3.865 0.000
3.866 0.000
3.862 0.000
3.862 0.000
4.150 0.000
4,139 0.000
4014 0.000
4.014 0.000
4.014 0.000
4,130 0.000
3.964 0.000
4074 0.000
3.626 0.000
3.826 0.000
3.816 0.000
3816 0.000
3812 0.000
3812 0.000
4.100 0.000
4089 0.000
3.964 0.600
3.984 0.000
3.964 0.000
4100 0.000
3907 0.000
4017 0.000
3.769 .000
3.769 0.000
3.759 (.000
3.759 0.000

Wi {ft-Ib)

32380
0.0
26,0724
0.0
924.6
0.0
900.4
-71.8
29,370.8
2,085.3
2,446.4
6.0
5,024.1
0.0
29307
0.0
23,612.5
0.0
B37.4
0.0
815.5
-65.0
26,3111
1,868.1
21915
00
4,500.7
oo
26254
0.0
21,1527
0.0
750.1
0.0
730.5
-58.2
23,2513
1,650.8
1,936.7
0.0
39773
0.0

Wy (ft-1b}

2941
2.0
2,544.2
0.0
87.3
0.0
85.0
-7.0
30310
2211
243.8
00
499.4
0.0
2H.0
0.0
25193
0.0
86.4
0.0
84.2
5.8
2,993.3
2184
240,86
0.0
492.9
0.0
287.2
0.0
2,439.0
0.0
85.3
0.0
831
6.8
2,950.2
2154
2371
0.0
485.5
0.0

Wz {ft-Ib)

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
Q.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
2.0
0.0
0.0
a.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
00
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
00
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0



DETAILED ANALYSIS OF BALANCE PROGRESS
FULTCN AVE, BASCULE BRIDGE

Leaf: Mount Vernon {West)
Date: 06/01120
Time: 337 PM
HOR
Graup Subgroup Element Description Mark Location  Installed Date Weight {Ib)

Design Drawings Shop drawling _1=Yes 0=No Installed
DGR DRIt . . o ” W hoshelbe

21.0
-000.4
2625
-72.2
-29.8
-900.4
262.5
723

Subtotal Bay 2 Steel ' " " 33,8257

Subtotal Main Girder Top Flange Plates 0.0

171.8
204.1

244.0
1,0385
290

5.862.5
-723
-29.8
3760

1,758.8
217
-8.9
112.8
841.7

430.2
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298

753

6.5
607.1
a9
21.5
2.6
21.0
-800.4
-262.5
72.3
298
-600.4
-262.5
723

29.8
33,6821

10,373.0
10,373.0

1718
204.1
13.5
2440
1,038.5
29.0
6.5
5862.5
-72.3
-28.8
376.0
145.8
1,756.8
287
-89
1128
1.7
BALY
&5.1
430.2

X

30.792
aTg2
30.792
30.792
30.792
30,792
30.792
43,749
43.749
43.749
43,749
27.750
27780
27,750
27.750
34.022

~11.420
0.060

18.917
18.917
18.947
10.500
18.917
18817
18.0917
18.917
18.417
18.017
18.817
18.917
18917
18,817
18.917
18,917
18.817
18.917
18917
18,917

Horiz. Arm  Vert. Arm  Trans, Arm

Y (£} Z (ft)
3755 0.000
4755 0.000
4.043 0.000
4032 0.000
3807 0.000
3507 0.000
3.907 0.000
317 0.000
2.450 0.000
2,858 0.000
2,695 0.000
2956 0.000
2956 0,000
2.858 0.000
2,695 0.000
2.93g 0,000
£.830 0.000
0.000 0,000
3.501 0.000
3546 0.000
3.501 .000
3,040 0.000
2,983 0.000
2,483 0,000
2.483 0.000
1.842 4,000
2574 4,000
2.411 4000
1.7s0 4,000
1750 4000
1.842 -13.233
2574 -13.333
2411 -13.333
1756 -13.333
1.759 -13.333
3.000 0.000
2592 0.000
0.862 0.000

Wi (ft-1b)

23201

-30,391.6
-11,4B4.1
3163.4
-1,302.5
-24,986.1
7,284.4
-2,006.6

-B26.2
1,450,830,7

0.0
0.0

32506
3,860.1
oo
2,562.5
19,645.3
549.2
0o
110,900.9
-1,367.9
-563.2
711238
0.0
33,270.3
-410.4
-169.0
21338
o0
15,9215
00
B,138.1

Wy {ft-1h)

2529
0.0
2,454.4

0.0
819
-2,855.2
-564.4
-206.7
-80.2
2,661.6
776.0
-208.7
802
99,4279

0.0
0.0

501.6
72348
0.0
741.9
3.097.8
721
0.0
10,7887
-186.1
-71.8
661.4
0.0
3,2390.6
-58.8
-21.8
198.4
0.0
26325
0.0
426.8

W {ft-1b}

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.9
8.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
~0.6

0.0
0.8

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

234500

-280.2
-119.1
1,504.0
0.0
-23,449.4
2892
118.1
-1,504.0

0.0
0.0
0.0



DETAILED ANALYSIS OF BALANCE PROGRESS
FULTON AVE. BASCULE BRIDGE
Mount Yernon (West)

Leaf:
Date:
Time:

Group

oslo1izo
3:37 PM

Subgroup

Element Description

Location

Installed
as D=No

Date
Installed

Page 7 of 10

HDOR

Weight (Ib) ]

360.8
464.3
76.6
384

204

2297

1531
76.8

7.934.3
5,556.9
1,168.7
32039
513
-308.1
-152.5
~73.5

7551
£3.6
629
120.2
753

6071
21.5
210
-7

755.1
53.6
629

120.2

756.1

5386
6§29
65
120.2
6.5

X Y {h) Z{ft}
Horiz. Arm  Vert. Arm  Trans. Avm

18.817 0,992 0.000
18.917 0.992 0.000
18917 1.077 0.000
18.17 0.992 0.000
18817 0.992 0,000
18.917 0,992 0.000
18,917 0.992 0.000
18.917 1.077 0.000
18.917 1.077 0.000
18.997 1.077 0.000
18.917 1.077 0.000
18,917 0.992 0,000
18.917 1.077 0.000
1847 2774 0.000
18.917 2926 0.000
-18.17 2.967 0.000
18.917 2967 0.000
18.917 2.926 0.000
18.917 2.926 0.000
18817 2.967 0.000
18.947 2867 0000
18.917 2.926 0.600
26.740 3.841 0.000
26.740 3.951 0000
26.740 3.705 0.000
26.740 3.703 G.000
26.740 3.683 0.000
26.740 3.603 0.000
26.740 3.689 0.060
26.740 3.689 0.000
26.740 3,977 0.000
26.740 3.966 0.000
26.740 3.841 0.000
26.740 3.841 0.000
26.740 3.841 0.000
26,740 3977 0.000
22.688 3.767 0.000
22.688 3.877 0.000
22688 3.629 0.000
22 686 3.629 0.000
22588 3619 0.000
22.688 3619 0,000

Wx {ft-Ib)

6,825.4
8.783.9
14483
7264
00
3B86.2
00
o0
4345.0
00
2,896.7
1.452.8
0o
150.062.9
105,120.8
22,107.4
50,6073
1,160.0
57713
25857
1,391.3
0.0
20,191.6
1,433.6
1,681.8
00
3,454.0
00
20148
0.0
16,2330
0.0
5757
00
560.6
447
17,1319
1,218.3
1.427.0
00
29906
06

Wy {ft-Ib)

3579
460,68
§2.5
31
0.0
20.3
0.0
0.0
2474
[1E4]
164.9
76.2
0.0
22,0097
16,259.6
34674
9,505.3
178.4
-892.7
-452.6
2182
0.0
2,800.4
211.8
2329
0.0
A771.0
0.0
27840
0.0
2,414.3
0.0
a2.7
0.0
80.5
-6.6
2,844.5
2079
228.2
o0
467.5
0.0

Wz {ft-1h)

0.0
0.0
0.0
00
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
00
0o
00
0.0
00
00
o0
00
i}
0.0
iki]
0.0
00
oo
0.0
0.0
08
0.0
0.0
0.0



DETAILED ANALYSiS OF BALANGCE PROGRESS
FULTON AVE. BASCULE BRIDGE

Leaf: Mount Varnon (West)
Date: o6/01/20
Time: 3137 PM
HDR
Group Subgroup Element Dascription Mark Location  Installed Date Welght {Ib) X {f) Y (f) Z{ft} Wx {ft-lb) Wy {ft-Ib] W=z (it-Ib)
Design Drawings Shop drawings 1=Yes 0=No Installed { Horiz. Arm  Vert. Arm  Trans. Arm
p Wl 5! B 753 753 22,688 3.615 0000 1.709.5 2724 0.0
8.5 22.688 3.615 0.000 04 0.0 0.0
607.1 697 .1 22,568 3.903 0.000 13,7732 2,360.4 0.0
349 22,688 3.892 3.000 0.0 0.0 0.0
21.5 216 22,688 3.767 0.000 1884 811 0.0
25 22,688 3.767 0.000 0.0 0.0 0.0
210 250 22,688 3.767 0000 475.7 790 0.0
4.7 -1.7 22,888 3.903 0.000 -37.9 -6.5 a0
7551 755.1 18.636 3886 0,000 14,0722 2,783.3 a0
53.6 536 18.636 3.796 0.000 4991 203.5 0.0
6242 629 18636 3,548 0.000 117241 2232 0.0
8.8 18.636 3.548 0.000 0.0 0.0 0.0
1232 129.2 18.636 3.538 0.000 2,407.2 457.0 0.0
6.5 18.636 3,538 0.000 0.0 0.6 0.0
75.3 75.3 18.636 3.534 0.000 1,404.2 266.3 0.0
6.5 18.636 3534 0.000 0.0 0.0 0.0
607.1 607.1 18.636 3az22 0.000 14,3133 2,320.2 0.0
39 18.636 381 0.006 0.0 0.0 0.0
- 215 218 18.636 3.686 0.000 401.2 704 0.0
2.6 18.636 3.686 0.0G0 4XH] 0.0 0.0
21.0 210 18.636 3.686 0.000 300.7 773 0.0
755.1 755.1 14.584 3.596 0.000 11,012.5 2,7115.4 0.0
538 53.6 14,534 3708 0,000 7819 198.7 0.0
62.9 629 14.584 3.458 0.000 917.3 2175 0.0
6.5 14,584 3458 0.000 2.0 0.0 0.0
129.2 129.2 14.584 3.448 0.000 1,883.8 4£45.4 0.0
6.5 14,584 3.448 0.000 0.0 0.0 0.0
753 753 14.584 3444 0.000 1,568.9 2595 0.0
6.5 14.584 3.444 0.000 0.0 Q.0 0.0
607.1 6071 14.584 3732 0.000 88535 22656 0.0
349 14.584 21 0.000 0.0 0.0 0.0
21.5 215 14.584 3,596 0.000 314.0 774 0.0
26 14.584 3,586 0.000 o0 0.0 0.0
21.0 21.0 14.584 3.506 0.000 305.8 754 0.0
1.7 -A.7 14.584 3732 0.000 -24.4 -8.2 0.0
503.4 503.4 14.196 as516 p.000 5,636.1 1,770.0 0.0
353 353 11.198 3.626 0.000 395.5 128.% 0.0
41.4 41.4 11.196 3368 0.000 463 .8 138.5 0.0
4.9 11.196 3.968 0.000 0.0 0.0 0.0
86.2 86,2 14196 3.368 0.000 965.3 290.4 0.0
6.5 11.186 3.368 0.000 a0 0.0 o0
§0.3 503 11.196 3.364 0.000 563.1 169.2 i) H
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DETASLED ANALYSIS OF BALANCE PROGRESS
FULTON AVE. BASCULE BERIDGE

Leaf: Mount Vernon {(West)
Date: 06/01120
Time: LITFM
. HDR '
Group Subgroup Element Description Mark Location  Installed Date Weight {Ib) X [ft} Y (ft) Z {ft) W {ftdby Wy {ft-lb) W=z (ft-ih)
Drawings 1=Yes 8=N¢ Installed Horiz, Arm  Vert. Arm  Trans. Arm
: : 6.5 1,196 3.364 0.000 0.0 0.0 0.0
408.4 408.4 11.186 3.852 0.000 45724 1,491,6 a0
2.6 11,196 3.641 0.000 0.0 0.0 0.0
360 360 9434 3.483 0.000 353.8 125.2 0.0
13.8 13.8 11.186 3.516 0.000 154.6 48.5 0.0
1.8 11.196 3.516 0.000 0.0 0.0 0.0
14.4 14.4 11.196 3516 0.000 160.9 50.5 ¢0
1.7 -1.7 11,188 3.652 0.000 -18.7 -6.1 00
-200.4 -800.4 26.916 2.956 0.000 -24,235.2 -2,661.6 LX)
-262.5 -262.5 26,916 1.935 0.000 -7,0685.5 -807.9 0.0
723 723 26916 2574 0.000 -1,046.3 -186.1 .o
-28.8 203 26.916 241 0.000 -801.4 -71.8 0.0
Subtotal 36,571.0 38,236.7 18,661 2.754 £.000 682,456.0 100,717.8 0.6
18,387.5 18,387.5 10.500 0.739 0.000 193,068.8 13,5688.4 0.0
in Flaniga at G 4 3174 317.4 10.500 0,739 0.000 33,3324 2845 0.0
T A S 3
g_gﬁ’ CoverPiate 51450 5.145.0 10.500 2342 0.000 54,022.5 12,048.6 * 0.0
@@%@MWPBM 4,601.9 4,501.9 $0.500 -0.719 0.000 47,260.7 -3,236.8 0.0
Haing 10,897 4 8.333 2,499 0.000 0.0 0.0 0.0
27,840.0 6.832 2.424 0.000 0.0 0.0 0.0
J ; ; 4,640.0 4.333 1.860 0.000 0.0 0.0 0.0
Subtotal Floor Beam FB-4W 27.717.0 71,0044 10.500 0.800 0.000 291,028.6 22,165.6 0.9
SUBTOTAL BASCULE STEEL 31,7954  187,030.6 28.832 2475 0.000 3,199,896.9 326,155.3 0.c
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DETAILED ANALYSIS CF BALANCE FROGRESS
FULTON AVE. BASCULE BRIDGE

Leaf: Mount Vernon (West)

Date: 06/01/20

Time: 3:37TPM

Group Subgrouwp Element Description Mark Location  Installed Date
Deslgn Drawlngs Shop drawings 1=Yes B=No Installed

1.2 SPAN LOCKS

Subtotal Span Lock Machinery LX)

1.2.2 Platform

e 225
Sublotal Platform T 8717
SUBTOTAL SPAN LOCKS B871.7

SUBTOTAL 1 REMOVALS . 132,667.1

Page 10 oF 10

0.9

36.8
3.2
136.9
87.3
2649
41.2
414
6.5
453.3
225
BT

B71.7

187,992.3

X {ft)

Horiz. Armn Vert. Arm  Trans. Arm

59.313
61,667
61,667
61.667
§1.667
61.667
61,667
61.667
61.667
61.667
61.667
61.66T
61.667
51.667
0.000

54.083
54.083
57.500
57.500
57.500
57.500
54.083
54.083
57.500
54.083

57,060
57.060

20.047

Y {ft)

1.790
2978
2578
2978
2,978
2978
2978
2978
1.790
1,790
1,790
1.790
1.790

1.790
0.000

. 186
9.186
0.186
0.666
0.666
1249
1.186
1.186
0.186
1,188

0.379
0.379

2.461

Zi

-0.083
0.0¢0
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.00¢
0.000
0.000
-0.750
-0.750
-0.750
-0.750
-0.750
-0,750
0.960

2000
2600
-2.000
2,000
-2.000
2,000
-2.000
-2.000
-2.000
-2.000
-2.000

-2.000

-0.013

Wi {ft-Ib}

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
00
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

2,696.9
175.2
T.873.4
50177
1,490.4
2,360.0
22244
350.5
26,825.2
1,2169
43,739.5

4%9,739.5

Wy (ft-1b)

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

7.2
0.6
255
58.1
17.3
51.5
48,8
7.7
87.1
26.7
3304

3304

3,849,6364 326,4857

Wz (ft-1b)

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

-77.5
-6.5
-2138
-174.8
-51.8
-82.4
-82.3
-13.0
-936.5
-45.0

-1,743.4
1,743.4

~1,743.4



DETAILED ANALYSIS OF BALANCE PROGRESS
FULTON AVE. BASCGULE BRIDGE

Leaf: Pelham Manor (East)

Date: 0601120

Time: 45 PM

Group Subgroup Element Description
Deslgn Drawings

1 REMOVALS

1.1 BASCULE STEEL

1.1.1 Bay 4 Steel (FB1 1o FB2)

Mark
Shop drawings

Location

Installed
1=Yes 0=No

Date
installed

HDR
Welght (Ib)

171.8
204.1

10385
290

4,600.0
-57.8
238
300.8

29313
-38.2
-14.9
188.0

8.7

430.2
360.8
464.3
76.6
384

20.4

220.7

1531
76.8

X {ft)

Horiz. Arm Vert. Arm Trans. Arm

52.584
52.584
52.584
52.584
52,584
52.584
52.584
52.584
52.564
52,504
52.584
52,584
52.584
52,584
52.584
52,584
52.584
52.584
52.584
52.584
52.584
52.584
52.584
52,584
52.584
52.584
52.584
52.584
52.584
52.584
52.584
52,584
52,584
52.584
52 684
52.584
52,584

Y ift)

3.924
4,039
3.024
3413
2895
2895
2272
3.005
2.841
2.189
2189
2272
3.005
2841
2.189
2.189
2272
3.005
284
2,189
2,189
3.439
3.022
1.422
1,422
1.422
1,307
1.422
1422
1.422
1.422
1.507
1,607
1.507
1.507
1.422
1.507

Z(ft)

0.6ao0
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
-0.500
-0.500
-0.500
-0.500
-0.500
0.800
0.800
0.800
0.300
0.800
o.000
0.000
0.c00
0.000
G900
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.900
0.000
0.000
0,000
0.000
0.000
0.000

Wx (§t-lb)

9,035.9
10,730.1
0.0
54,608.5
1,526.5
0.0
245,619.0
-3,041.8
-1,252.5
15,817.3
0.0
154,136.9
-1,901.2
~782.8
9,885.8
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
44,257.3
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.6

Wy ({t-Ib}

686.3
$24.2
0.0
3,544.4
84.0
0.0
10,655.7
-173.8
57.7
£58.5
0.0
6,659.3
-108.6
423
4115
0.0
0.0
0.0
8.0
00
0.0
2,894.4
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
00
0.0
0.0
0.0

Wz [ft-Ib)

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
-2,345.0
289
119
«150.4
0.0
2,345.0
-28.9
119
150.4
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
00
0.0
0.0
00
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
09
0.0
0.0
0.0
00




7.934,3
5,556.9
1,168.7
3,203.9
1.3
-305.1
-152.5
=735

7551
53,6
60.2

129.2
75.3
6071

36.0
21,8
201

-7
7551
53.8
38.3

75.9
75.3
- BT
1.8

21.0
17
-150.1
-0.8
-113.2
7551
536
417

86.7

52,584
52.584
52.584
52,584
52,5684
52,584
S2.584
52.584
52.584
59,154
59.154
59,154
59,154
59,154
59.154
59,154
59.154
59,154
59,154
61.280
59,154
50,154
59,154
61.000
55.104
55,104
55.104
55.104
55,104
55,104
55.104
55.104
55,104
55.104
55,104
55.104
55,104
55.104
55,104
55.104
55,104
51.052
51.052
51.052
51.052
51,052
51.052

3.204
3.356
3307
3397
3.356
3.356
3.397
3.397
3.356
4142
4.252
3.894
3.000
3.094
3.004
3.990
3.800
4.278
4.267
4,145
4,142
4,142
4.542
4.278
4.132
4.242
3.994
3.004
3.094
3.984
3,930
3.980
4,268
4.257
4.132
41432
4132
4,268
4.132
4.242
4,268
4,114
4224
4,216
4.216
4.216
4216

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.08¢
0.000
0.000
0.600
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.0040
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
G000
0.000
0,000
0.000
0.000
0.0C0
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.060
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

417,216.4
292,206.5
61,4523
168,471.5
3,724.3
-16,042.7
-8,021.4
-3,867.4
0.0
44,667.8
31,1714
1,560.2
0.0
7,640.8
0.0
4,457.1
0.0
35,910.5
0.0
2,202.4
1,2735
1,186.7
0.0
1019
41,609.6
2,954.2
1,998.1
0.0
4,184.0
0.0
4,152.0
0.0
33,4519
0.0
1,186.3
00
1,155.3
921
-8,2724
5418
-6,238.1
38,549.5
2,737.0
2,127.9
0.0
24,0283
0.0

25,4214
18,649.1
3,960.9
10,883.5
205.8
1,023.9
-518.2
~249.8
00
3,127.7
228.0
2404
60
515.9
00
3006
0.0
2,587.0
0.0
149.0
£9.2
83.1
oo
g1
3,120.1
2274
144.83
0.0
3033
0.0
299.9
0.0
2,591.0
00
89.0
0.0
6.6
71
6203
-41.7
-483.2
3,106.5
2265
175.7
0.0
365.7
00



Subtotal

Weld: r vk Panals B -
ﬁ%bﬂ ﬁg& iz : = 21.0
}g‘%gg%: feipk o h is! i ] -7
Cutin M=Ba*m% Sk I8 F 2 -:E:ﬁ
5 869
755.1
§3.6
629

129.2
753
607.1
215

210
1442
78
18.6
13.5
125.6

452.0
-1,125.5
-262.5
-72.3
-29.8
-800.4
~262.5
=723
-28.8
33,824.8

171.8
2041

1,038.5
29.0

51.052
51.052
51.052
51,032
51.052
51.052
§1.052
51.052
51.052
51.052
51.052
47.000
47.000
47.000
47,000
47.000
47.000
47.000
41.000
47.000
47.000
47.000
47.000
47.000
53.078
53.078
53.078
53.078
53.078
53,078
53.078
60.688
60.583
60,583
60.583
44.583
44.583
44,583
44.583
49.757

35,791
35.751
35.751
35.751
35.751

3.962
3.962
4.250
4,239
4114
4,114
4114
4,250
4114
4224
4,250
4,089
4,193
3951
3,651
394
394
3937
3937
4.225
4214
4.089
4.089
4,089
3.906
3.906
4.052
4,052
3.802
4.052

4477

3,249
2.228
3.005
2.841
31mM
2.150
3.005
2.841
3.087

3.847
3.883
3.047
A.267
2767

.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.600
0.000
0.000
0.900
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

. 0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
8.600
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.G00
0.000
o000

0,000
0.000
0.000
0.000
G000

3,846.7
0.6
30,992.0
0.0
1,093.0
0.0
1,070.3
-85.3
-5,960.9
-423.7
-4,434.8
35,450.2
2,519.8
2,956.1
]
6,070.9
0.0
3,541.4
0.0
28,532.2
0.0
1,011.8
0.0
985.4
7.651.7
4135
987.9
717.9
6,667.8
0.0
24,522.0
-58,304.3
-15,903.0
-4,380.7
-1,803.7
-40,142.5
-11,703.0
.3,2238
-1,322.4
1,683,020.4

6,143.3
7,295.2
0.0
37,127.4
1,037.9

1,929.8
-3,656.7
£84.9
2173
-84.6
-2,855.2
-564.4
2173
-84.5
104,405.6

661.1
794.4
0.0
3,392.8
80.3

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
00
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
[114]
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
6,0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
Q.0



7.035.0
-86.8
-357
451.2

586.3
-7.2
-3.0
376

84,7

430.2
350.8
4643
766

384

229.7

153.1
768

7.934.3
5,502.4
1,168.7
3.203.9
60.7
-305.1
~152.5
-73.5

755.1
536
629

129.2

35.751
35,751
3575
35.5M1
35.571
35571
35751
35.751
35,57%
35.571
35.571
35.751
35.751
35.571
35.5M
3651
35.751
35.751
35751
35,751
35,75t
35,751
35.751
35,751
35.751
35.751
35.7531
35.751
35,751
35.751
35,751
35,751
35,751
35.751
35.751
35.751
35.751
35,751
358751
35.751
35.751
42,948
42948
42.948
42.948
42.948
42.948

2.767
2.126
2658
2.695
2.043
2.043
2126
2.858
2.695
2,043
2043
2.126
2.858
2695
2.043
2.043
5.293
2.876
1.276
1.276
1.276
1.361
1.276
1.276
1.276
1.276
1.261
1.361
1.361
1.361
1.276
1.361
3.058
3.210
3.251
3.251
3210
3.210
3.261
3.251
3.219
4.055
4,165
3.917
37
3.807
3.907

0.000
0.800
0.800
0800
0.800
0.800
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
Q000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.0060
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
2.000
04.000
0.000
0.000
4.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.0
251,508.3
-3,102.2
-1,270.8
16,049.6
0.0
20,959.0
-I58.5
-105.9
1,337.5
00
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
30,089.8
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
00
a0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
283,658.6
196,714.9
41,7804
114,541.0
2,170.7
-10,907.2
-5,453.6
-2,629.4
0.0
32,4305
2,302.5
2,701.3
0.0
5,547.5
0.0

0.0
14,956.4
-248.0
-96.3
921.8
0.0
1,246.4
-20.7
-8.0
76.8
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
27716
0.0
134]
0.0
L]
040
0.0
00
040
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
a0
24,263.0
17,662.6
3,799.3
16,4157
154.9
-979.3
-495.9
-239.1
0.0
3,062.0
2233
2464
.0
504.7
0.0

0.0
5,628.0
~69.4
~18.6
361.0
0.0
0.0
0o
0.0
00
0.0
Q.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
oo
00
0.0
0.0
0.0
[¢51]
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
o0
.0
0.0
040
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
c.a



75.3

607.1

21.0
1.7
7551
536
62,9

1292

B37.1
215
210
=17

755.1
53.6
62.9

129.2
75.3

607.1
215
21.0
1.7

7551
5348
62.9

129.2

42,948
42.548
42,948
42.946
42,948
42.948
42.848
42,948
36.836
38,896
38.806
38.896
38.896
38.896
38.896
358.506
38.896
3B.896
38.896
38.806
38.895
38.896
34.844
34.844
34.844
34.844
34.844
34.844
34.844
34.844
34.844
34.844
34.844
34.844
34.844
34.844
30.792
30.792
30.792
30.792
30,792
30.792
30.792
30.792
30.792
30.792
30.792

3.003
3,903
4.191
4,180
4,055
4.055
4.055
4191
4014
4124
34876
3.875
3.866
3.866
3.862
3,862
4450
4139
4014
4014
4.014
4150
3.964
4074
3.826
2826
3816
3816
3812
3.812
4.400
4089
3.964
3.964
3.964
4,100
3.907
4017
3.769
3.760
3.759
3.759
3755
3.755
4.043
4032
3.907

0.000
0.200
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.060
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
6.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
C.000
0.000
2.060
0.000
0.600
0.000
0.000
0.900
0.600
9.000
0.000
0.000
0-000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

3,236.0
0.0
26,0724
0.0
524.6
0.0
900.4
-718
29,370.8
2,085.3
2,446.4
o4
5,024.1
00
2,930.7
G.a
23,6125
0.0
837.4
0.0
2155
-65.0
26,3111
1,868.1
2,1915
Q.0
4,500.7
0.0
26254
0.0
21,1527
0.0
750.1
0.0
7305
-58.2
23,2513
1,650.8
1,936.7
0.0
39773
G0
12,3201
0.0
18,692.8
0.0
662.9

294.1
0.0
2,544.2
0.0
873
0.0
83.0
-1.0
3,031.0
2211
243.8
0.0
493.4
oo
231.0
0.0
2,519.3
..o
86.4
0.0
84.2
6.9
2,993.3
218.4
240.6
0.2
492.9
0.0
287.2
0.0
2,489.0
0.0
85.3
0.0
8.1
-6.9
2,950.2
2154
2371
0.0
485.5
0.0
2829
0.0
2,454.4
0.0
841

0.0
0.0
[124]
0.0
0.0
0.0
[133]
00
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
[1X3]
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
00
a.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
00
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
00
oG
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0



30,792 3.007 0.000 0.0 0.0 00

21.0 30.792 3.907 0.000 645.6 819 0.0
-900.4 43.749 317 0.000 -39,391.6 -2,855.2 0.0
-262.5 43.749 2.150 0.Co0 -11,484.1 5644 0.0
723 43.749 2.858 0.000 -3,163.4 -206.7 0.0
-29.8 43,749 2.695 0.000 -1,302.5 -80.2 0.0
-800.4 27.750 2,956 0.600 -24,086.1 -2,661.6 0.0
-262.5 271,750 2.856 0.000 -7,2844 -776.0 0.0
-72.3 27750 2.858 0.000 -2,006.6 -206.7 0.0
297 27.759 2.685 0.000 T 8251 -80.1 .0
Subtatal 33,818.3 34.021 2.939 0,174 1,150,552.6 99,4026 5,891.0
1.1.3 Main Girder Top Flange Plates
Siagl:Plates’ B e : -11.420 6.830 0.000 0.0 0.0 .0
Subtotal Main Girder Top Flange Plates 0.0 0.000 0.000 6.000 0.0 0.0 0.0
1718 18.917 3.501 0.000 3,250.6 601.6 0.0
2041 18.917 3.546 0.000 3,860.1 723.6 0.0
18.917 3.501 0.000 0.0 0.0 0.0
2440 10.500 3.040 0.000 2,562.5 7419 0.0
1,0238.5 18817 23933 0.000 19,645.3 3,097.8 Q.0
280 18.917 2483 0.000 5442 72.1 Q.0
18.917 2.483 0.000 0.0 4.0 0.0
29313 18.917 1.842 -7.200 55,450.5 53984  -21,105.0
-36.2 18917 2574 -7.200 -683.9 -83.1 260.3
-14.8 18817 2411 -7.208 -281.6 <359 107.2
188.0 18.917 1,758 -7.200 3,556.4 330.7 -1,353.6
18.817 1.759 -7.200 0.6 0.0 0.0
4,680.0 18.917 1.842 4.500 88,720.7 8,635.0 21,105.0
-57.8 18.917 2574 4,500 ~1,0943 -148.9 -260.3
-23.8 18.917 2411 4.500 -450.6 574 -101.2
300.8 18.817 1.759 4.500 5,690.2 529.1 1,3536
18.¢17 1,759 4.500 0.0 Q0 a.0
841.7 18917 39000 0.000 15,9215 2,532.5 0.0
1887 2.592 0.000 0.0 0.0 0.0
430.2 18.997 0.992 0.000 8,138.1 426.8 0.0
360.8 18.917 0.992 0.000 6,825.4 357.9 0.0
464.3 iB.917 0.992 0.000 8,783.9 460.6 0.0
766 18.947 1077 0.000 1,448.3 825 0.0
as4 18917 0992 {.000 7264 381 0.0
18.917 0.892 0.000 0.0 0.0 0.0
204 18917 0.992 0.000 386.2 203 0.0
8917 0.992 0.000 0.0 Q.0 0.0
454 18917 1077 0.000 85R.1 48.9 0.0
2297 18917 077 0.000 4,345.0 247.4 0.0

18817 1077 0.000 0.0 0.0 0.0




= !
ok Panls

Sawk
s

1531
758

7.934.3
5,556.9
1,168.7
3,203.9
61.3
-305.1
-152.5
-73.9

7661
536
629

129.2
753

607.1
215
21.0
-1.7

7551
336
52.9

120.2

215

21.0
-1.7
75581
53.6
62.9

1282

76,3

18.917
18.917
18.917
18,917
18.917
18.917
18917
18.917
18.497
18.917
18.817
18.917
26.740
26.740
26.740
26.740
26.740
26.740
26.740
26.740
26.740
2B6.740
25,740
26.740
26.740
26.740
22,688
22,688
22.688
22.688
22.688
22.688
22.608
22.688
22,608
22.688
22.688
22.688
22,688
22.688
15,638
18.636
16,638
18.636
18.636
18,636
18.636

1.077
0.292
1077
2774
2926
2.867
2.967
2.926
2.926
2887
2.867
2.926
3.841

3.951

3.703
3.703
3.693
3.693
3.689
3.689
3977
3.966
3.641

3.841
3.84%

3.977
3.767
3.av7
3.629
3.029
3.619
3619
3.615
3.615
3.603
3.892
3.767
3.767
3.767
3.903
3.686
3796
3.548
3.548
3.538
3.538
31.534

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.002
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.co0
0.000
G.000
D.00G
0.000
0.006
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

2,896.7
1,452.8
00
150,092.9
105,120.8
22,107.4
60,607.3
1,160.0
“5,771.3
-2,885.7
-1,391.3
0.0
20,1916
1,433.6
1,681.8
0.0
3,454.0
0.0
2,014.8
0.0
16,733.0
0.0
575.7
0.0
560.6
-44.7
17,1319
1,216.3
1,827.0
00
2,930.6
00
1,700.5
0.0
13,773.2
0.0
488.4
0.0
4757
-37.9
14,072.2
699.1
1,272.1
0.0
2,407.2
0.0
1,404.2

164.9
76.2
0.0
22,009.7
15,259.6
3,467.4
9,505.8
179.4
-892.7
-452.6
-218.2
a0
2,900.4
2118
232.9
0.0
4770
0.0
2780
0.0
24143
0.0
82.7
0.0
BO.5
6.6
2,844.5
2079
228.2
0.0
467.5
0.0
272.4
0.0
2,369.4
0.0
81.1
0.0
790
6.5
2,7833
2035
223.2
0.0
a57.0
0.0
266.3

00
0.0
0.0
0.0

0o
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
00

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.z
06
o.c
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
00
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
o0
0.0
0.4
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0



Subtotal

Subtotal

1.1.5 Fioor Beam FB-4E
E ST A

Fakij
7551
53.6
62,9

1292
753
607.1
215

21.0
1.7
5034
35.3
41.4

B2
50.3
408.4

3680
13.8

144
A7
0004
2625
72.3
Ee nWeb: 297

fh—ty i. i b £
Bay 6 Steel {FB3 to FB4) 36,616.4

il : : 18,387.5
Gl riett : . : : i 374

‘ T 5,145.0
Bo 3 : A . 47 o i 45019
Floot Beam FB-4E 27.147.0

18.636
18.636
18,636
18.636
18,636
18.636
14.584
14,584
14.584
14.584
14.584
14,584
14.584
14.584
14,584
14.584
14.584
14.584
14.584
14.584
11,186
11,196
11.188
11,196
11.186
11.186
11.196
11186
11.185
11,196
9.834

11.196
11.186
11,196
11.196
26.916
26.918
26,916
25.916
18,661

10,500
10.500
50,500
10.500
10.500

3.534
3.822
3.811
3.686
3J.686
3.6686
3.506
3,706
3.458
3.458
3.448
3.448
3444
3444
3.732
kipal
3.566
3,506
3.596
3.732
3515
3.626
3.368
3.368
3368
3.368
3.364
3,354
3652
3.641
3483
3.515
3.516
3518
3.652
2,956
1.835
2574
2411
2,752

0.739
0.739
2342
0.719
0.800

0.000
0.003
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0,000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.coo
0.0c0
0.000
0.c00
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
D.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.009
0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

00
11,313.3
0.0
401.2
040
390.7
11,012.5
7819
917.3
0.0
1,883.8
o0
1,098.9
o
8,853.5
0.
314.0
G0
305.8
-24.4
5,636.1
395.5
463.8
0.0
965.3
0.0
563.1
0.0
4,572.4
0.0
353.6
154.6
0.0
1609
-18.7
-24,235.2
7,065.5
~1,946.3
-800.3
683,315.2

193,068.8
-3,332.4
54,022.5
47,269.7

291,028.6

0.0
2,320.2
0.0
79.4
0.0
773
2,715.4
198.7
217.5
0.0
485.4
00
2595
0.0
2,265.6
0.0
77.4
0.0
75.4
5.2
1,770.0
1281
139.5
0.0
290.4
0.0
169.2
o0
1,491.5
06
125.2
a5
0.0
50.5
6.1
-2,661.6
-567.9
-186.1
7137
100,766.8

13,5884
-234.5
12,049.6
-3,236.
22,1665

0.0
0.0
00
0.0
0.0
0.0
ao
0.0
0.0
.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
n.o
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0,0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
00
0.0
0.0
0.0



SUBTOTAL

1.2 SPAN LOCKS

Subtotal

Subtotal

SUBTOYTAL

SUBTOTAL 1 REMOVALS

BASCULE STEEL

Span Lock Machinery

1,2.2 Platform

SR

il
Bl

Platform

SPAN LOCKS

131,977.5

0.4

7.6
65
1896
32
177.6
13.0
1896
48
66.2
6.5
1,076.2
464
1,847.3

1,847.2

133,8247

28.853

59.313
61.667
61.667
61.667
61.667
61.667
61.667
61.667
61,667
51.667
61.667
61.667
61.667
61.667
0.000

52.000
52.000
56.210
56.210
56.210
56,210
56.210
56.210
52.000
52.000
56.210
52.000
55,770

55.770

20,224

2476

2.978
2978
2978
2.978
24978
2978
2.978
2.578
1,790
1.790
1.790
1.790
1.790
1.790
0.000

0.096
0.0%6
0.096
0.096
1.463
1.463
2.829
1.989
2.586
2.596
0.096
2,596
0.686

G.686

2451

4.045

0.005
2.000
0.000
£.000
0.00G
0.000
0.000
0.000
-0.750
-0.750
-0.750
~0.756
-0.750
-0.750
0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.060
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000

3,B07,916.7

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
o0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
2.0
0.0
0.0

35162
337.0
10,660.0
182.1
9,983.5
728.5
10,660.0
269.2
34411
337.0
60,4938
2,4126
103,021.1

1030211

3,910,837

326,741.6

2.0
c.0
0.0
0.0
00
a0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

65
6.5
18.2
0.3
258.8
13.0
536.5
143
1718
16.8
1033
1204
1,267.6

1,267.6

328,009.2

5,801.0

.0
0.8
0.0
0.0
0.0
00
0.0
0.0
0.0
a0
0.0
0.0
04
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
o s]
00
0.0
0.0
00
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

5,891.0



Steel Removal - tem 589.01

Apprnach Spans {Both sides included in calculations as they were the same)

Stringer Removals Type # Width {in) | Thickness {in) { Length (#) | Unit Wt {pcf) | Wi ilbs}
Roadway Stringers 14WF68 18.00 - - 26.00 68.00 31,824.00
5 3182400
Diaphragm Removals Type # Width {in} | Thickness {in} | Length {£2)} | Unit Wt {pcf} | Wt {Ibs}
Rear Diaphragms 10C30 16.00 -— e 6.50 30,00 3,120.00
Intermediate Diaphragms 12B16.5 16.00 - - 6.50 - 16.50 1,716,00
Front Diaphragms 10WF33 16.G0 - —_ 6.50 33.00 3,432.00
§ 826800
CWT Malntenance Platform Removal Type ] Width {in} | Thickness [in} § Length {f) | Unit Wt {pcf) | Wi {lbs)
Outside Stringers 8C13.5 400 e - 19.00 13.50 1,026.00
Center Stringer 8B18.4 2.00 - — 19.00 18.40 698.20
Bottom Transverse Beams BWF17 6.00 - — 5.50 17.060 561.00
Tall Post L3x3x3/8 6.00 ne e 12.00 7.20 518.40
Short Post L3x3x3/8 8.00 -— - 6.50 7.20 374.40
FHand Railing 643 1/255/14  4.00 — — 19.00 9.80 744.80
|Bottom Diagonal L3x3x3/8 4.00 - - 8.52 7.20 245.38
[Top Diagonal L3x3n3/8 4,00 - .- 8.84 7.20 254.59
I 442377
Approach Hatch Framing Rermoval Type # Width {in} | Thickness {in} | Length {ft] | Unit Wt (pcf) | Wt (Ibs)
Qutter Longitudinal Frame 18C15.3 2.00 - — 2.67 15.30 81.60
Inner Longitudinal Frame 8C15 4,00 e - 2.67 15.00 160.00
Transverse Frame 10C15.3 4.00 — e 2.50 15.30 153.00
T 394.60
Total Sum: 44,910.4



EXHIBIT F



From: Roseman, Kevin <kmr5@westchestergov.com>

Sent: Friday, May 25, 2018 8:40 AM

To: Maffei, Raymond leff <jmaffei@eecruz.com>; Nick Rahaniotis <nrahaniotis@verdeelectric.com>; Dupuy, Karl
<KDupuy@eecruz.com>

Cc: Fatigate, Michael <MFatigate@eecruz.com>; 'Michael Sweeney' <msweenev@verdeelectric.com>; ‘Khaled Hajjeh’
<Khaled.Hajieh@hdrinc.com>; 'lohnPaul Cunningham’ <lohnPaul.cunningham@hdrinc.com>; Statini, James

<jmsc@®westchestergov.com>
Subject: FAB - Fulton Ave Bridge - 5/25/18 Successful Milestone Testing

After a bumpy start last night we achieved the Milestone of operating the bridge under normal conditions on the
main motor from the operators house. We went 10 out of 10 in half the allotted time.

Next week (Tuesday - Thursday Nights), Jim's staff will do training with the goal of the County assuming
operations by Friday June 1. We will allow traffic in between openings to create more realistic training.

This does not constitute final acceptance testing or assumption of maintenance. Operators will not have bypass
keys and if there are any issues they will call EEC or Verde for help.

Prior to Tuesday night we request operation of the control house internal 3-way light dimmer, connection of the
CCTV, marine radio and if Verizon shows telephone. The issue with the hot box leak also needs to be taken
care with the water tumed back on.

Thank you and congratulations to everyone involved.

Kevin

-------- Original Message ~~~----~

From: "Maffei, Raymond Jeff"

Date: Thu, May 24, 2018 2:44 PM -0400

To: Nick Rahaniotis , "Dupuy, Karl"

CC: "Fatigate, Michael" , ‘Michael Sweeney', "Roseman, Kevin" , 'Khaled Hajjeh', ‘JohnPaul Cunningham'
Subject: RE: Verde 5935 - Fulton Ave Bridge - 5/23/18 Successful Main Bridge Operation

Nick
On behalf of EEC great news and we all look forward to a successful operation tonight.
Tonight please update us on the following:
1. Marine Radio
2. Horn, We do know it works
3. Fire Alarme-ere—-e-----ssse-rseproper phone #
4.ccrv
5. Police Phone #
Thanks Jeff



From: Nick Rahaniotis [mailto:nrahaniotis@verdeelectric.com]

Sent: Thursday, May 24, 2018 2:40 PM

To: Dupuy, Karl

Cc: Maffei, Raymond Jeff ; Fatigate, Michael ; 'Michael Sweeney' ; kmr5@westchestergov.com; 'Khaled Hajjeh’ ;
'JohnPaul Cunningham'

Subject: Verde 5935 - Fulton Ave Bridge - 5/23/18 Successful Main Bridge Operation

All,

As you all may have heard already, after last night’s testing procedures the bridge is in full main operation with all
interlocks working. All fimit switches are set/adjusted to proper settings {cams will be adjusted to final 70 degree
settings when steel interference is resolved). To address the issue of brakes, there are/were NO issues with brakes
locking/binding. All the brakes were inspected and cleaned of any debris. The covers remain off for anyane to inspect
during tonight’s demonstrations and will be put on after. The issue was with VFD parameter settings and relay timing.
The brakes now smoothly engaged and disengage. We preliminarily ran the full sequence successfuily 9 consecutive
times with no faults. If anyone has any questions before tonight's shift please let me know. Thank you.

Nicholas Rahaniotis

& VERDE
far VERDE

89 Edison Ave

Mt. Vernon, N.Y 10550

Phone: {914} 664-7000

Cell: (914) 512-4097

www.verdeelectric.com

~~ FLATIRON CONFIDENTIALITY STATEMENT ~~~ The information in this email is confidential and
may be legally privileged. It is intended solely for the addressee. Access to this cmail by anyone else is
unauthorized. If you receive this email in error, please reply to notify me immediately. Thank you.



