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March 27, 2009 
 
Ms. Lisa Myers 
Design Review Engineer Manager/VE Coordinator 
Georgia Department of Transportation-Engineering Services 
One Georgia Center 
600 W. Peachtree Street NW 
Atlanta, GA  30308 
 
RE: Submittal of the final Value Engineering Report 

Project No.:  NHS00-0005-00(320) - P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County    
 
 

Dear Ms. Myers: 
 
Please find enclosed two (2) hard copies and one (1) CD of our final Value Engineering 
Report for the new I-75 Interchange at SR 215, Dooly County. 
 
This Value Engineering Study, which was performed during the period March 16 through 
March 19, 2009, identified 33 Alternative Ideas of which 11 ideas are recommended 
for implementation.  We believe that the Alternative Ideas recommended may have a 
significant positive affect on the project. 
 
We trust that you will find this report to be in proper order.  It should be noted that the 
results of this workshop are volatile in that they can be overcome by the events that 
accompany the expeditious continuance of the design process.  Accordingly, we 
encourage an equally expeditious implementation meeting to design the disposition of 
the contents of this report. 
 
On behalf of our VE Team, we thank you very much for this opportunity to work with you 
and the hard working staff of the Georgia Department of Transportation. 
 
Yours truly, 

PBS&J      
 

     
 
Les M. Thomas, P.E., CVS-Life    Randy S. Thomas, CVS 

VE Team Leader     Assistant Team Leader 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This report summarizes the analysis and conclusions by the PBS&J Value Engineering 
workshop team as they performed a Value Engineering study during the period of March 
16 through March 19, 2009 in Atlanta, at the office of the Georgia Department of 
Transportation.  The subject of the Value Engineering study was Project NHS00-0005-
00(320) - P.I. No. 0005320, I-75 Interchange at SR 215, Dooly County.    
 
The design for the project has been prepared by Parsons.  At the time of the workshop, 
the plans had advanced to the preliminary design level. 
 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
This project consists of modifications to the existing interchange at I-75 and SR 215 east 
of Vienna in southeastern Dooly County.   
 
The project begins 0.65 miles south of the SR 215 Interchange and ends 0.69 miles 
north of SR 215 Diamond Interchange. The functional classification for SR 215 is Rural 
Major Collector. 
 
The modifications currently proposed will replace the current two lane bridge on SR 215 
with a three lane bridge with the center lane being a 14-foot wide turn lane.  The plans 
call for the bridge to be constructed parallel and south of the existing bridge.  The ramps 
to I-75 will be reconstructed and lengthened with a terminal spacing of 1,000 feet.  This 
will improve capacity and safety by providing sufficient storage space for vehicles and 
trucks on the bridge.  It will  bring  the ramp geometry up to current design standards.   
 
The design speed for SR 215 will be 55 mph and ramp speeds will be 45 mph. 
 
The estimated construction costs are $10,340,788 with additional Right-of-Way costs are 
$11,900,000 and reimbursable utilities costs of $966,800 for a total project cost of 
$23,744,627. 
 
 
This project is more fully described in the documentation that is located in the Tabbed 
section of this report, entitled Project Description.  
 
 
PROJECT CONCERNS AND OBJECTIVES 
 
Some of the information from the concept report and the designer’s presentation 
indicated the following important points about the project: 
 

 Need to correct I-75 existing deficient elements 
 Need to improve intersection safety 
 Need to improve line-of-sight 
 Need to improve intersection operation 
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 Need to improve on and off ramp safety 
 

VALUE ENGINEERING PROCESS 
 
The Value Engineering team followed the seven step Value Engineering job plan as 
promulgated by SAVE International.  This seven step job plan includes the following:  
 

 Investigative 
 Analysis 
 Speculation 
 Evaluation 
 Development 
 Recommendation 
 Presentation 

 
This report is a component of the Presentation Phase.  As part of the VE workshop in 
Atlanta, the team made an informal presentation of their results on the last morning of 
the workshop.  This report is intended to formalize the workshop results and set the 
stage for a formal implementation meeting in which alternatives and design suggestions 
will typically be accepted, accepted with modifications, or rejected for cause.  The 
worksheet that follows, along with the formally developed alternatives and design 
suggestions can be used as a “score sheet” for the implementation meeting. It is also 
included in this report to identify, on a summary basis, the results of the workshop.  The 
reader is encouraged to visit the third tabbed section of this report entitled Study 
Results for a review of the details of the developed alternatives.  The tabbed section 
Project Description includes information about the project itself and the tabbed section 
Value Engineering Process presents the detailed process of the Value Engineering 
Study. 
 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
During the speculation phase the VE Team identified 33 Alternative Ideas that 
appeared to hold potential for reducing the construction cost, improving the end product, 
and/or reducing the difficulty and time of project construction.   
 
After the evaluation phase was completed, 11 Alternative Ideas remained for further 
consideration. These Alternative Ideas may be found, in their documented form, in the 
section of this report entitled Study Results.  It is noted that the cost estimate provided 
to the VE Team indicated that the probable cost of asphalt is $100.00 per ton.  Presently 
the cost has significantly decreased which may affect the significance of our projected 
savings. 
 
The following Summary of Alternatives and Design Suggestions coupled with the 
documentation of the developed alternatives should provide the reader with the 
information required to fully evaluate the merits of each of the alternatives. 
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  Summary of Alternatives & Design Suggestions 
PROJECT:  Georgia Department of Transportation  

NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

SHEET NO.: 1  of  1 

ALTERNATIVE 
NUMBER 

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE 
           INITIAL 

    COST SAVINGS 

  ROADWAY (RD)  

   

RD-1 Install signals when warranted $ 165,452 

RD-3 Use 2’ inside paved shoulder in-lieu of 4’ paved shoulder on       
ramps 

$ 275,233 

RD-5 Construct a partial cloverleaf-A $ 1,603,832 

RD-6 Use asphalt in-lieu of concrete on the ramps $ 473,725 

RD-8 Construct Tippettville Road connection as a “T” intersection 
on both ends 

$ 241,560 

RD-16 Eliminate area lighting system $1,650,000 

RD-20 Reduce paved shoulder from 6.5’ to 4’ on SR 215 $146,173 

RD-21 Reduce paved shoulder from 6.5’ to 2’ on SR 215 $263,110 

RD-23 Build an upgraded Tight Urban Diamond Interchange (TUDI) $8,886,331 

 BRIDGE (BR)  

BR-1 Use 8’ shoulders on the bridge $140,800 

BR-2 Two span bridge with MSE walls (Wall alignment parallel to   
I-75). 

$ 432,575 
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STUDY RESULTS 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This section includes the study results presented in the form of fully developed value 
engineering alternatives that include descriptions of the original design, description of the 
alternative design configurations, comments on the technical justifications, opportunities 
and risks associated with the alternatives, sketches, calculations and technical 
justification for these alternatives. For the most part, these fully developed alternatives 
represent an array of choices that clearly could have an impact on the eventual cost and 
performance of the finished project. 
 
This introductory sheet is followed by a Summary of Alternatives and Design 
Suggestions.  It should be noted that the alternatives that are included, which have cost 
estimates attached are not necessarily representative of the final cost outcome for each 
alternative. Some of these alternatives have components that are mutually exclusive so 
they may not be added together. 
 
The users of this report are asked to consider these alternatives and design suggestions as 
a smorgasbord of choices for selection and use as the project moves forward.  The 
enclosed Summary of Alternatives & Design Suggestions may also be used as a “score 
sheet” within the bounds of an implementation meeting. 
 
COST CALCULATIONS 
 
The cost calculations are intended only as a guide to the approximate results that might 
be expected from implementation of the alternatives.  They should be helpful in making 
clear choices as to the pursuit of individual alternatives. 
 
The composite mark-up of 10% for the construction cost comparisons was derived from 
the cost estimate for the project. This estimate can be found in the section of this report 
entitled Project Description. 
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  Summary of Alternatives & Design Suggestions 
PROJECT:  Georgia Department of Transportation  

NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

SHEET NO.: 1  of  1 

ALTERNATIVE 
NUMBER 

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE 
           INITIAL 

    COST SAVINGS 

  ROADWAY (RD)  

   

RD-1 Install signals when warranted $ 165,452 

RD-3 Use 2’ inside paved shoulder in-lieu of 4’ paved shoulder on       
ramps 

$ 275,233 

RD-5 Construct a partial cloverleaf-A $ 1,603,832 

RD-6 Use asphalt in-lieu of concrete on the ramps $ 473,725 

RD-8 Construct Tippettville Road connection as a “T” intersection 
on both ends 

$ 241,560 

RD-16 Eliminate area lighting system $1,650,000 

RD-20 Reduce paved shoulder from 6.5’ to 4’ on SR 215 $146,173 

RD-21 Reduce paved shoulder from 6.5’ to 2’ on SR 215 $263,110 

RD-23 Build an upgraded Tight Urban Diamond Interchange (TUDI) $8,886,331 

 BRIDGE (BR)  

BR-1 Use 8’ shoulders on the bridge $140,800 

BR-2 Two span bridge with MSE walls (Wall alignment parallel to   
I-75). 

$ 432,575 
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       Value Analysis Design Alternative 
PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

      RD-1 

DESCRIPTION: Install signals when warranted SHEET NO.:  1  of  3 

Original Design:  

The original design proposes signals at the intersection of both sets of ramps and SR-215. 

Alternative:  

The alternative design would introduce a stop condition at the exit ramp terminals and eliminate the 
proposed signals. 

 

 

 

 
Opportunities: 
 
 Reduced cost  
 Elimination of signal poles from the clear 

zone 
 Eliminate maintenance cost 
 

Risks: 

 Minimal design effort 

Technical Discussion: 

The traffic study indicates that signals will not be warranted until almost the project design year. 
By eliminating the signals, the capital cost of the original installation will be eliminated in addition 
to the maintenance and operation costs for the design life of the project. 

 

 

 
COST SUMMARY 

 
INITIAL COST 

PRESENT WORTH 
RECURRING COSTS 

PRESENT WORTH
LIFE-CYCLE 

COST 

ORIGINAL DESIGN $ 174,442 $             0 $      323,217

ALTERNATIVE $ 0 $             0 $      157,765

SAVINGS $ 174,442 $             0 $      165,452
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           Calculations  

PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

    RD-1 

DESCRIPTION: Install signals when warranted SHEET NO.:  2  of  3 

 

Assumptions:  

Installation, yearly maintenance and yearly timing costs were developed using recommendations from Mr. 
Ernie Cochran. 

Signals will be installed after year 15. 

Signal installation – 2 @ $80,000 each + 10,000 interconnect => $170,000 

Maintenance – (electricity, bulbs, incidental damage) => $2,500 / year 

Timing – 2 @ 7,500 each = $15,000/bi-annually => use $7,500 per year 
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LIFE CYCLE COST WORKSHEET
PROJECT: ALTERNATIVE NO. RD-1

I-75 Interchange at SR 215
Dooly County

SHEET NO.  3 of  3

LIFE CYCLE PERIOD: 20 years Signals Signals

INTEREST RATE: 3.00% ESCALATION RATE: 0.00% ORIGINAL PROPOSED

A. INITIAL COST $174,442 $0

Useful Life (Years) 20                       20                       

INITIAL COST SAVINGSL COST SAVINGS $174,442

B. RECURRENT COSTS (Annual Expenditures)

1. Maintenance electricity, bulbs, incidental damage 1 $2,500 2,500$         

2. Maintenance electricity, bulbs, incidental damage 0 $2,500 -$             

3. Maintenance timing 1 $7,500 7,500$         

4. Maintenance timing 0 $7,500 -$             

5. Maintenance electricity, bulbs, incidental damage 1 $2,500 -$             2,500$         

6. Maintenance timing 1 $7,500 -$             7,500$         

Total Annual Costs 10,000                10,000                

Present Worth Factor 14.8775              4.5797                

Present Worth of RECURRENT COSTS 148,775              45,797                

C. SINGLE EXPENDITURES Year Amount PW factor Present Worth Present Worth

ORIG PROP  < Put "x" in appropriate box (original design or proposed design)

x 1. Install Signal 15 $174,442 0.6419         -$               111,968$            

x 2. 15 0.6419         -$                    -$                    

x 3. 1.0000         -$                    -$                    

x 4. 1.0000         -$                    -$                    

x 4. 1.0000         -$                    -$                    

x 5. 1.0000         -$                    -$                    

6. 1.0000         -$                    -$                    

7. 1.0000         -$                    -$                    

8. 1.0000         -$                    -$                    

D. SALVAGE VALUE Year Amount PW factor Present Worth Present Worth

x 1. 1.0000         -                          -                          

2. 1.0000         -                          -                          

Present Worth of SINGLE EXPENDITURES $0 $111,968

E. Total Recurrent Costs & Single Expenditures (B + C + D) $148,775 $157,765

RECURRENT COSTS & SINGLE EXPENDITURES SAVINGS ($8,990)

TOTAL PRESENT WORTH COST (A + E) $323,217 $157,765

TOTAL LIFE CYCLE SAVINGS $165,452

NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320

Install signals when warranted
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       Value Analysis Design Alternative  

PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

         RD-3 

DESCRIPTION: Use 2’ inside paved shoulder in-lieu of 4’ paved shoulder 
on ramps 

SHEET NO.:  1  of  4 

Original Design:  

The original design provides for a 12’ outside shoulder with 10’ paved. 

Alternative:  

The alternative would provide a 6’ improved inside shoulder with 2’ paved on the ramps. 

 

 

Opportunities: 
 
  Reduce required paving 
  Conform to AASHTO recommendations 

 
 

Risks: 

 Minimal design effort 

Technical Discussion: 

AASHTO policy makes the recommendation that when providing paved shoulders on ramps, ”For 
one way operation, the sum of the right and left shoulders should not exceed 10’ to 12’.(AASHTO: 
A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets 2004, page 838, bullet #1). By providing 
excess shoulder width, it will encourage parking on the ramps and attempts to use this wider paving 
as an additional travel lane.  

 

 
COST SUMMARY 

 
INITIAL COST 

PRESENT WORTH 
RECURRING COSTS 

PRESENT 
WORTH 

LIFE-CYCLE 
COST 

ORIGINAL DESIGN $ 2,624,426 $             0 $    2,624,426 

ALTERNATIVE $ 2,349,193 $             0 $    2,349,193 

SAVINGS $ 275,233 $             0 $     275,233 
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           Illustration 
PROJECT: 
  
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

         RD-3 

DESCRIPTION: Use 2’ paved inside paved shoulder in-lieu of 4’ paved 
shoulder on ramps 

SHEET NO.:  2  of  4 

 

Proposed 

Alternative 
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           Calculations  

PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

         RD-3 

DESCRIPTION: Use 2’ inside paved shoulder in-lieu of 4’ paved shoulder 
on ramps 

SHEET NO.:  3  of  4 

  
         REDUCED PAVEMENT AREA: Concrete Pavement 
 
  Ramp A = Station 300+00 to Station 326+62 =  2662 lf 
  Ramp B = Station 400+00 to Station 441+98 =  4198 lf 
  Ramp C = Station 600+00 to Station 627+34 =  2734 lf 
  Ramp D = Station 505+00 to Station 539+56 =  3456 lf 
                                         13050 lf total 
 
  (2662’+4198’+2734’+3456’) = 13050 x 2’/ (9sf/sy) = 2900 sy concrete pavement saved. 
  G.A.B.- 2900 SY saved 

If asphalt shoulders are proposed, below are the pavement build-up assumptions and reductions.  
  
  Asphalt assumptions: 
  Assume build-up of: 
  A.660lb/sy -25mm Superpave 
  B.330lb/sy -19mm Superpave 
  C.165lb/sy -9.5mm Superpave(12.5mm Superpave would likely be a more suitable wearing surface) 

Asphalt Reductions: 

A. 660lb/sy x 2900sy/2000=957 tons saved 

B. 330lb/sy x 2900sy/2000=479 tons saved 

C. 165lb/sy x 2900sy/2000=239 tons saved 

D. GAB= 2900 SY saved 

Asphalt costs- 

A.957 tons x $100/ton= $95,700 

B.479 tons x $100/ton=$47,900 

C.239 tons x $100/ton=$23,900 

D.2900 SY x $19.91/SY=$57,739 

Grand Total Asphalt Savings Alternative=$225,239 
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PROJECT:

DESCRIPTION:    4   of   4

UNITS
NO. OF 
UNITS

COST/ UNIT TOTAL
NO. OF 
UNITS

COST/ UNIT TOTAL

SY 23,968 66.37$         1,590,756$  21,068 66.37$        1,398,283$   

SY 39,934 19.91$         795,086$     37,034 19.91$        737,347$      

Sub-total 2,385,842$  2,135,630$   

Mark-up at 10.00% 238,584$     213,563$      

TOTAL 2,624,426$  2,349,193$   

Estimated Savings: $275,233

                 Cost Worksheet

SHEET NO.: 
Use 2' inside paved shoulders in-lieu of 4' 
paved shoulder on ramps

Georgia Department of Transportation

RD-3
I-75 Interchange at SR 215                              
Dooly County

ALTERNATIVE NO.:
NHS00-0005-00(320) - P.I. No. 0005320

ORIGINAL ESTIMATE PROPOSED ESTIMATECONSTRUCTION ITEM

ITEM

439-0026- Plain PC Conc Pavt 

310-5120- GAB 12", inc mat'l
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       Value Analysis Design Alternative 
PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

     RD-5 

DESCRIPTION: Construct a Parclo-A SHEET NO.:  1  of  5 

Original Design:  

The original design proposes constructing a conventional Spread Diamond Interchange. 

Alternative:  

The proposed alternative would be to construct a Type-A Partial Cloverleaf and offsetting the 
roadway slightly to the north. 

 

Opportunities: 
 

 Minor reduction in pavement cost 
 Reduction in required Right of Way 
 Reduction in displacements 
 Eliminate impact to drainage structure 
 
 

Risks: 
 
 Minimal increase in design effort 
 Increase in bridge cost 
 Moderate impacts to construction 

sequence 

Technical Discussion:  
 

The preliminary design only considered one configuration with any loop ramps which was in the 
southwest quadrant. By making the loop ramp an exit off of I-75 this would dictate a High Range 
(75% design speed) design for the loop ramps. By utilizing a Parclo – A, it will make the loop 
ramps entrances to the high speed roadway allowing the use of a “Lower Range (50% design 
speed)” design.  

 

 
COST SUMMARY 

 
INITIAL COST 

PRESENT WORTH 
RECURRING COSTS 

PRESENT WORTH
LIFE-CYCLE 

COST 

ORIGINAL DESIGN $ 2,304,972 $             0 $     2,304,972 

ALTERNATIVE $ 701,140 $             0 $      701,140 

SAVINGS $ 1,603,832 $             0 $     1,603,832 
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           Illustration 
PROJECT: 
  
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

         RD-5 

DESCRIPTION: Construct a partial Clover leaf - A SHEET NO.:  2  of  5 

Original Design: 
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           Illustration 
PROJECT: 
  
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

         RD-5 

DESCRIPTION: Construct a partial Clover leaf - A SHEET NO.:  3  of  5 
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           Calculations  

PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

    RD-5 

DESCRIPTION: Construct a Parclo-A SHEET NO.:  4  of  5 

 

Increased Bridge Cost: 

Assume an additional 24’ length of bridge to accommodate the loop ramps. 

(24’ length x 57.25’ width) = 1,374 SF 

Assume an additional $500,000 for increased cost for Maintenance of Traffic 

Box Culvert: 

From the estimate – 120 CY Class A concrete and 13,381 Reinforcing Steel. 

 

Reduction in Right of Way: 

Eliminate the right of way in the northeast and southwest quadrant. Include an additional strip 1000’ long 
by an average of 100’ wide to accommodate the loops in the south east and northwest quadrants (20% 
commercial / 80% agricultural). 

R.O.W. added- (1000’ x 100’) x 2 = 200,000 SF / 43,560 / AC = 4.59 AC => 3.67 AC agricultural ; 0.92 
AC commercial 

R.O.W. reduced / NE - 2000’ length x 225’ average width (100% agricultural)= 450,000 SF / (43,560 SF / 
AC) => 10.33 AC agricultural   

R.O.W. reduced / SW - 1700’ length x 160’ average width (20% commercial / 80% agricultural)= 272,000 
SF / (43,560 SF / AC) = 6.24 AC => 4.99 AC agricultural ; 1.25 AC commercial  

Commercial – 1.25 AC – 0.92 AC = 0.33 AC x $175,000/ AC = $57,750 

Agricultural – 10.33 AC + 4.99 AC – 3.67 AC = 11.65 AC x $ 5,000 = $58,250 

Assume savings of ¼ of improvements => 0.25 x $2,592,000 = $648,000 

Assume savings of ¼ of relocations => 0.25 x $100,000 = $25,000 

Total = $789,000                                             

 
Right of way:  
              Net cost                     =   $789,000 
              Scheduling @ 55%           =   $ 433,950 
              Court cost @ 60%            =   $ 473,400 
              Appreciation @ 40%         =   $ 315,600 
              Total                        =  $2,011,950 
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PROJECT:

DESCRIPTION:   5  of   5

UNITS
NO. OF 
UNITS

COST/ UNIT TOTAL
NO. OF 
UNITS

COST/ UNIT TOTAL

CY 120 586.16$       70,339$       0 586.16$      -$             

LB 13,831 0.95$           13,139$       0 100.00$      -$             

SF 0 100.00$       -$            1,374 100.00$      137,400$      

LS 1 2,011,950$  2,011,950$  0 -$            -$             

LS 0 -$            1 500,000$    500,000$      

Sub-total 2,095,429$  637,400$      

Mark-up at 10.00% 209,543$     63,740$        

TOTAL 2,304,972$  701,140$      

Estimated Savings: $1,603,832

ITEM

Class A Concrete

Steel Reinforcing

Bridge

Maintenance of Traffic

ORIGINAL ESTIMATE PROPOSED ESTIMATECONSTRUCTION ITEM

Right of Way

                 Cost Worksheet

SHEET NO.: Construct a Parclo-A

Georgia Department of Transportation

RD-05I-75 Interchange at SR 215                              
Dooly County

ALTERNATIVE NO.:
NHS00-0005-00(320) - P.I. No. 0005320
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       Value Analysis Design Alternative  

PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:     

         RD-6 

DESCRIPTION: Use asphalt in-lieu of concrete on the ramps SHEET NO.:  1  of  4 

Original Design:  

The original design proposes constructing the ramps on the project with PCC. 

Alternative:  

The alternative proposes constructing the ramps with asphalt in-lieu of PCC. 

 

 

Opportunities: 
 
  Lower initial costs 
  Reduces construction time 
 

Risks: 
 
 Shortened maintenance cycles due to 

truck traffic 
 Minor design impacts 

Technical Discussion: 

The alternative proposes using asphalt to construct the proposed ramps on the project. Typically, 
concrete is preferred for interstate ramp construction, but this alternative was pursued due to low 
opening and design year traffic counts(7900-2005 ADT; 17,000-2033 ADT). It is noted that the 
truck percentage is 14%, but with the lower ADT range, it appears to be a viable alternative, 
generating $473,725 in first cost savings. It is also noted that 12.5mm Superpave would be a 
preferred wearing surface throughout the project. 

 
COST SUMMARY 

 
INITIAL COST 

PRESENT WORTH 
RECURRING 

COSTS 

PRESENT 
WORTH 

LIFE-CYCLE 
COST 

ORIGINAL DESIGN $      4,320,540 $            0 $    4,320,540 

ALTERNATIVE $      3,846,815 $            0 $    3,846,815 

SAVINGS $        473,725 $            0 $     473,725 
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           Illustration 
PROJECT: 
  
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

         RD-6 

DESCRIPTION: Use asphalt in-lieu of concrete on the ramps SHEET NO.:  2  of  4 

Original design using PCC for ramp 
construction

 

Alternate design proposes using asphalt for ramp construction 

 
 
Asphalt build-up assumed: 
-165lb/sy 12.5mm Superpave 
-330lb/sy 19mm Superpave 
-660lb/sy 25mm Superpave 
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           Calculations  

PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

         RD-6 

DESCRIPTION: Use asphalt in-lieu of concrete on the ramps SHEET NO.:  3  of  4 

          
Mainline ramp area calculations: 
 
  Ramp A = Station 300+00 to Station 326+62 =  2,662 lf 
  Ramp B = Station 400+00 to Station 441+98 =  4,198 lf 
  Ramp C = Station 600+00 to Station 627+34 =  2,734 lf 
  Ramp D = Station 505+00 to Station 539+56 =  3,456 lf 
                                         13,050 lf total 
16’ ramp travel lane- 
 
-(2662’+4198’+2734’+3456’) = 13,050 x 16’/ (9sf/sy) = 23,200 sy concrete pavement saved. 
-G.A.B.- 23200 SY reduction 
-Construct ramp shoulders with 8” GAB in lieu of 12” GAB. 
-Use 8” GAB for ramp travel way base in lieu of 12” GAB. 
-Convert all 12” GAB proposed area into 8” GAB for alternate. 
 
Asphalt assumptions: 
Assume build-up of: 
 
A.660lb/sy 25mm Superpave 
B.330lb/sy 19mm Superpave 
C.165lb/sy 9.5mm Superpave(12.5mm Superpave would likely be a more suitable wearing surface) 
 
Asphalt Calculations: 
 
A.23,200sy x 660lb/sy/2,000=7,656 ton increase 25mm Superpave 
B.23,200sy x 330lb/sy/2,000= 3,828 ton increase 19mm Superpave 
C.23,200sy x 165lb/sy/2,000=1,914 ton increase 9.5mm Superpave 
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PROJECT:

DESCRIPTION:    4   of   4

UNITS
NO. OF 
UNITS

COST/ UNIT TOTAL
NO. OF 
UNITS

COST/ UNIT TOTAL

SY 23,968 66.37$         1,590,756$  0 66.37$        -$             

SY 39,934 19.91$         795,086$     0 19.91$        -$             

-$            -$             

SY 18,723 $15.41 288,521$     58,657 15.41$        903,904$      

TN 6,094 100.00$       609,400$     13,750 100.00$      1,375,000$   

TN 4,570 100.00$       457,000$     8,398 100.00$      839,800$      

TN 1,870 100.00$       187,000$     3,784 100.00$      378,400$      

Sub-total 3,927,764$  3,497,104$   

Mark-up at 10.00% 392,776$     349,710$      

TOTAL 4,320,540$  3,846,815$   

Estimated Savings: $473,725

ITEM

439-0026- Plain PC Conc Pavt 

402-3121- 25mm Superpave

402-3190- 19mm Superpave

402-3131- 9.5mm Superpave

310-5120- GAB 12", inc mat'l

ORIGINAL ESTIMATE PROPOSED ESTIMATECONSTRUCTION ITEM

310-5080- GAB 8", inc. mt'l

                 Cost Worksheet

SHEET NO.: Use asphalt in-lieu of concrete on the ramps

Georgia Department of Transportation

RD-6
I-75 Interchange at SR 215                              
Dooly County

ALTERNATIVE NO.:
NHS00-0005-00(320) - P.I. No. 0005320
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       Value Analysis Design Alternative 
PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

     RD-8 

DESCRIPTION: Construct Tippettville Road connection as a T-
Intersection on both ends 

SHEET NO.:  1  of  4 

Original Design:  

The original design proposes to tie Tippettville Road to SR-215 by re-aligning Tippettville Road 
utilizing a curve (~45^ deflection) in the alignment to form a T-intersection at SR-215.  

Alternative:  

The proposed alternative would tie Tippettville Road to SR-215 utilizing a connecting road with a T-
intersection on either end. The connecting road would also be shifted to the south to align the 
connection at SR-215 with the most easterly drive of the Pilot Truck Stop. 

 
Opportunities: 
 

 Reduction in pavement cost 
 Reduced impact to historical resources 
 Improved management of access on SR-

215 
 Elimination of unusable remainder of right- 

of-way 
 Elimination of any right-of-way taking from 

the historical property 
 Reduction in required right-of-way 
 

Risks: 
 
 Minimal increase in design effort 
 An indirect route for local traffic 

Technical Discussion:  
 
By using a “connecting road” it will allow the elimination of an unusable remainder of right-of way.  
In addition this will eliminate any right-of-way taking from the historical property. The only notable 
negative impact will be requiring the thru traffic between SR-215 and Tippettville Road to make a 
turn. 

 
COST SUMMARY 

 
INITIAL COST 

PRESENT WORTH 
RECURRING COSTS 

PRESENT WORTH
LIFE-CYCLE 

COST 

ORIGINAL DESIGN $        241,560 $             0 $      241,560 

ALTERNATIVE $              0 $             0 $            0 

SAVINGS $        241,560 $             0        241,560
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           Illustration 
PROJECT: 
  
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

         RD-8 

DESCRIPTION: Construct Tippettville Road connection as a “T” 
intersection on both ends 

SHEET NO.:  2  of  4 

Current Design: 

 

Alternative Design: 
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           Calculations  

PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

    RD-8 

DESCRIPTION: Construct Tippettville Road connection as a T-
Intersection on both ends 

SHEET NO.:  3  of  4 

 

Reduction in Pavement: 

Assume a buildup of 165#/SY Surface, 330#/SY Base Layer and 8” G.A.B. 

Length of roadway = 500 LF,  Width of roadway = (2’+12’+12’+2’) = 28 LF  

Total Area = (500 LF x 28 LF) / (9 SF / SY) = 1555.6 SY 

Superpave  9.5mm    = (1555.6 SY x (165#/SY) / (2000#/TN) = 128.3 TN => 128 TN 

Superpave  25.0mm   = (1555.6 SY x (330#/SY) / (2000#/TN) = 256.7 TN => 257 TN 

8” GAB               => 1556 SY 

 

Reduction in Right of Way: 

Unusable remainder – 650’ length x 100’ average width = 65,000 SF 

Reduced length along existing – 500’ length x (100’ width prop. – 60’ width exist.) = 20,000 SF 

Total = 85,000 SF / (43,560 SF / AC) => 2 AC 

 

Net Cost- 2 AC x ($5,000 / AC) = $10,000 

 
 Right of way: Net cost                     =  $10,000 
              Scheduling @ 55%           =  $ 5,500 
              Court cost @ 60%            =  $ 6,000 
              Appreciation @ 40%          =  $ 4,000 
              Total                       = $ 25,500 
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PROJECT:

DESCRIPTION:    4   of   4

UNITS
NO. OF 
UNITS

COST/ UNIT TOTAL
NO. OF 
UNITS

COST/ UNIT TOTAL

TN 128 100$            12,800$       0 100$           -$             

TN 257 100$            25,700$       0 100$           -$             

SY 1,556 100$            155,600$     0 100$           -$             

LS 1 25,500$       25,500$       0 -$            -$             

Sub-total 219,600$     -$             

Mark-up at 10.00% 21,960$       -$             

TOTAL 241,560$     -$             

Estimated Savings: $241,560

                 Cost Worksheet

SHEET NO.: 
Construct Tippettville Road connection as a T-
Intersection on both ends

Georgia Department of Transportation

RD-08
I-75 Interchange at SR 215                              
Dooly County

ALTERNATIVE NO.:
NHS00-0005-00(320) - P.I. No. 0005320

ORIGINAL ESTIMATE PROPOSED ESTIMATECONSTRUCTION ITEM

Right of Way

ITEM

12.5mm Superpave

25.0 mm Superpave

8" G.A.B.
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       Value Analysis Design Alternative 
PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

         RD-16 

DESCRIPTION: Eliminate area lighting system SHEET NO.:  1  of  3 

Original Design:  

The original design calls for construction of high mast lighting to illuminate the intersection of SR 
215 at I-75. 

Alternative:  

The alternative proposes eliminating the high mast lighting for this project. 

 

 

 

Opportunities: 
 
 Initial cost savings by eliminating unit 

items 
 Reduced construction time 
 
 
 

Risks: 

 Minimal design impacts 

Technical Discussion: 

  The project is sited in a rural location, and the anticipated cost of installation will be approximately 
$1,650,000 after the appropriate mark-ups, representing approximately 10% of the overall project 
construction cost. It is reasonable to not provide this class of lighting in rural areas unless there 
are special needs identified.  

 

 

 
COST SUMMARY 

 
INITIAL COST 

PRESENT WORTH 
RECURRING COSTS 

PRESENT WORTH
LIFE-CYCLE 

COST 

ORIGINAL DESIGN        1,650,000 $             0 $     1,650,000

ALTERNATIVE $             0 $             0 $           0

SAVINGS $      1,650,000 $             0 $     1,650,000
 

29 of 86



           Calculations  

PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

         RD-16 

DESCRIPTION: Eliminate area lighting system SHEET NO.:  2  of  3 

Assumptions: 

-Eliminate the proposed high mast lighting in its entirety. Costs are derived from the estimate enclosed in 
the concept report.  

-Line item for 683-9999- “High Mast Lighting” is a LS item @ $1,500,000. A 10% mark-up is included in 
the cost worksheet attached to bring the final price to $1,650,000. 
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PROJECT:

DESCRIPTION:    3  of   3

UNITS
NO. OF 
UNITS

COST/ UNIT TOTAL
NO. OF 
UNITS

COST/ UNIT TOTAL

LS 1 1,500,000$  1,500,000$  0 1,500,000$ -$             

Sub-total 1,500,000$  -$             

Mark-up at 10.00% 150,000$     -$             

TOTAL 1,650,000$  -$             

Estimated Savings: $1,650,000

ITEM

683-9999- High Mast Lighting

ORIGINAL ESTIMATE PROPOSED ESTIMATECONSTRUCTION ITEM

                 Cost Worksheet

SHEET NO.: Eliminate area lighting system

Georgia Department of Transportation

RD-16
I-75 Interchange at SR 215                              
Dooly County

ALTERNATIVE NO.:
NHS00-0005-00(320) - P.I. No. 0005320
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       Value Analysis Design Alternative 
PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

     RD-20 

DESCRIPTION: Reduce the paved shoulder on SR-215 from 6.5’ to 4’ SHEET NO.:  1  of  4 

Original Design:  

The original design calls for 6.5 foot paved shoulder 

Alternative:  

The proposed alternative would provide 4 foot paved shoulder  

 

 

 

 

Opportunities: 
 
 Reduction in pavement cost 
 Minimal reduction in utility 

Risks: 

 Minimal increase in design effort 

Technical Discussion: 

The original design calls for a 6.5 foot paved shoulder, however AASHTO allows a little as a 2 
foot paved shoulder (AASHTO, A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, page 
314) based on the project criteria. A four foot shoulder, free of rumble strips, would provide 
sufficient width to accommodate pedestrian and bicycle traffic. 

 

 

 

 
COST SUMMARY 

 
INITIAL COST 

PRESENT WORTH 
RECURRING COSTS 

PRESENT WORTH
LIFE-CYCLE 

COST 

ORIGINAL DESIGN $ 380,140 $             0 $      380,140 

ALTERNATIVE $ 233,967 $             0 $      233,967 

SAVINGS $ 146,173 $             0 $      146,173 
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           Illustration  

PROJECT: 
        

 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 

I-75 Interchange at SR 215 

Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         RD-20 

DESCRIPTION: Reduce the paved shoulder on SR-215 from 6.5’ to 4’ SHEET NO.:  2  of  4 

  

 

 

Asphalt build-up assumed: 

-165lb/sy 12.5mm Superpave 

-330lb/sy 19mm Superpave 

-660lb/sy 25mm Superpave 
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           Calculations  

PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

    RD-20 

DESCRIPTION: Reduce the paved shoulder on SR-215 from 6.5’ to 4’ SHEET NO.:  3  of  4 

 

~Station 703+00 to ~Station 735+70 

 

Original Design: 

Length of the roadway = 3270 LF,  Width of the Paved Shoulders = (2 x 6.5’) 13 LF  

Total Area of Paved Shoulder = (3270 LF x 13 LF) / (9 SF / SY) = 4723.3 SY 

Superpave  9.5mm    = (4723.3 SY * 165/2000) = 389.7 TN => 390TN 

Superpave  19.0mm   = (4723.3 SY * 330/2000) = 779.3 TN => 779 TN 

Superpave  25.0mm   = (4723.3 SY * 660/2000) = 1558.7 TN => 1559 TN 

8” GAB               = 4723.3 SY 

Alternative 

Length of the roadway = 3270 LF,  Width of the Paved Shoulders = (2 x 4.0’) 8 LF  

Total Area of Paved Shoulder = (3270 LF x 8 LF) / (9 SF / SY) = 2906.7 SY 

Superpave  9.5mm    = (2906.7 * 165/2000) => 240 TN  

Superpave  19.0mm   = (2906.7 SY * 330/2000) => 480 TN 

Superpave  25.0mm   = (2906.7 SY * 660/2000) = >959 TN 

8” GAB               = 2907 SY 
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PROJECT:

DESCRIPTION:    4   of   4

UNITS
NO. OF 
UNITS

COST/ UNIT TOTAL
NO. OF 
UNITS

COST/ UNIT TOTAL

TN 390 100.00$       39,000$       240 100.00$      24,000$        

TN 779 100.00$       77,900$       480 100.00$      48,000$        

TN 1,559 100.00$       155,900$     959 100.00$      95,900$        

SY 4,723 15.41$         72,781$       2,907 15.41$        44,797$        

Sub-total 345,581$     212,697$      

Mark-up at 10.00% 34,558$       21,270$        

TOTAL 380,140$     233,967$      

Estimated Savings: $146,173

                 Cost Worksheet

SHEET NO.: 
Reduce the paved shoulder on SR-215 from 
6.5’ to 4’

Georgia Department of Transportation

RD-20
I-75 Interchange at SR 215                              
Dooly County

ALTERNATIVE NO.:
NHS00-0005-00(320) - P.I. No. 0005320

ORIGINAL ESTIMATE PROPOSED ESTIMATECONSTRUCTION ITEM

8" G.A.B.

ITEM

12.5mm Superpave

19.0 mm Superpave

25.0 mm Superpave
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       Value Analysis Design Alternative 
PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

     RD-21 

DESCRIPTION: Reduce the paved shoulder on SR-215 from 6.5’ to 2’ SHEET NO.:  1  of  4 

Original Design:  

The original design calls for 6.5 foot paved shoulder. 

Alternative:  

The proposed alternative would provide 2 foot paved shoulder.  

 

 

 

 

Opportunities: 
 
 Reduction in pavement cost 
 Minimal reduction in utility 

Risks: 

 Minimal increase in design effort 

Technical Discussion: 

The original design calls for a 6.5 foot paved shoulder, however AASHTO allows a little as a 2 
foot paved shoulder (AASHTO, A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, page 
314) based on the project criteria. However, a two foot shoulder will not provide sufficient width to 
accommodate pedestrian and bicycle traffic. 

 

 

 
COST SUMMARY 

 
INITIAL COST 

PRESENT WORTH 
RECURRING COSTS 

PRESENT WORTH
LIFE-CYCLE 

COST 

ORIGINAL DESIGN $ 380,140 $             0 $      380,140 

ALTERNATIVE $ 117,030 $             0 $      117,030 

SAVINGS $ 263,110 $             0 $      263,110 
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           Illustration 
PROJECT: 
  
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

         RD-21 

DESCRIPTION: Reduce the paved shoulder on SR-215 from 6.5’ to 2’ SHEET NO.:  2  of  4 

Original design 

Alternate design  

 
 
Asphalt build-up assumed: 
-165lb/sy 12.5mm Superpave 
-330lb/sy 19mm Superpave 
-660lb/sy 25mm Superpave 
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           Calculations  

PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

    RD-21 

DESCRIPTION: Reduce the paved shoulder on SR-215 from 6.5’ to 2’ SHEET NO.:  3  of  4 

 

~Station 703+00 to ~Station 735+70 

 

Original Design: 

Length of the roadway = 3270 LF,  Width of the Paved Shoulders = (2 x 6.5’) 13 LF  

Total Area of Paved Shoulder = (3270 LF x 13 LF) / (9 SF / SY) = 4723.3 SY 

Superpave  9.5mm    = (4723.3 SY * 165/2000) = 389.7 TN => 390TN 

Superpave  19.0mm   = (4723.3 SY * 330/2000) = 779.3 TN => 779 TN 

Superpave  25.0mm   = (4723.3 SY * 660/2000) = 1558.7 TN => 1559 TN 

8” GAB               = 4723 SY 

Alternative: 

Length of the roadway = 3270 LF,  Width of the Paved Shoulders = (2 x 2.0’) 4 LF  

Total Area of Paved Shoulder = (3270 LF x 4 LF) / (9 SF / SY) = 1453.3 SY 

Superpave  9.5mm    = (1453.3 SY * 165/2000) => 120 TN 

Superpave  19.0mm   = (1453.3 SY * 330/2000) => 240 TN 

Superpave  25.0mm   = (1453.3 SY * 660/2000) => 480 TN 

8” GAB               = 1453 SY  
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PROJECT:

DESCRIPTION:    4   of   4

UNITS
NO. OF 
UNITS

COST/ UNIT TOTAL
NO. OF 
UNITS

COST/ UNIT TOTAL

TN 390 100.00$       39,000$       120 100.00$      12,000$        

TN 779 100.00$       77,900$       240 100.00$      24,000$        

TN 1,559 100.00$       155,900$     480 100.00$      48,000$        

SY 4,723 15.41$         72,781$       1,453 15.41$        22,391$        

Sub-total 345,581$     106,391$      

Mark-up at 10.00% 34,558$       10,639$        

TOTAL 380,140$     117,030$      

Estimated Savings: $263,110

ITEM

12.5mm Superpave

19.0 mm Superpave

25.0 mm Superpave

ORIGINAL ESTIMATE PROPOSED ESTIMATECONSTRUCTION ITEM

8" G.A.B.

                 Cost Worksheet

SHEET NO.: 
Reduce the paved shoulder on SR-215 from 
6.5’ to 2’

Georgia Department of Transportation

RD-21
I-75 Interchange at SR 215                              
Dooly County

ALTERNATIVE NO.:
NHS00-0005-00(320) - P.I. No. 0005320
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       Value Analysis Design Alternative 
PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

     RD-23 

DESCRIPTION: Construct an “upgraded” TUDI SHEET NO.:  1  of  4 

Original Design:  

The original design proposes constructing a conventional Spread Diamond Interchange. 

Alternative:  

The proposed alternative would be to construct a Tight Urban Diamond Interchange and offsetting 
the roadway slightly to the north. 

 
Opportunities: 
 

 Reduction in required right-of-way 
 Reduction in displacements 
 Eliminate culvert widening for ramp 
 Increased “access separation” along SR-

215 
 

Risks: 
 
 Minimal increase in design effort 
 An increase in bridge cost 
 Moderate impacts to construction 

sequence 
 Increased MOT cost 
 Minor increase in paving costs 

Technical Discussion:  

The goal of modifying the existing interchange configuration is to improve the LOS of the ramp 
termini with the cross road. This is typically achieved in rural areas by the use of a “Spread 
Diamond” configuration to space the ramp intersection in excess of the recommended minimum 
1,000’ apart. Due to the high cost of right-of-way in urban areas, the Diamond configuration is 
often compressed to less than 350’ to allow the signals to operate as a single coordinated unit 
and mitigate the negative effects of spacing two “independent” signals too close together. While 
operationally the Tight Urban Diamond Interchange may not be quite as effective as a Spread 
Diamond, if the right-of-way impacts and costs are high it may be a prudent choice even in a rural 
setting. 

 

 

 

 
COST SUMMARY 

 
INITIAL COST 

PRESENT WORTH 
RECURRING COSTS 

PRESENT WORTH
LIFE-CYCLE 

COST 

ORIGINAL DESIGN $ 10,477,283 $             0 $    10,477,283 

ALTERNATIVE $ 1,590,952 $             0 $     1,590,952 

SAVINGS $ 8,886,331 $             0 $     8,886,331 
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           Illustration 
PROJECT: 
  
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

         RD-23 

DESCRIPTION: Build an upgraded Tight Urban Diamond Interchange 
(TUDI) 

SHEET NO.:  2  of  4 

Current Design: 

 

Alternative Design: 
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           Calculations  

PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

    RD-23 

DESCRIPTION: Construct an “upgraded” TUDI SHEET NO.:  3  of  4 

 

Increased Bridge Cost: 

Assume an additional 12’ width of bridge to accommodate an extra left turn lane. 

(12’ width x 250’ length) = 3,000 SF 

Assume an additional $1,000,000 for increased cost for Maintenance of Traffic 

Additional roadway widening 12’ width and 1500’ length 

Total Area of Paved Shoulder = (1500 LF x 12 LF) / (9 SF / SY) = 2,000 SY 

Superpave  9.5mm    = (2,000 SY * 165/2000) => 165TN 

Superpave  19.0mm   = (4723.3 SY * 330/2000) => 330 TN 

Superpave  25.0mm   = (4723.3 SY * 660/2000) => 660 TN 

8” GAB               = 2000 SY 

 

Box Culvert: 

From the estimate – 120 CY Class A concrete and 13,381 Reinforcing Steel. 

Reduction in Right of Way: 

Assume a reduction of 80% for all land both agricultural and commercial => 0.80 x 2,104,350 
=>$1,683,480 

Assume savings of  ¾  of improvements => 0.75 x $2,592,000 = $1,944,000 

Assume savings of  ¾   of relocations => 0.75 x $100,000 = $75,000 

Total = $3,702,480 

 

 
Right of way:  

              Net cost                     =   $3,702,480 
              Scheduling @ 55%           =   $ 2,036,364 
              Court cost @ 60%            =   $ 2,221,488 
              Appreciation @ 40%         =   $ 1,480,992 
              Total                        =   $9,441,324 
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PROJECT:

DESCRIPTION:    4   of   4

UNITS
NO. OF 
UNITS

COST/ UNIT TOTAL
NO. OF 
UNITS

COST/ UNIT TOTAL

CY 120 586.16$       70,339$         0 586.16$      -$             

LB 13,831 0.95$           13,139$         0 100.00$      -$             

SF 0 100.00$       -$               3,000 100.00$      300,000$      

LS 1 9,441,324$  9,441,324$    0 -$            -$             

LS 0 -$               1 1,000,000$ 1,000,000$   

TN 0 100.00$       -$               165 100.00$      16,500$        

TN 0 100.00$       -$               330 100.00$      33,000$        

TN 0 100.00$       -$               660 100.00$      66,000$        

SY 0 15.41$         -$               2,000 15.41$        30,820$        

Sub-total 9,524,803$    1,446,320$   

Mark-up at 10.00% 952,480$       144,632$      

TOTAL 10,477,283$  1,590,952$   

Estimated Savings: $8,886,331

                 Cost Worksheet

SHEET NO.: Construct an “upgraded” TUDI

Georgia Department of Transportation

RD-23
I-75 Interchange at SR 215                              
Dooly County

ALTERNATIVE NO.:
NHS00-0005-00(320) - P.I. No. 0005320

ORIGINAL ESTIMATE PROPOSED ESTIMATECONSTRUCTION ITEM

Right of Way

8" G.A.B.

ITEM

Class A Concrete

Maintenance of Traffic

12.5mm Superpave

19.0 mm Superpave

25.0 mm Superpave

Steel Reinforcing

Bridge
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       Value Analysis Design Alternative 
PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

         BR-1 

DESCRIPTION: Use 8’-0” shoulders on the bridge SHEET NO.:  1  of  4 

Original Design: 

The original roadway typical section for SR-215 over I-75 calls for the use of 10’-0” shoulders.  

The original concept calls for the replacement of the existing four span (34.25’ X 203.50’) bridge 
carrying two travel lanes of SR 215 over I-75 with a 61’-3” X 320’-0” (45-115-115-45) bridge 
carrying two 12’-0” travel lanes, one 14’-0” turn lane and two 10’-0” shoulders. 

Since bridge plans were not provided for this study, a four span 320’-0”long bridge is assumed 
(for comparison purposes) to span across the proposed future typical cross section of I-75.   

 

Alternative:  

The alternative proposes reducing the shoulder width from 10’-0” to 8’-0”. The proposed shoulder 
width reduction will be in compliance with the GDOT Policies and Procedures (Minimum Bridge 
Widths) and Exhibit 6-5, Page 425 (Minimum Width of Traveled Way and Shoulders) of the 
AASHTO Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (2004). 

Opportunities: 
 
 Potential savings in construction costs 

due to reduced bridge width (deck 
concrete, elimination of a girder, reduced 
bent width, etc) 

 Reduces dead loads on the exterior 
bridge girders 

Risks: 

 Minimal redesign effort (as the design is 
in the preliminary phase) 

Technical Discussion: 

The use of 8’-0” outside shoulder between the inside travel lanes and the bridge barrier will be 
adequate for bridge lengths greater than 200’, per AASHTO Geometric Design of Highways and 
Streets (pgs. 224, 315, 412, 455 & etc.). 

Replacing the 10’-0” shoulders with 8’-0” shoulders could potentially reduce the width by 4’-0” 
resulting in an out-to-out bridge width of 57’-3”. 

 
COST SUMMARY 

 
INITIAL COST 

PRESENT WORTH 
RECURRING COSTS 

PRESENT WORTH
LIFE-CYCLE 

COST 

ORIGINAL DESIGN $ 2,156,000 $             0 $    2,156,000

ALTERNATIVE $ 2,015,200 $             0 $    2,015,200

SAVINGS $ 140,800 $             0 $     140,800
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           Illustration 
PROJECT: 
  
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

         BR-1 

DESCRIPTION: Use 8’-0” shoulders on the bridge SHEET NO.:  2  of  4 
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           Calculations  

PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

         BR-1 

DESCRIPTION: Use 8’-0” shoulders on the bridge SHEET NO.:  3  of  4 

Note: 
 
1) Reduction from current design = savings for alternative 
2) Bridge Plans were not made available to the VE Team at the time of the study 

 
 
Alternative Design (assuming a 4 span bridge) with two 8’-0” shoulders, two 12’-0” lanes, one 14’-0” 
turn lane. 
 
Reduction in Bridge Width = 2 * 2’ = 4’-0”  
 
Reduction in deck area = [320’ * 4’] =  1280 SF 
 
 

Other treatments (assumed same for current design & alternative, therefore, not considered). 

 

NOTE: 

A more detailed cost analysis may be performed on sufficiently developed alternative bridge plans to 
be able to itemize major components and realize greater cost savings than that shown in this study.  
Example: One Girder line can be eliminated, concrete grooving reduced, etc. 
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PROJECT:

DESCRIPTION:    4   of   4

UNITS
NO. OF 
UNITS

COST/ UNIT TOTAL
NO. OF 
UNITS

COST/ UNIT TOTAL

19,600 100.00$       1,960,000$  18,320 100.00$      1,832,000$   

Sub-total 1,960,000$  1,832,000$   

Mark-up at 10.00% 196,000$     183,200$      

TOTAL 2,156,000$  2,015,200$   

Estimated Savings: $140,800

                 Cost Worksheet

SHEET NO.: Use 8'-0" shoulders on the bridge

Georgia Department of Transportation

BR-1I-75 Interchange at SR 215                              
Dooly County

ALTERNATIVE NO.:
NHS00-0005-00(320) - P.I. No. 0005320

ORIGINAL ESTIMATE PROPOSED ESTIMATECONSTRUCTION ITEM

ITEM

4' Reduction of Bridge Width
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       Value Analysis Design Alternative 
PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

         BR-2 

DESCRIPTION: Two span bridge with MSE walls (Wall alignment parallel 
to I-75). Use 8’-0” shoulders. 

SHEET NO.:  1  of  4 

Original Design: 

The original roadway typical section for SR-215 over I-75 calls for the use of 10’-0” shoulders.  

The original concept calls for the replacement of the existing four span (34.25’ X 203.50’) bridge 
carrying two lanes of SR 215 over I-75 with a 61’-3” X 320’-0” bridge carrying two 12’-0” travel 
lanes, one 14’-0” turn lane and two 10’-0” shoulders.  

Since bridge plans were not provided for this study, a four span 320’-0” long bridge is assumed 
(for comparison purposes) to span across the proposed future typical cross section of I-75.  

Alternative:  

The alternative proposes constructing a two span 230’-0” long bridge, thus shortening the bridge 
length and eliminating the end (approach) spans from the assumed four span bridge.  Other bridge 
geometry remains the same as in the original design. 

Opportunities: 
 
 Potential savings in construction costs 

and construction time due to reduced 
bridge length 

 Reduction in two intermediate bents 

Risks: 

 Minimal redesign effort (as the design is 
in the preliminary phase) 

 Additional MSE Wall and fill requirements 
(the latter balanced by soil removal 
requirements in original design) 

Technical Discussion: 

A two span 57’-3” x 230’-0” bridge would provide enough horizontal clearance to span the future 
typical section of I-75.  

A shorter (relative to the assumed design) two span bridge can be constructed by providing MSE 
Walled abutments. This span arrangement will accommodate future I-75 widening.  

BT – 54 girders made of 8.0 ksi concrete can be used to span 115’-0”, therefore, there is no effect 
on the PGL and vertical clearance to I-75 from the original design. 

Replacing the 10’-0” shoulders with 8’-0” shoulders could potentially reduce the width by 4’-0” 
resulting in an out-to-out bridge width of 57’-3”. 

 
COST SUMMARY 

 
INITIAL COST 

PRESENT WORTH 
RECURRING COSTS 

PRESENT WORTH
LIFE-CYCLE 

COST 

ORIGINAL DESIGN $ 2,156,000 $             0 $     2,156,000

ALTERNATIVE $ 1,723,425 $             0 $     1,723,425

SAVINGS $ 432,575 $             0 $      432,575
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           Illustration 
PROJECT: 
  
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

         BR-2 

DESCRIPTION: Two span bridge with MSE walls (Wall alignment parallel 
to I-75). Use 8’-0” shoulders. 

SHEET NO.:  2  of  4 

 

 

                                      Alternative Design 
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           Calculations  

PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:    

         BR-2 

DESCRIPTION: Two span bridge with MSE walls (Wall alignment parallel 
to I-75). Use 8’-0” shoulders 

SHEET NO.:  3  of  4 

Note: 
 
1) Reduction from current design = savings for alternative 
2) Bridge Plans were not made available to the VE Team at the time of the study 
 
For comparison purposes ONLY, the ASSUMED design is a four span (45’ + 115’ + 115’ + 45’) 61’-
3” wide (Out-to-Out) bridge. 
 
Alternative design (two Span (115’ + 115’) 57’-3” wide (Out-to-Out) bridge with MSE WALLED 
ABUTMENTS. 
 
Reduction in Bridge Length = (320’ – 230’) = 90.0’ 
 
Reduction in deck area of Bridge = [90’ * 61.25’] + [4’ * 230] = 6432.5 SF 
 
Assume MSE wall height of 20’ over a length of 80.0’ (length parallel to I-75) 
Assume MSE wall tapers 2:1 over a length of 45’ (length parallel to I-75) 
 
Total area of MSE walls added = 2 * [(80’ * 20’) + (2 * 0.5 * 45’ * 20’)] = 5000 SF 
 
Other treatments (assumed same for current design & alternative, therefore, not considered). 

 

NOTE: 

A more detailed cost analysis may be performed on sufficiently developed alternative bridge plans to 
be able to itemize major components and realize greater cost savings than that shown in this study.  
Examples: Reduction in grooved concrete, substructure concrete, diaphragm concrete, etc. 

 

50 of 86



PROJECT:

DESCRIPTION:    4   of   4

UNITS
NO. OF 
UNITS

COST/ UNIT TOTAL
NO. OF 
UNITS

COST/ UNIT TOTAL

SF 19,600 100.00$       1,960,000$  13,168 100.00$      1,316,750$   

SF 0 50.00$         -$            5,000 50.00$        250,000$      

Sub-total 1,960,000$  1,566,750$   

Mark-up at 10.00% 196,000$     156,675$      

TOTAL 2,156,000$  1,723,425$   

Estimated Savings: 432,575$      

                 Cost Worksheet

SHEET NO.: 
Two span bridge with MSE-walled abutments 
(Wall alignment parallel to I-75)

Georgia Department of Transportation

BR-2I-75 Interchange at SR 215                              
Dooly County

ALTERNATIVE NO.:
NHS00-0005-00(320) - P.I. No. 0005320

ORIGINAL ESTIMATE PROPOSED ESTIMATECONSTRUCTION ITEM

ITEM

Reduced of Bridge Deck Area

MSE Wall (10-20')
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
The project No. is NHS00-0005-00(320) - P.I. No. 0005320. This project consists of 
modifications to the existing interchange at I-75 and SR 215 east of Vienna in 
southeastern Dooly County.  This project does not include any improvements or 
modifications to the I-75 mainline. 
 
The project begins 0.65 miles south of the SR 215 interchange and ends 0.69 miles 
north of SR 215 interchange.  The existing SR 215 is a two lane road with 11-foot wide 
lanes with a 4-foot shoulder.  The current diamond interchange on I-75 consists of three, 
12-foot wide lanes in each direction, 10-foot shoulders and 14-foot wide ramps with 4-
foot outside shoulders and 2-foot inside shoulders.  The functional classification for SR 
215 is Rural Major Collector. 
 
The modifications currently proposed will replace the current two lane bridge on SR 215 
with a three lane bridge with the center lane being a 14-foot wide turn lane.  The plans 
call for the bridge to be constructed parallel and south of the existing bridge.  The ramps 
to I-75 will be reconstructed and lengthened with a terminal spacing of 1,000 feet.  This 
will improve capacity and safety by providing sufficient storage space for vehicles and 
trucks on the bridge and will  bring  the ramp geometry up to current design standards.   
 
The design speed for SR 215 will be 55 mph and ramp speeds will be 45 mph. 
 
The estimated construction costs are $10,340,788 with additional Right-of-Way costs are 
$11,900,000 and reimbursable utilities costs of $966,800 for a total project cost of 
$23,744,627. 
  
 
REPRESENTATIVE DOCUMENTS 
 

 Georgia Department of Transportation  
o Construction Cost Estimates 
o Preliminary Right-of-Way Cost Estimate 
o Utilities Cost Estimate 
o Concept Report 
o Project Location Map 
o Traffic Analysis 
o Bridge Inventory 
o Construction plans and specifications 
 

The VE Team utilized the supplied project materials noted above and the current 
standard drawings, details and specifications provided by Parsons. 
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VALUE ENGINEERING PROCESS 

 
 
This report summarizes the analysis and conclusions by the PBS&J Value Engineering 
team as they performed a VE Study during the period of March 16 through March 19, 
2009 in Atlanta, Georgia, for the Georgia Department of Transportation.  
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The Value Engineering Study team and its leadership were provided by PBS&J.  This 
VE Team consisted of the following: 
 

Les M. Thomas, P.E., CVS-Life        Certified Value Specialist 
Luke Clarke, P.E, AVS      Senior Highway Design Engineer 
Kevin Martin, Esq. AVS    Highway Construction Specialist 
Fabricio Quinanez, P.E.    Senior Bridge Design Engineer 
Randy S. Thomas, CVS       Assistant Team Leader 
  

The Value Engineering Team followed the Seven Step Value Engineering job plan as 
promulgated by SAVE International.  This Seven Step job plan includes the following: 
 

 Investigation/Information Phase – during this phase of the VE Team’s work, 
the team received a briefing from the Georgia Department of Transportation 
(GDOT) staff and Parsons Engineering.  This briefing included discussions of the 
design intent behind the project, the cost concerns, and the physical project 
limitations.  In the working session that followed, the VE Team developed cost 
models from the cost data provided by the designers and familiarized themselves 
with the construction drawings and other data that was available to the team.  
Some of the representative project information (concept report, cost estimate, 
and special provisions) may be found in the tabbed section of this report entitled 
Project Description.  Following this current narrative the reader will also find a 
cost model done in the Pareto fashion, i.e., identifying the highest costs down to 
the lowest costs for the larger construction cost elements.  This cost model, 
developed by the VE Team, was used by the VE Team to help focus their week 
of work.  The headings on the Pareto Chart also were used as headings for 
creative phase activities. 

 
 Analysis Phase – during this phase the VE Team determined the “Functions” of 

the project.  This was accomplished by reviewing the project from the simplest 
format in asking the questions of “What is the project supposed to do?”, and 
“How is it supposed to accomplish this purpose?  In the Value Engineering 
vernacular, the answers to these questions are cast in the form of active verbs 
and measurable nouns.  These verb/noun pairs form the basis of the function 
analysis which distinguishes a Value Engineering effort from a potentially 
damaging cost cutting exercise.   
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 The important functions of the project were identified as follows:  
 

o Project Objective/Goals 
 

 Improve Level of Service 
 Improve safety 
 Accommodate economic growth 
 Maintain reasonable schedule 
 Reduce construction costs 
 

o Project Basic Functions 
 

 Separate traffic 
 Increase capacity 
 Reduce conflicts 
 Improve pavement 

 
 Speculation Phase - The VE team performed a brainstorming session to identify 

ideas that might help meet the project objectives: 
 

 Add travel lanes 
 Reduce Right of Way taking 

 
This brainstorming session initially identified numerous ideas that were then 
evaluated in the Judgment phase.  The reader will find the creative worksheets 
enclosed.  These same work sheets were also used to record the results of the 
Judgment/Evaluation Phase. 
 

 Evaluation Phase – Once the VE Team identified the creative ideas, it was 
necessary to decide which alternatives should be carried forward.  This is the 
work of the Evaluation or Judgment Phase.  The VE Team reflected back on the 
project constraints and objectives shared with the team by the owner’s 
representatives, in the kick-off meeting on the first day of the workshop.  From 
that guidance, the team selected ideas that they believed would improve the 
project by a vote process.   

 
Following that selection process, the VE Team used the following values as measures of 
whether or not an alternative had enough merit to be carried forward in the VE process: 

 
o Construction cost savings 
o Improve value  
o Maintainability 
o Ability to implement the idea 
o General acceptability of the alternatives 
o Constructability 
o Scheduling delays 

 
Based on these criteria, the VE Team evaluated the alternatives and graded 
them from 5 (Excellent) down to 1 (Poor).  Other notes about the alternatives are 
annotated at the bottom of the enclosed creative and evaluation sheets. 
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 Development Phase – During this phase, the VE Team developed each of the 
selected design alternatives whose rating was “4” or “5” because of time 
constraints. If time permitted, the team will develop additional recommendations. 
This effort included a detailed explanation of the idea with sketches as 
appropriate to clarify the idea from the original concept, advantages and 
disadvantages, a technical explanation and an estimation of the cost and 
resultant savings if implemented. (see the tabbed section  – Study Results) 

 
 Recommendation Phase – During this phase the VE Team reviews the 

alternative ideas to confirm which ones are appropriate for the project, have an 
opportunity for success and which will improve the value of the project if 
implemented. 

 
 
 Presentation Phase – As noted earlier, the team made an informal “out-briefing” 

on the last day of the workshop, designed to inform the Owners and the 
Designers of the initial findings of the VE Study.  This written report is intended to 
formalize those findings. 

 
The following Function – Worth - Cost Analysis, was utilized to focus the team and 
stimulate brainstorming; a copy of the Attendance Sheets is also attached so that the 
reader can be informed about who participated in the Study proceedings.   
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VALUE ENGINEERING STUDY AGENDA 
for 

Georgia Department of Transportation 

NHS00-0005-00(320)- P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 

Dooly County    
 

March 16-19, 2009 
 
Pre-Workshop Activities 

 
VE Team Leader organizes study, coordinates with the Owner and 
Designer the project objectives and materials necessary. The VE Team 
receives and reviews all project documents. The team develops a Pareto 
Chart and/or Cost Model for the project.   

  
Day One 
 

9:00-10:30   Design Team Presentation (Information Phase) 
 

 Introduction of participants, owner, designer, and VE team 
members 

 Presentation of the project by the design engineer including:  
 History and background  
 Design Criteria and Constraints 
 Special “U” turn requirements 
 Special needs (schools, businesses, etc.) 
 Sidewalks,  bicycle lanes, and or multi-use trails 
 Historical Property protection 
 Current Construction Completion Schedule 
 Project Cost Estimate and Budget Constraints 

 Owner Presentation – special requirements, definition of life cycle 
period and interest rate for life cycle costs   

 Review VE Pareto Chart/Cost Model 
 Discussion, questions and answers 
 Overview of the VE Process and Agenda – Workshop goals & 

project goals 
 

10:30-12:00    VE Team reviews project (Information Phase) 
 

  Review design team’s presentation 
  Review agenda and goals of the study 
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  1:00-2:30    Function Analysis Phase 

 
   Analyze Cost Model – Pareto 
   Identify basic and secondary functions 
   Complete Function Matrix/FAST Diagram 
      

    2:30-5:00   Creative Phase 
 
   Brainstorming of alternative ideas 

 
Day Two 

 
8:00-10:00   Evaluation Phase 

 
 Establish criteria for evaluation 
 Rank ideas  
 Identify “best” ideas for development 
 Identify those ideas that will become Design Suggestions  
 Develop a cost/worth analysis 
 Identify a “champion” for each idea to be developed 

 
10:00-5:00   Development Phase 

 
 Develop alternative ideas design suggestions with assessment of 

original design and write up new alternatives including: 
 

o Opportunities & risks 
o Illustrations 
o Calculations 
o Cost worksheets 
o Life cycle cost analysis 

 
Day Three 
 

8:00-5:00   Development Phase 
 

 Continue developing Alternative Ideas 
 Continue developing Design Suggestions 
 Prepare for presentation to Owners and Designers 
 

Day Four 
 
8:00-9:00     Prepare Presentation 
9:00-10:00   VE Team Presentation 

 

78 of 86



 

FUNCTION ANALYSIS AND COST-WORTH  

 Georgia Department of Transportation  
 NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
 Dooly County 

SHEET NO.: 1  of  2 

  FUNCTION COST WORTH  

NO. ELEMENT VERB NOUN KIND (000) (000) COMMENTS 

1 OVERALL PROJECT Improve Level of Service B 23,745 15,000 C/W=1.58 

  Increase Capacity S    

  Enhance Safety S    

2 RIGHT-OF-WAY Accommodate Widening B 11,920 7,000 C/W=1.98 

  Facilitate Utilities RS    

3 BRIDGE  Cross Interstate B 2,144 1,686 C/W=1.27 

 
 

 Allow 
Expansion          
of I-75 

B 1,905 1,400 C/W=1.36 

4 HIGH MAST LIGHTING Enhance  Safety S 1,500 1,500 C/W=1.0 

5 CONCRETE PAVING Construct Ramps B 1,603 1,603 C/W/=1.0 

6 ASPHALT  PAVING Create  Lanes B 1,328 1,000 C/W= 1.32 

  Increase Capacity B    

7 BASE Support Road S 1,084 1,000 C/W=1.08 

8 GRADING  Stabilize Earthwork B 1,000 900 C/W=1.09 

Function defined as:   Action Verb Kind: B = Basic HO = Higher Order Cost/Worth Ratio = 
   Measurable Noun  S = Secondary LO = Lower Order (Total Cost ÷ Basic Worth) 
   RS = Required Secondary 
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FUNCTION ANALYSIS AND COST-WORTH  

 Georgia Department of Transportation  
 NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
 Dooly County 

SHEET NO.: 2  of  2 

  FUNCTION COST WORTH  

NO. ELEMENT VERB NOUN KIND (000) (000) COMMENTS 

9 CONCRETE  APPROACH SLABS Pave Bridge approach S 1,357 1,000 CW=1.35 

10 DRAINAGE ITEMS Convey Storm water B 178 178 C/W=1.0 

11 TRAFFIC SIGNAL ITEMS Enhance Safety S 174 0 C/W=1.74 

12 TRAFFIC CONTROL Enhances Safe 
Construction 

S 167 167 C/W=1.0 

13 SIGNING & MARKING Enhance Safety S 145 145 CW=1.0 

14 EROSION CONTROL- Stabilize Earthwork S 142 142 CW=1.0 

15 DRIVEWAYS Create Access S 105 105 CW=1.0 

16 FIELD ENGINEER’S OFFICE Observe  Construction S 74 76 C/W=1.0 

17 GUARDRAILS Enhance Safety S 35 35 CW=1.0 

        

        

        

Function defined as:   Action Verb Kind: B = Basic HO = Higher Order Cost/Worth Ratio = 
   Measurable Noun  S = Secondary LO = Lower Order (Total Cost ÷ Basic Worth) 
   RS = Required Secondary 
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PROJECT: Georgia Department of Transportation 

NHS00-0005-00(320) - P.I. No. 0005320
I-75 Interchange at SR 215                        

Dooly County

CUM.

PROJECT ELEMENT COST PERCENT PERCENT

Bridge Items 1,905,000 19.34% 19.34%

Concrete Paving & Curbs 1,602,636 16.27% 35.62%

High Mast Lighting 1,500,000 15.23% 50.85%

Superpave Asphalt 1,327,563 13.48% 64.33%

Base 1,083,607 11.00% 75.33%

Grading Complete 1,000,000 10.15% 85.48%

Concrete Approach Slabs 408,736 4.15% 89.63%

Drainage Items 177,506 1.80% 91.44%

Traffic Signal Items 174,443 1.77% 93.21%

Traffic Control 167,000 1.70% 94.90%

Signing & Marking 145,403 1.48% 96.38%

Erosion Control 142,210 1.44% 97.82%

Driveways 105,306 1.07% 98.89%

Engineers Office 73,570 0.75% 99.64%

Guardrails 35,388 0.36% 100.00%

9,848,368$       

492,418$          

Contingency (Bridge with added capacity)  @5% 517,039$          

10,857,825$     

10,857,825$     

966,800$          

Right-of-Way 11,920,000$     

 $     23,744,625 

PARETO CHART - COST HISTOGRAM

Reimb. Utilities =

TOTAL

*Subtotal of Construction Costs

Engineering @5%

Subtotal =

Total Construction Cost =
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Project: NHS00-0005-00(320)
P.I. No.0005320

Dooly County
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NAME E-MAIL

Lisa Myers GDOT - Engineering Services lmyers@dot.ga.gov

James K. Magnus GDOT-Construction jmagnus@dot.ga.gov

Ken Werho GDOT-Traffic Operations kwerho@dot.ga.gov

Douglas Fadool GDOT-Engineering Services dfadool@dot.ga.gov

Stanley Hill GDOT-OPD sthill@dot.ga.gov

Ron Wishon GDOT-Engineering Services rwishon@dot.ga.gov

Katherine Russett GDOT-OEL krussett@dot.ga.gov

Stanley Kim GDOT-Bridge Design skim@dot.ta.gov

Steve Adewale GDOT-OPD sadewale@got.ga.gov

Les Thomas, PE, CVS PBSJ lmthomas@pbsj.com

Luke Clarke, PE, AVS PBS&J lwclarke@pbsj.com

Randy Thomas, CVS PBSJ rsthomas@pbsj.com

Kevin Martin, Esq., AVS PBSJ klmartin@pbsj.com

Ramesh Kalvakaalva, PE, AVS Civil Services, Inc. rameshk@civilservicesinc.com

Fabricio Quinanez, PE Civil Services, Inc. fabricio@civilservicesinc.com

Rajeev Shah Parsons rajeev.shah@parsons.com

Alan Hunley Parsons alan.hunley@parsons.com

S, Sajid Iqbal Parsons sajid.iqbal@parsons.com

David Millen Dist 3 Preconst engineer (video conf.) dmillen@dot.ga.gov 

Lamar Pruitt Dist 3 Asst. Dist Engineer (video conf) lpruitt@dot.ga.gov 

Tom Queen
Dist 3 Planning & Programing Engineer      (video 
conf)

tqueen@dot.ga.gov 

404-635-8144

404-631-1770

404-631-1971

DESIGNER PRESENTATION

PHONE

March 16, 2009

NHS00-005-00(320) - P.I. No. 0005320 - Dooly County

Geogia Department of Transportation

ORGANIZATION & TITLE

MEETING PARTICIPANTS

404-631-1764

770-312-2014

404-631-1578

404-631-1753

404-631-1895

404-631-1560

205-969-3776

404-699-6882

678-677-6420

770-883-1545

205-969-3776

404-685-8001

678-969-2481

678-696-2304

688-969-2368

706-646-6982

706-646-6987

706-646-6911
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NAME E-MAIL

Lisa Myers GDOT - Engineering Services lmyers@dot.ga.gov

Ron Wishon GDOT - Engineering Services rwishon@dot.ga.gov

Douglas Fadool GDOT-Engineering Services dfadool@dot.ga.gov

Stanley Hill GDOT-OPD sthill@dot.ga.gov

Katherine Russett GDOT-OEL krussett@dot.ga.gov

Stanley Kim GDOT-Bridge Design skim@dot.ta.gov

Steve Adewale GDOT-OPD sadewale@got.ga.gov

Les Thomas, PE, CVS PBS&J lmthomas@pbsj.com

Luke Clarke, PE, AVS PBS&J lwclarke@pbsj.com

Kevin Martin, Esq., AVS PBSJ klmartin@pbsj.com

Fabricio Quinanez, PE Civil Services, Inc. fabricio@civilservicesinc.com

Rajeev Shah Parsons rajeev.shah@parsons.com

Alan Hunley Parsons alan.hunley@parsons.com

S, Sajid Iqbal Parsons sajid.iqbal@parsons.com

David Millen Dist 3 Preconst engineer (video conf.) dmillen@dot.ga.gov 

Tom Queen
Dist 3 Planning & Programing Engineer      
(video conf)

tqueen@dot.ga.gov 

Christy Poon-Atkins FHWA christy.poon-atkins@fhwa.dot.gov

VE TEAM PRESENTATION

NHS00-005-00(320) - P.I. No. 0005320 - Dooly County

PHONE

Geogia Department of Transportation March 19, 2009

ORGANIZATION & TITLE

MEETING PARTICIPANTS

404-631-1770

404-631-1764

205-969-3776

678-677-6420

404-631-1578

404-631-1560

404-631-1575

404-699-6882

706-646-6982
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404-631-1895

404-685-8001

678-969-2481

706-646-6987

678-696-2304

688-969-2368

205-969-3776
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CREATIVE IDEA LISTING                 

PROJECT: Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

 
SHEET NO.:   1  of   2 

NO. IDEA DESCRIPTION RATING 

   

 BRIDGE (BR)  

   

BR-1 Use 8’ shoulders on the bridge 5 

BR-2 Two span bridge with MSE walls (Wall alignment parallel to I-75). 5 

BR-3 Two span bridge with MSE walls (U-MSE wall wrapped around end 
bents). 

2 

BR-4 Use a three span arrangement 1 

BR-5 Use a four span arrangement 2 

BR-6 Rehab the existing bridge; as well as construct a new two lane bridge 1 

BR-7 Construct a new bridge at the same location as the old bridge 2 

BR-8 Construct a temporary bridge to allow construction  of a new bridge on the 
existing alignment 

2 

BR-9 Construct  two new  - 2 lane bridges 2 

BR-10 Widen the existing bridge 1 

   

 ROADWAY (RD)  

   

RD-1 Install signals when warranted 4 

RD-2 Use 8’ shoulders on SR 215 See BR-1 

RD-3 Use 2’ inside paved shoulder in-lieu of 4’ paved shoulder on ramps 5 

RD-4 Reduce speed to 45 mph on SR 215 2 

RD-5 Construct a partial cloverleaf-A 4 

RD-6 Use asphalt in-lieu of concrete on the ramps 4 

   

Rating: 12 = Not to be Developed;     3 = Varying Degrees of Development Potential;  

 45 = Most likely to be Developed;     DS = Design Suggestion;     ABD = Already Being Done;      OB= Observation 
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CREATIVE IDEA LISTING                

PROJECT: Georgia Department of Transportation  
NHS00-0005-00(320) – P.I. No. 0005320 
I-75 Interchange at SR 215 
Dooly County 

 
SHEET NO.:   2  of   2 

NO. IDEA DESCRIPTION RATING 

   

 ROADWAY (RD) cont.  

   

RD-7 Provide a right in/right out at Hamburg Enterprise Road OB 

RD-8 Construct Tippettville Road connection as a “T” intersection on both ends 4 

RD-9 Construct an auxiliary lane from the rest area to ramp A 2 

RD-10 Build a tight urban design interchange at grade 1 

RD-11 Us11’ lanes of SR 215 2 

RD-12 Use EMC Road in-lieu of Tippettville Road reconstruction 2 

RD-13 Move Spread Diamond Interchange to the east 300’ 3 

RD-14 Move Spread Diamond Interchange to the east 300’ and  north 100’ 3 

RD-15 Use a Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI)  3 

RD-16 Eliminate area lighting system 4 

RD-17 Move Spread Diamond Interchange to the west 2 

RD-18 Reduce the length of the ramp  D taper so as not to impact the drainage 
structure 

1 

RD-19 Reduce western termini of SR 215 3 

RD-20 Reduce paved shoulder from 6’-6” to 4’ on SR 215 4 

RD-21 Reduce paved shoulder from 6’-6” to 2’ on SR 215 4 

RD-22 Construct a round-about for SR 215, Tippettville Road, and the off ramps 2 

RD-23 Build an upgraded Tight Urban Design Interchange (TUDI) 4 

   

   

   

   

   

Rating: 12 = Not to be Developed;     3 = Varying Degrees of Development Potential;  

 45 = Most likely to be Developed;     DS = Design Suggestion;     ABD = Already Being Done;       OB=Observation 
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