FILE:

FROM:

TO:

SUBJECT:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

MSL-0004-00(688) Paulding
P. 1. No.: 0004688
East Hiram Parkway

Brian Summers, P.E., Project Review Engineer sz/

OFFICE: Engineering Services

DATE: April 11,2008

Brent Story, P.E. State Road and Airport Design Engineer

IMPLEMENTATION OF VALUE ENGINEERING STUDY ALTERNATIVES

Recommendations for implementation of Value Engineering Study Alternatives are
indicated in the table below. Incorporate alternatives recommended for implementation
to the extent reasonable in the design of the project.

ALT . Savings PW
No. Description & LCC Implement Comments
RIGHT OF WAY
The median width would flare
in and out at median openings.
There would be only 5.630” out
Reduce Median width . . of 13.836" of the median that
Al to 8’ from 20 $1,140,000 No would be suitable for a
reduction in width and the
County would like to retain the
20" median width,
A-2 Use 117 travel lanes $588.000 Yes This should be done.
Modify profile to
A4 | reduce the.amaunt of $929.400 Yes This should be done.
Borrow Excavation
required
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L T i
f?io'.r Description Sa;:';g:.:iw Implement Comments
BRIDGE NO. 1
Based on existing hydraulic
Reconfigure Span | conditions at this bridge site,
B-1 | and Span 2 on Bridge | $501,000 No the:span that was propesed in
No. 1 to lower profile. the plans 1s the minimum
length span that would span the
meandering flow of Mill Creek.
B-4 };fig;’;‘;‘;“?lz“l ], $310,000 Yes This should be done.
ASPHALT PAVEMENT
Ruild evolanes Based on Capacity Analysis for
eton insEad ofa a two lane facility there would
: : be several intersections that
C-1 gﬁ:asf\if:“ﬁé;he $6,780,000 No would have an unacceptable
wiflgl 56 bascc){on the Level of Service (LOS) and
four lane section would not provide the desired
) capacity.
Build a three lane Based on Capacity Analysis for
section with a stried a two lane facility there would
median. The Ri }ﬂ of be several intersections that
C-1.1 Way widlh will l:g}c $3,200,000 No would have an unacceptable
based on the four lane Level of Service (LOS) and
iy would not provide the desired
g ) capacity.
Reduce the paved It 1s recommended to retain the
shoulder width in the . 6.5" paved shoulder to
C3 | riral section 104’ 355,000 o accommodate bicycles on the
from 6.5". shoulder.
BRIDGE NO. 3
3 ST} 7
;tf:c:r;idiglf :;1 The Railroad has already
E-1 | accommodate the $58.000 No apprived the Brdgr Layou
fitiste A tiack. o ’ and any changes would delay
Bridge No. 3 the project’s schedule.
Based on a more detailed cost
. estimate provided by the
K;i;f;ﬁai_i th MSE Design Consultant, the MSE
E-2 Walls on Bridee No $417,000 No Wall option is more expensive
3 ge 0. at this location due to the
’ heights of the required MSE
Walls.
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ALT . Savings PW .
No. Description & LCC Implement Comments
BRIDGE NO. 3 - continued
: Use Urban Section on , The bridge is in a rural area
B3 Bridge No. 3. 5185000 Ne that has a rural typical section
; Narrow lanes on .
, e 2 S8
E-4 Bridge No. 3 to 11", $85,000 Yes I'his should be done.
BRIDGE NO. 2
Based on a more detailed cost
Use 2 a span brndge estimate provided by the
G-1 instead .Of a smglel $241.000 No Destgn Copsu!lant. the 2 span
span bridge on Bridge configuration is more
No. 2. expensive than a single span
configuration at this location.
Narrow lanes on : ) .
QG-2 Bridge No. 2 to 111", $35.000 Yes This should be done.
Based on a more detailed cost
estimate provided by the
Niowow lancs:on Design Consultant, the 2 span
G-2.1 | Bridge No.2to 11° $266,000 No gn Lonsutant, P
configuration is more
and use two spans. % ;
expensive than a single span
configuration at this location.

A meeting was held on February 22, 2008 to discuss the above recommendations. Jeff
VanDyke with Carter Burgess, Inc., Steve Tiedmann with JB Trimble, Brent Story, Jason
McCook, Eugene Hopkins, and Scott Maclean with Road Design, and Brian Summers,
Ron Wishon and Lisa Myers with Engineering Services were in attendance.

Additional information was provided by the Design Consultant on April 10, 2008.

The results above reflect the consensus of those in attendance and those who provided

input.

Approved: M
Gerald M.

UL

BKS/REW

7 W i, SRRl LT e

Ross, P. E., Chief Engineer

Date: _6_/ 27—'/0 ?:r
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Summers, Brian

From:
Sent:
To:

Ce:
Subject:

Brian,

Hopkins, Eugene

Tuesday, June 17, 2008 1:16 PM

Summers, Brian

MacLean, Scott; Story, Brent; jeff j.vandyke@jacobs.com; McCook, Jason
VE Implementation East Hiram Parkway in Paulding County Pl 0004688

Itis my understanding that Scott Green with Paulding County has discussed the proposed VE Implementation for this
project with Gerald Ross and that Gerald has agreed to approve the VE implementation as originally proposed. The
County is still interested is looking for ways to save money and will continue to look at/consider some form of a reduced
median width to help save money but not to extent recommended by the VE study.

Eugene Hopkins, P.E.
Design Group Manager

Georgia Department of Transportation

Office of Road Design
phone: (404) 631-1642
mobile: (404) 788-8311
ehopkins@dot.qa.qov

20"

Help GDOT cerve you better. Visit http://www.howsmyservice.dot.ga.gov and rale the service ell!
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

INTERDEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

FILE: MSL-0004-00(688) Paulding County OFFICE: Road and Airport Design
East Hiram Parkway
PI No. 0004688 DATE:  January 14, 2008

FROM: Brent Story, P.E., State Road and Airport Design Engineer

TO: Brian Summers, P.E., Project Review Engineer
Attn: Lisa Myers

Subject: Responses to Value Engineering Study

Reference is made to the recommendations that were contained in the Value Engineering
Report dated December 12, 2007 for the above referenced project. Our responses and
recommendations are as follows,

A-1 Reduce median to 8 feet throughout the project
This idea is to reduce the width of the median to 8 feet from the 20 feet proposed. The
median would flair out at the intersections where turn lanes are required,

Response:

The functional classification of the proposed East Hiram Parkway is “Urban Minor
Arterial.” The GDOT Design Policy Manual (as revised May 21, 2007), Chapter 6.8.2
addresses the issue of median widths on Arterial (Non-GRIP) roadways with design
speeds less than or equal to 45 mph. This policy requires a 20-foot raised median on
such roadways with a Design Year A.D.T. above 24,000 vpd. The policy further requires
that projects that do not meet this traffic threshold be designed to incorporate such a
median in the future. Building an 8-foot raised median would violate this policy and
require a design variance. The wider 20-foot median also enhances safety by separating
opposing traffic lanes further apart than the recommended 8-foot raised median. After
reviewing the issue, the design team and Paulding County DOT (PCDOT) believe that
obtaining such a variance is not appropriate for a new facility project. Approval of VE
Recommendation No. A-1 is not recommended.

A-2 Reduce the width of the travel lanes to 11 feet from the 12 feet proposed.

The VE team felt this was reasonable given the traffic projections, the 45 mph speed limit
and the number of signalized intersections proposed for this project. Savings shown is for
road pavement only, the bridge savings are tabulated separately.



Response:

The standard lane width for arterial roadways is 12 feet, as specified in Chapter 6.2.1 of
the GDOT Design Policy Manual (rev. May 21, 2007). Varying for the policy would
require a variance. After reviewing the issue, the design team and PCDOT agree that 11
feet lanes would be an appropriate cost saving measure. Approval of VE
Recommendation No. A-2 is recommended.

A-4 Optimize the profile.

The VE team was informed at the presentation this project is in a borrow situation on the
order of 500,000 CY. Four areas of the project were evaluated resulting in a reduction in
fill height and corresponding right of way reduction resulting in the savings shown
helow.

Response:

The design team concurs with this assessment and will adjust the proposed profile as
recommended in the VE Study Report. Approval of VE Recommendation No. A-4 is
recommended.

B-1 Reconfigure span 1 and 2 of Bridge #1

The VE team investigated this in an attempt to lower the profile and to save grading and
R/W costs. However, it was determined this is not the critical elevation and therefore
does not control the critical profile. Span 2 has an existing 140 foot span resulting in
large beam sizes. Reducing this to 2-70 foot spans resulted in substantial savings.

Response:

The design team has re-reviewed the hydraulic conditions of this bridge. The Mill Creek
channel meanders significantly in the area of the proposed bridge. A section of the
channel flows parallel to the construction centerline. The proposed 140 fi long span 2 is
the minimum length span that clears this area of longitudinal flow. If this span were split
into two, a footing would be located in the channel and/or on the channel bank and this is
not recommended. GDOT typically wants to sce a 10 ft minimum setback from a
concrete bent to the channel bank. Placing the footing in the channel would also create
additional environmental impacts. A large straddle bent was considered to span the
channel. This option proved to be expensive thus, eliminating any savings by adding the
additional bent. Approval of VE Recommendation No. B-1 is not recommended.

B-4 Narrow lanes on Bridge #1 to 11 feet from 12 feet proposed in the original
design.

Response:

After reviewing the issue, the design team and PCDOT agree that 11 feet lanes would be
an appropriate cost saving measure. Approval of VE Recommendation No. B-4 is
recommended.
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C-1 Build two lanes on one side only.

This concept is to build a two lane rural section without a median along the original west
bound alignment. This concept will tie into the original concept 4 lane urban section.
Right of way will be purchased for the 4 lane build out as in the original concept. This
idea was evaluated because of the marginal traffic projections Justifving the 4 lane
section. If needed, 10-15 years in the future, the project could be expanded at that time.
The capital expense could perhaps be totally or partially funded by developers if that was
driving the need to expand.

Response:

The design team re-reviewed the level of service (LOS) for the project. The team re-ran
the intersection LOS for this proposal. The level of service on a new two-lane facility
would be worse than on a new four-lane facility. See table below. In addition, the two
lane facility would not provide the desired capacity to relieve some of the congestion on
the SR 92 at US 278 intersection. Providing an alternate route for the SR 92 / US 278
intersection is part of the Need & Purpose of this project. Approval of VE
Recommendation No. C-1 is not recommended.

East Hiram 4-Lane Roadway 2-Lane Roadway
Pamy AM PM AM PM

Intersection | Los | Delay | LOS | Delay | LOS | Delay | LOS | Delay
Us 278 L 30 C 22 D 43 C 32
Rosedale Lane B 13 B 12 G 29 C 26
Angham Road B 16 B 14 D 46 C 30
Amold Lane B 13 B 11 F 86 C 20
SR 92 C 24 (& 28 C 33 D 35

C-1.1 Build three lanes on one side only and use a striped median

This is a modification of C-1 where an additional lane is included to aid in the ease of
future maintenance of traffic and expansion should it become necessary. It would be
shown as a striped median at this time but could also serve as left turn lanes at
intersections.

Response:

Similar to a two-lane section discussed in section C-1, a three lane section with a striped-
out median would not the desired capacity for the project. Approval of VE
Recommendation No. C-1.1 is not recommended.

Dama Y bl L




C-3 Reduce the paved portion of the shoulder width in the rural section

The typical section shows an outside shoulder consisting of u paved 6.5 Joot shoulder
followed by a 3.5 foot section to the grade break. The proposed change shows a 4. 0 foor
paved length with a 6.0 foot graded aggregate base section to the break. This shoulder
section matches the existing section at Bill Carruth Parkway and provides adequate room
Jor vehicles to access the shoulder in case of an emergency as well as a paved surface for
bicyeles to ride on,

Response:

The GDOT Design Policy Manual requires a 6.5-foot outside paved shoulder for four-
lane sections, as specified in Table 6.3, “Design Standards for Arterial Roadways.” The
proposed 6.5-foot section allows for rumble strips to be manually ground into the
shoulder pavement to alert motorists and enhance safety. A 4-foot shoulder does not
provide adequate space to allow for both the rumble strips and a smooth surface for
bicyclists. After discussing the issue, the design team and PCDOT agree that a 6.5-foot
shoulder better enhances safety and serves bicyclists on a new transportation facility
Approval of VE Recommendation No. C-3 is not recommended.

E-1 For Bridge #3, reduce span 2 and add a crash wall to accommodate the future
37 track

This concept shows a savings with the alternate design concept, but this could be
increased substantially if the potential for a third future track could be eliminated. This is
highly unusual when only one track exists and perhaps checking again with the railroad
would be appropriate.

Response:

The bridge portion of the design team has received approval from the railroad for the
current bridge configuration in March 2006. The railroad requires the third track and
construction of adjacent pier outside the right-of-way and without crash walls, Crash
walls are acceptable to the railroad in cases where setting bents beyond the clear zone is
not practical. In addition, the design team discussed this issue with Mr. Paul Liles.
GDOT State Bridge Engineer. Mr. Liles concurred that this alternative is not in
accordance with railroad design policy and would not be accepted by the railroad. See
attached railroad correspondence. Approval of VE Recommendation No. E-1 is not
recommended.

E-2 Use vertical abutments (MSE walls) and eliminate the end spans of Bridge #3
This concept is to use MSE walls and eliminate the end spans thus shortening the bridge
length substantially. The pavement section and MSE walls are less costly than the bridge
unit costs.

Response:

The design team has reviewed this proposal and prepared a detailed construction cost
estimate for each altemnative. The cost of additional roadway and wall installation is
more expensive than the 3-span bridge. See attached cost estimate. Approval of VE
Recommendation No. E-2 is not recommended.

Dama d L&



E-3 Use the Urban Section on Bridge #3

The urban section includes a sidewalk on the bridge and appears to be reasonable for the
Angham Road area. This results in a narrower bridge and thus savings in construction
Cosls.

Response:

The proposed facility does not have curb and gutter or sidewalk in the area south of
Rosedale Lane where Bridge #3 is located. A sidewalk on the bridge does match the
proposed rural outside shoulders and does not seem appropriate at his location. The
design team recommends retaining the rural bridge shoulders as shown, Approval of VE
Recommendation No. E-3 is not recommended.

E-4 Reduce lane width on Bridge #3 to 11 feet
Refer to the discussion under A-2

Response:

After reviewing the issue, the design team and PCDOT agree that 11 feet lanes would be
an appropriate cost saving measure. Approval of VE Recommendation No. E-4 is
recommended.

G-1 Use 2 span bridge in licu of single span for Bridge # 2
Two 40 foot spans allow for the use of T beams that are more economical and much
shallower allowing for a lower profile.

Response:

The design team has previously examined this option and prepared a detailed estimate of
the two alternatives. This analysis showed that the two-span arrangement is more
expensive than the single-span. See attached cost estimate. Approval of VE
Recommendation No. G-1 is not recommended.

G-2 Use 11 foot lanes on Bridge #2
Refer to the discussion under A-2

Response:
After reviewing the issue, the design team and PCDOT agree that 11 feet lanes would be

an appropriate cost saving measure. Approval of VE Recommendation No. G-2 is
recommended.
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G-2.1 Use a two span bridge and 11 foot lanes
This idea combines the previous two for Bridge #2.

Response:

As discussed above, a single-span bridge is less expensive. However, the design team
and PCDOT agree that 11 feet lanes would be an appropriate cost saving measure.
Approval of VE Recommendation No. G-2. is partially recommended.

Please contact Eugene Hopkins or Scott MacLean at 404-656-5449 if you have any
additional questions or require any additional information.

BES:WEH:sm

Attachments

Page 6 of 6



BRIDGE EAST HIRAM PKWY OVER NS RAILROAD i i e J B TRIMBLE. INC,
COUNTY PAULDING l] |;-,-_ o 1 JOA NGO 31-3038
P NG 0004688 » - : DESIGNEDR BY SHG
PROECT MLS-D004-00(6588) hatt THECKEDBY GLE
:3-Span Bridge Option |
TE1L LT
NUMBER TEM DESCRI2TION VHETS PRICE GUANTITY COST
2110200 BRIDGE EXCAVAT ON GRADE SEPARA-ION Cv s11a  de Srn7s g
23V D004 TONC SLOPE PAV 4 1M =Y &t s SR1HAT T2
AN SROQVED CONCRETE 5¥ $i 08 fas $1.581 95
001006 SUPERSTR CONCRETE CL A4 BA NO- 3 38T 550 UL PR
S04 2100 CONCRETE AARRIER iLF L4 ITs S de? &7
Her 2191 OLASS A CONORCTE CY S$647 ) Fal Se It e
72002 P5C BEAMS, AASHTO TYRE I BR NO LF 1708 W3 L8029
SO0 PSCBEAMS. AASHTO BULE TES RN, BR NO . LF SHT & AT SIBRAAT 1
S11-1000 BAR REINF STEEL L 30 41 s 5724204
S1LA00 SUPEARSTR REINE STEEL BR MO - LS 08 1RG0 St1EA26r
S20.1747 PILING INPLACE STEEL H mE ‘4 x 74 LF $H1 AR 1454 389 700
5204347 L OAD TEST STEFL H_HP 14% 73 FA  30ES &7 Ra
Total Cost = §1 470,592 73 = $83/5Q FT
MSE Wall Option |
ITEM LT
NUNMBE=R ITEM DESCRIPTION UNTE BRICZ QUANTITY COosT
5002100 GROOVED CONCRETE IV g9 s $2.713
$0-1006 SUPERSTR CONCRETE CLAA 3R 8O L3 §83377 4G ESRER A
G00-2100 CONCRETE BARRIZR T 343Ea ] §r.En
50013002 CLASS AA CONCRETE LY $51607 i £34. 0100
i3 PSC HEANS: AASHITQ BLULE =& S5a N B8R0 = M6 bt ST B0
S11-1000 BAR RENF STESL e 554 B £5.0013
S1E-N00 SUPFRSTR REINF STEEL RR NI LS &g 83404 Bhd 2K
520-1551 PHUNG INPLACE STEEL w1 HP 14 ¥ 1o L& Pragn P2 B i
5204151 LOAD TEST. STEEL H w8 14 X 85 £ 3113 i B
ﬁ < $H3/ SQFT
210000 BRIDGE EXCAVATION GRAGE SEPARATION Gy s am 523 W e
BITAONT MSE WALL FACE . 90 20 FT HT &fud Ni- [ LT S5 547 Lo
AT COPING A, WALL NG TR T {aF 27 uen
H27-1187 ADDITIONAL MSE BACKE L Cy 8108 7 105 S165 Hi.
2060007 BORAOW EXCAY, INCT MA™L Yy L5 7R 79%) ¥ EaR T
SHS060 GR AGGR BASE CRS. & NOH NG 41571 S St 63 IR E &1 koo 10
315100 GR AGGR BASE CRS. 10/INCH, INGL MATL Sy a3 504 €6 jon 72
402 3113 RECYCLED ASPH CONC 12 5 MM SUPERPAYE GP 1 0R & Ml BiTun Iy SE8 1H a4 e N
132:7125 RECYCLED ASPN GONC 25 8412 SUr L ROAVE G 1V OR % INGL BITs ™™ 685 fib SPary2z
131 RECYCLED ASPH CONC 19 MM SUFERPAVE G 1 0R 2 INCL BiT ks I 343553 73 L4 E15 00
ANLB740 CONC CURB A GUTTER #pia 4ot Te/ 3 1527 15 S50 40

Tolal Cost =

- $77.656

$1.530.996




tcthern Corpliaton J KN Carter, Jr
ALl ee Bipel 1k . ' L)
s ADENS.TI G AL
1448
T B et T S5 A fiverbey. P R
5 i {Al]
FYi Iy L -
Photys e " F— A5
Fay Qs " s
Subyeur Marami, G D aadiding ©ooaimy « 1 gt d et Fendiee © anrimig s et i
Hasktbasd tvet NS NP LG emp b o] Fioseit ™S, S U T S T (I
oot

Maret: 2, i
alg | TN N N

N1 S Gt e
Pastlding € omte Dept o) Proawsprninen
ST NGnh Indiustieial W

Palias (oA 3 2

Frear Mr Grreene:

Referenad i minde 1o Stove Tiedemann lerter datest Ll 15, 2005 and tnre T

MaHs ciieeti e above capiboned prosect Nocfoll Soatlein © et il the e e okl el

ihanirted

Norleh Seanheen paningemient has o obyeotion e U prarosed pes brodee vmen
nghrelo iy b desien prosides tonm b s addirsepnl resck e W sty siide o e exasnme 1ok

] Hhe sippalized O leburie Parkawan 0K 231 o pradecrosang 1 chsimated: e peedoet e paipoe
5

proect Our request for toone For fo addaimal tem ks 1s s v giokaty o track shatoy alieads o1 ihe
planmise staces fdug e our correm dpesatierie and 1on g it track ar e st that e proiect b
designed 1o accomimodute botond of iiree 13 bracks v o Dl Sty dosien segminivinenis ter il
recenidy comploted West Hiran: 2upoes The Wost Flivare B s W désigied 1t corrmo fate g

ef thirca 030 traek -

Suce the pronegt o) elitsinate o st thieust i cpade Lrossono. we A wallige v miahe o
tovonuiendition Wsm NMasage et it 1he s ay mrthe a vanvpbeation o SV ol e el PrGuL]
comlone acdotbine e work the 1 oder sb-Ard Polics Cide e Py b detioled St esnimate 1or e

Brydoe andd wppriadBes Irometitah dosvn to o edbawri oo Uil e v detetmine e opnivde o Lo I

<onirthuim

W plun ne onehee Ratpie W Ritehend Aason At Lo BN N U aabst thie T an H
CORSTUCTON TR g drnd TBSIT I serviges A Y w. Pl st sitE vaspegten o §
sk R e bilive fo the Ranlnegd ' sehrataais reviean g gl tdrimape. cliviing. St 6 el

P S e conmdimatien botwees Tuulding o o il WO AR e T e R ar bz 2 DV s v i ; 1

Wached e e Pl bailiestd force seoount « SRR HE CITS O s ORI



Mr Scott Urgene
Mardly 2. 2006

Fale F15-20001 AL
Page 2
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IF you have any questions or wish to discuss this preject please contac b me a (404 282

S5K8
Smcerely.
S A UOhverhev
Engineer
Public Improvements
Ce: Jeft Vanlhwke P E
Day Wilburn & Associates
718 Peachiree Street NW
Suite 4]
Atlanta, GA 30306
Cc Steven Tiedemann P L

Project Manager

LB Trimble, Ine

0445 Powers Ferry Road
Suie 100

Atlante, GA 36339



FORCE ACCOUNT ESTIMATE

Wierk to be Performed 3y NORFOLK BOUTHERN RAILWAY COMPANY
For the Account of - FAULDING COUNTY DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION
Bro’ect Descripticn: PROF EAST HIRAM PKWY CH BR,
Lecation: HIRAM, GEQRGIA
Project No. : MEL-0004-0GC (588)
Milepost: 126.7-H
Jate MARCH 2, 200k
File 117-29021 820
SUMMARY
ITEM A - Preliminary Engineering 7,000
ITEM B - Construction Engineering 31,000
ITEM C - Accounting Z, 000
ITEM D' - Flagging Services 80,000
TEM E Communications Changes 0
ITEM F - Signal & Electrical {hanges fu]
I''EM G - Trazk Work 0
GRAND TOTAL S l2¢.000
(Review plans and specizl Previsions;
Frepare estimates, etc,)
Laber: €0 Hours % 5100 ' hours= £,000
Travel Expenses: 1,003
Services by Contract Engineer 0
NET TOTAL - ITEM A 5 7
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Tresocntee et ESTIMATE OF ENGINEERING FEES

note! data input i red, al atee colis pretecied | also 2ec ced 70 for nStructons
P EEHUAITET 149 20060447 Mt GA 48 104 Tipe Cfatmm! Conatiuctan Exginmming DITEMGTT 236747 g

RWA Proposal or Job Number- 3287647 Client Job Number, 117-28021
Project Description/location: Hiram, GA East Hitam Parkway over Noclolk Southern AP 1267-H -~/ - =
Client: Narfolk Southam o ' o
Design Assumptions:; Const Engr & coordinaton with GDOT. Shgle vack with provision foi ane uiore ba T
Shoting for foundation not knovn due 1o piel plans 3 anBGipate shonng review R
One structure. 3-apan wicone. beams_End fils on each side Fack 2nd conceele sope protecuon .
New locabon with genenc piers shows, MVC 23-0" and MHC 26°0° min - -
No access road. no ir Ufilibes shown, No dramage changes shown, Ssheduled ChNG assumed in 2057
Prepared By/Data: GTZ 1726106
Reviewad By/Date: DIMT2806 CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING PHASE
Manhours by Ciassification
PRIN SE PDE SFE ADMIN I Towl
i r Estimate; ﬁ
F‘rojtdnlupandmrg_\ 2 — s ! € J
L ; = —_— T fﬂL ]
|Coora. wiRR Depariments & GDOT ! 24 | J 24
r [~ R ' B S N —
[Otfice Enginesring: | S -___J___.__..F..__[___.—_O __?
Feview contractor stpport of EXCEVaUOR/misc 2 1€ i o 18 |
Review erection procedute/pian S T T | 18 |
| | . 5|
Field Engineering’ ] b g
Preconstruction meeting N g o ! 8 _J
| Clearing along RR RAW & End 8 placemen: I 16 | ___’L 16 1
|___Shoring instaliation 2 passible locations S 2 | S
Pier consiruction, 2 locations | 'II_-R A | I 2
| Beam plasement. over track | | T ' | R |
Deck placemant (one location) over tach __# 2] RN I T
Stte visits sfter major 18l evenss - 6| | 15
Cleanup - el %6 | _’L ) ' 6|
@mm , . 2 N JF___az_._ |
1 w
|Final with Division Engineer gl 10| T
Manhour Totals: 2 7B a2 182 4 L 0 248
Heurly Payeoll Rate (uses lookup table) | sooo $2.00 $o0 3000 $a00 $0.00 $000
Ouerhead Multiplier (excluding fese) | o000 0000 | oo DoX  f oo 0,000 0o
Biling Rate (excluding fees) | s:4s00 $10200 $84 G0 $84 00 $60.00 000 00
TOTALDL+ON: | samsac | s2e8600 | soeaso § 31710800 1| s28000 $0.00 30,00
Direct Non-Salary Cost (DNSC) Estirmnate: UNITS  Junm cosT| mewm cast
Travel (miesge) per vehicie-mile, (21 wips @ 75 miles R/T) 1,575 $0.41 $637.68
Air Fara, par airine ticket assume 1 site meeling = M _ §250.00 0.0o
Ground Transport, per vehicie-trip _ | s000 0.00
[Meais, pes person per day - 2t T 700 | 14700 |
0, der room-night J e | 7500 | o000
Photocopies, per copy 100 | ©16 | 1000 .
Blackine oc Blucine Prinis, per sheet o - ¢80 | 000 Summary
Bond of Velum Reproductions, per sheet 1.00 0.00 TOTAL DL + ON: $23.190
Papei Sepias_ per sheet - - 3.00 000 | FEE [coll k) 6
Sepias, per sheat o | 16,00 0.00 TOTAL DN8C: 735
Photographs. pet roll (including development) I | 800 | oo FEE {eatl £58); o
Long Distance Telephone. per cal [ _ 300 | 000 TOTAL SUBS o
Facsimile, pur call 1 | 200 | pogo FEE [cell k60); ¢
Ovemnight Pestage. per ;-mr.kage_ o i B | z0.00 Q.00 COFC:
Pariing $3.00 2.00
other (describe): - | 000
other {describe): | oo Grand Total: 323.985
* - rates are suggesied; modity as neccod TOTAL DNSC: $785
inted  C126%668 11,35 A
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Sean Garland

From: John McWhores
Sent:  Wednesday. January 02, 2008 11 20 AM

To: Sean Garland
Subject: FW: Design Altematives - P.I 0004668, Paulding Co. East Hiran: Parkway over Mill Creek Trib.
MSL-0004.D0(688)

A little mare backgrouna on the Mil Creek Tributary site

From: Beck, Susan [mailto:Susan Beck@dot. state ga.us)

Sent: Friday, January 27, 2006 2:17 PM

To: John McWhorter

Cc: Steve Tiedemann; Sean Garland; Rebbie Frizzell; Garrick L. Edwards

Subject: RE: Design Alternatives - P.1. 0004688, Paulding Co, East Hiram Parkway over Mill Creek Trib., MSL-
0004-00(688)

Hi John,
I talked to Paul about this project a few minues ago and be i< ok with the sinale #O-ft Type Nl span

Susan 1. Beek

Orfice of Bridge Hydraulics
(404) 636-5285

susanbeck @ dotstate gaus

From: John McWhorter [mailtojmcwhorter@IBTrimbie.com]

Sent: Friday, January 27, 2006 10:00 AM

To: Beck, Susan

Cc: Steve Tiedemann; Sean Garland; Robbie Frizzell; Garrick L. Edwards

Subject: FW: Design Alternatives - P.1. 0004688, Paulding Co, East Hiram Parkway over Mill Creek Trib., MSL-
0004-00(688)

Susan,

As requestad here are the roagway pian sheets tor this brnidgs (2 plan & 2 profifa) Also included the lavout I vl
reed additional information please let me know Thanks lor your assistance on 1his

John

----- Original Message-----

From: John McWhorter

Sent: Thursday, January 26, 2006 9:08 AM

To: 'Susan Beck@dot.state.ga.us'

Cc: Garrick L. Edwards; Robbie Frizzell: Sean Garland

Subject: FW: Design Alternatives - P.1. 004688, Paulding Co, Fast Hiram Parkway over Mill Creek Trib., MSL-
0004-00(688)

Susan,

This is & Paulding County project with siata funds and GDOT will be doing the review. | dort kriow if the study will
make to your desk or nof bul we have a quasticn concerning the structure tvpe. This is a new location site and we

179720038



Message age: 2ol 2

have an 80 1 lomg Lrndye propesedir a sogay area. s cunenilly set-up as a two-span Type | riod Lridge and
there is ne clearly dehined channet. We did detailed cost estimates 1ot the twa span bridge and an 60 # long Type
Il single span bridge and the cost comes aut cheaper lor the longer span (See attached). Combine this with the
hydraulic benefit of eliminating 'he imermediate bent and the additonal arsa obizned by lowenng the
superstructure and pushing out the endralls (wa to have claarance). the single span bndge starts leaking ke “hHe
better allernative.

In the past John Tiermnan was against simgle spar bridges in general, although did he approve their use i some
locations. What is your opinion.on this” if you concur with the use of the sigla span bridge. would you pleasa run
it by the frant cllige?

I fokow up later with a phone call.
Thanks,

Jotn

—---0riginal Message-----

From: Sean Garland

‘Sent: Thursday, January 26, 2006 8:39 AM
To: John McWhorter

Cc: Garrick L. Edwards

Subject: Desian Alternatives - P.1. DD04688

John. here is the .pdf of the twe design alternatives for East Hiram Pkwy Over Mills Creek Tributary (P |
0C04888). It you have any questions feel free to stop by,

Sean H Garianag, P.E,
E TRIMGLL, Ve
v dbtrimble. com

phanp: 1771 d0E Y

Toa E770 E52 s



