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Mr. Gardner’s letter identified nine specific issues and staff’s response is summarized below. 
 

1. Will groundwater leak into the tunnel?  Staff described the gasketed pre-cast concrete 
segment method to the Board. The design’s goal will be to minimize groundwater 
intrusion. 

2. Will having more than one power provider add complexity to the project?  Staff noted, as 
did the CER, that two supply sources would cost more. 

3. Will natural gas seep into the tunnel? Mr. Gardner’s letter provides information on the 
nature of natural gas wells not contained in the CER.  The potential to encounter active or 
inactive gas wells is correctly identified as a risk to the project’s cost and schedule.  

4. Will the high groundwater table cause the empty tunnel to float?  Staff reported during 
responses to Board member questions that the next phase of tunnel design would need to 
address this issue.  We believe this to be a low probability risk.  

5. Will the tunnel need a steel liner? The CER is not clear that the tunnels will be unlined.  
Staff appreciates the additional information that steel liners will not be used, and looks 
forward to reviewing additional information on how the tunnels will perform using just 
the pre-cast concrete segmented liner. 

6. Will the forebay be drained?  Staff appreciates the clarification on the operating 
characteristics of the intermediate forebay. 

7. Several of the activities in the construction schedule have no float.  Staff is aware that 
items with zero float are on the project’s critical path, however, items with fixed dates are 
not typically used at this stage of a project.  As a result staff is unable to determine if the 
schedule is realistic.   

8. Is the cost estimate realistic given the range of -25% to +50%?  Staff relied upon CER 
Chapter 8 which states “The estimate of direct construction cost is based on a 10% 
engineering design level and has an expected accuracy range of +50% to -25%, per the 
cost estimating classification system developed by the Association for the Advancement of 
Cost Estimating (2011).”  If the BDCP Engineering Team has additional information not 
contained in the documents released for public comment which improves the estimated 
accuracy to a range of +30 percent to -20 percent, staff welcomes the opportunity to 
review it.  Otherwise, it is staff’s opinion that increasing the project contingency from 36 
percent to 50 percent seems prudent and in line with the accuracy of the estimate as noted 
in the CER. 

9. TBM equipment and staffing availability.  Mr. Gardner’s letter provides additional 
clarification not included in the CER regarding the staging of construction contracts and 
the impact on the availability of tunnel boring machines and qualified operators.  Staff 
welcomes the opportunity to review this additional information and how it impacts the 
project’s schedule. 

Our conclusion is the proposed BDCP infrastructure has many inherent risks to the schedule and 
budget that need to be closely monitored and addressed during the design and construction phases in 
order to successfully deliver the project. 
 
Prepared by: Gary Bousquet, Engineering Manager 
Prepared by:   William J. Rose, Director of Engineering  
Reviewed by: Frank Belock, Jr., Deputy General Manager 
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Attachments:  

A. February 26, 2014 Letter from Mr. Charles R. Gardner Jr., CEO Hallmark Group 
B. March 13, 2014 Letter from William J. Rose to Mr. Charles R. Gardner 
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