FILE:

FROM:

TO:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

CSMSL-0006-00(700) OFFICE: Engineering Services
Chatham/Effingham County
P.I. No.: 0006700

Effingham Pkwy CR 156 to SR 30 DATE: November 17,2016

Lisa L. Myers, State Project Review Engineer mQ/’“’N

Albert Shelby, State Program Delivery Engineer
Attn.: Michelle Wright

SUBJECT: IMPLEMENTATION OF VALUE ENGINEERING STUDY ALTERNATIVES

The VE

Study for the above project was held June 14-17, 2016. Responses were received on

September 30, 2016. Recommendations for implementation of the Value Engineering Study
Alternatives are indicated in the table below. The Project Manager shall incorporate the VE
alternatives recommended for implementation to the extent reasonable in the design of the

project.

Please note, if the implementation of a VE recommendation requires a Design

Exception and/or Design Variance, the DE or DV must be requested separately.

ALT #

Potential

Description Savings/ | Implement Comments
LCC

A-1

Agreement with the Army Corp of
Engineers (USCOE) was the basis for
the present design bridge lengths and
$3,512,000 No associated wetland impacts. Refer to
the Designer’s responses for a more
detailed explanation of why this can’t
be implemented.

Shorten the bridges in lieu
of full span over wetlands.

A-2

This will be implemented; however
Place the profile crest on : .
. $94,000 Yes may use different grades coming into
the bridge. crest

A-6

The Designer’s calculations indicate
that the Type I beam is $44.97 and the
Type II beam is $45.08 per square
foot so they do not agree to use all
Type I Mod beams on this project.
Once the hydraulic study has been
$1,220,000 No completed and the bridge lengths
determined the actual span lengths
will be derived. If the span lengths
are less than 40 feet then the Type I
Mod beams should be used, and if the
span lengths are greater than 40 feet
the Type II beams would be used.

Optimize span arrangement
for most economical bridge.
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A-7

Reduce the length of the
long bridges; span only the
wetlands.

$758,000

No

To fill the 100-150 foot gap and
create end bents instead would require
having a temporary haul road to this
gap with temporary impacts. The fill
would be hard to compact in this short
area next to the end bents and a
settlement time for the fill over
wetland soils may slow down the
construction. ~ Without gaps there
should not be any issues with
settlement at approach slabs.

B-1

Cross slope road to one
side.

$200,000

No

By sloping road, all the water to be
treated to one via MS-4 would be on
that side; however, it would still be
twice the volume and twice the
treatment requirements on that side so
that it would not result in the 1/3
savings for MS-4. Further traffic in
the tangent sections would have a
tendency to pull or drift into
oncoming traffic rather than go to the
outside shoulder. It would require a
design exception or variance which
would likely not be approved.
Redesign and developing design
variance would take time and money
resulting in no savings.

B-4

Lower the profile.

$353,000

The GDOT Bridge Maintenance
Office recommends a minimum of 5
feet above existing ground for
inspection and maintenance. Steeper
vertical curves would not improve
drainage except on bridges that
require scuppers as the cross slope
drains to ditch for roadway. There
are presently no flat grades at flat
super elevations in the alignment.
Geometrically, the Designer prefers to
avoid a rollercoaster effect.

Review/Adjust alignment to
reduce wetland impacts.

$1,033,000

No

Alternative 1 will not be implemented
due to redesign cost of roadway and
roundabout, increased length of
alignment cost and travel time.
Alternative 2 re-design work and
coordination cost will  exceed
potential  savings of  $7,776.
Alternative 3 would require survey,
re-design and more USCOE
coordination delaying the project.
Alternative 4 will not be implemented
due to increased Right of Way (house
take) and larger remainder cost.
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Alternative 5 will not be implemented
due to Right of Way take (would
impact houses). Alternative 6 would
result in larger unusable remainders
between the road and gas line
easement. Note 2, 3, 4, and 5 are in
the covenant restriction zone and
changes would need USCOE
coordination and have re-design costs.

Will not be implemented due to re-

Realign roundabout at SR design cost of roadway and
B-7 | 30 and Benton Blvd. to $13,000 No roundabout, increased length of
avoid wetland impacts. alignment cost and travel time.
Realign the northern tie-in Cost
B-8 | with a 55 mph design speed | Increase = Yes This will be implemented.
curve. ($91,000)

Pavement design is to be under 5%
under design per recent policy change
(July 27, 2016 Update to Flexible
Pavement Under-design Policy). The
B-12 | Revise Pavement Design. $373,000 No ultimate section will be determined
after soils report is complete and soil
support factor is determined and
approved by the pavement design
committee.

. . The Gas company will not allow
ansohdate Right of Way $490,000 No permanent use of easement area. See
using gas easement.

attached emails.

The Gas company has a 427, two 24”
and one other smaller line. These
lines were buried with minimum
easement take and fill are 10 ft. apart.
There are no excess areas of fill

beyond gas lines where a haul road
$15,000 No | would benefit. All Right of Way
would need to be acquired from
owners and the haul road would have
to be constructed with gasoline
personnel present with protection for
any crossing points. See emails.

Use gas easement for
construction access.

Study recommended (follow Alt. #2
north of Goshen Rd. and use preferred
Alt. #3 south of Goshen Rd.) would
involve widening of Hodgeville Rd.

from a 2-lane road to a 4-lane road.
p.y |Follow Altemate 52 nofh | 1 500 gnp No Furthermore, Goshen Rd. widening

of Goshen Road.

would be necessary to carry the
proposed project traffic. These
capacity improvements would result
in 13 additional residential displace-
ments that have not been looked at
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during the PAR process. The PAR
process not only focuses on the
wetland impacts, but also impacts to
historic and archaeological sites as
well as residential and business
displacements. To summarize, in
order to handle the projected future
traffic as indicated in the need and
purpose for the proposed project, a 4-
lane section with median is required
with extensive Right of Way impacts
and associated costs. This would not
meet the purpose and need of the
project as the proposed VE design
alignment and will also have a much
longer travel time and actually cost
more than the selected alternative.

Construct a roundabout at Cost
B-20 | Effingham Pkwy and Increase = No
Goshen Road. ($56,000)

Traffic volumes at intersection do not
warrant a signal or roundabout. A
roundabout would slow mainline
traffic and slow travel times.
Intersection approaches may be re-
striped.

The Office of Engineering Services concurs with the Project Manager’s responses.

Approved: \/V\/\O/L&O,«u‘f* V 0 e L0

Date: lL!Z! I lo

Margaret Pif'kle, PE, Chief Engineer

LLM/EAR/MIJS
Attachments
c: Hiral Patel

Albert Shelby/Chandria Brown/Matt Bennett/Michelle Wright

John Hancock/Melissa Harper
Bill Duvall/Steve Gaston
Rick O’Hara

Cory Knox/Ron Nelson
Christopher Raymond

Erik Rohde/Matt Sanders
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P.1. No. 0006700, Effingham County OFFICE  Program Delivery

Effingham Parkway from
CR 156/Blue Jay Road to SR 30/Chatham

Cﬁuﬂulﬂﬂ-.o. J’- M DATE  November 9, 2016
$or
Albert V. Shelby, III, State Program Delivery Engineer

Lisa Myers, State Project Review Engineer
Attention: Matt Sanders, VE Specialist

PI 0006700 — VE Responses
Please see the attached VE Responses on PI 0006700.

[f you have any questions or need any additional information, please contact Michelle Wright,
Project Manager, of this Office at (912) 271-7562.

AVS:CLB:]IMB:-MW



WENDALL KESSLER

Chairman At Large TOSS ALLEN

County Adminisirator

STEPHANIE JOHNSON

i EDWARD L. NEWBERRY, JR.
5 B County Attorney
My mw% ‘ c%a/ 9’/ 027277233t 07 20
FORREST FLOYD VERA JONES JAMIE DELO
S ACH REGINALDS. {IEFFE
Vice Chairperson District 2 District 3 [L?thpfm' s PHIB;‘?;;{EF:EER
October 20, 2016

Ms. Michelle Wright

Project Manager

Georgia Department of Transportation
Office of Program Delivery

600 West Peachtree Street, 25" Floor
Atlanta, GA 30308

RE:  Project Number: CSMSL-0006-00(700)
P.l. Number: 0006700
Value Engineering Study Response Concurrence

Dear Ms. Wright,

Effingham County has reviewed the responses that Moreland Altobelli provided
to the Value Engineering Study prepared by Michael Baker international dated
July 6, 2016. Effingham County concurs with the responses.

If you have any gquestions or concerns, or if there is anything else that you need
from me, please do not hesitate to contact me at (912) 754-8060.

Sincerely,

T Aln

Toss Allen, P.E.
County Administrator

601 North Laurel Street « Springfield, Georgia 31329
Phone (912) 754-2123 « Fax (912) 754-4157
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2)

3)

Recommendation A-1: Shorten the bridges in lieu of full span over wetlands

VE Team Savings:  $ 3,512,000

No, will not implement. Agreement with the United States Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) was the basis for the present design bridge lengths and the associated wetland
impacts. Due to the 1994 Wetlands Conservation Restrictive Covenant in the Coldbrook
area of the project alignment and the Special Conditions # 19 under Regional Permit
guidance being triggered, Effingham County cannot apply for a Regional Permit (RP0O1)
as previously envisioned. For the project to move forward, an amendment to the
Restrictive Covenant put the project in an Individual Permit (IP) purview necessitating
the Practical Alternatives Review (PAR) process. This PAR process was completed for
the Central Effingham County area with the initial screening of the corridors and
subsequently focusing on the specific alignments before selecting the preferred
alternative (Alternative 3) that was presented at the April 2014 Interagency Review Team
(IRT) meeting in Savannah.

During the IRT meeting and USACE correspondence subsequent to that meeting strongly
encouraged Effingham County to adhere to both the number and the lengths of the
bridges presented to all the IRT agency members. The importance of this is further
emphasized by the fact that the Preferred Alternative best meets the need and purpose for
the proposed project in Central Effingham County. Therefore, for the above mentioned
reasons, Effingham County cannot increase the wetland impacts and use the alternative of
purchasing additional mitigation credits as suggested by the VE team.

Recommendation A-2: Place the profile crest on the bridge
VE Team Savings:  $ 94,000

Yes, will implement; however, may use different grades coming into crest.

Recommendation A-6: Optimize span arrangement for most economical bridge
VE Team Savings:  $ 1,220,000

No, will not implement. VE study stated that using Type 1 Mod pre-stressed beams for
all the bridges would save $1,220,000. Our calculations indicate that the cost per square
foot for a 40’ Type 1 beam span is $44.97, and the Type II beam at 60° span is $45.08 per
square foot. We do not agree with the recommendation to use all Type I mod beams on
this project. Once the hydraulic study has been completed and the bridge lengths
determined, the actual span lengths will be determined. If the span lengths are less than
40 feet then the Type 1 Mod beams should be used, and if the span lengths are greater
than 40 feet the Type Il beams would be used.



4)

5)

6)

7

Recommendation A-7: Reduce the length of the long bridges; span only wetlands
VE Team Savings:  $ 758,000

No, will not implement. To fill the 100-150 foot gap and create end bents instead would
require having to have a temporary haul road to this gap with temporary impacts. The fill
would be hard to compact in this short area next to end bents and a settlement time for the
fill over wetland soils would slow down the construction. Without the gaps we do not
have issues with settlement at approach slabs.

Recommendation B-1: Cross slope road to one side
VE Team Savings:  $ 200,000

No, will not implement. By sloping road, all the water to be treated to one via MS-4
would be on that side; however, it would still be twice the volume and twice the
treatment requirements on that side so that it would not result in the 1/3 savings for MS-
4. Further traffic in the tangent sections would have a tendency to pull or drift into
oncoming traffic rather to go to outside shoulders. It would require a design exception or
variance which would likely not be approved. Redesign and developing design variance
would take time and money. Resulting in no savings.

Recommendation B-4: Lower the profile
VE Team Savings:  $ 353,000

No, will not implement. Contacted GDOT maintenance office, they recommend a min. of
5 feet above existing ground for inspection and maintenance. Steeper vertical curves
would not improve drainage except on bridges that require scuppers as the cross slope
drains to ditch for roadway there are presently no flat grades at flat super elevations in the
alignment. Geometrically, we want to avoid rollercoaster effect.

Recommendation B-6: Review / Adjust Alignment to reduce wetland impacts
VE Team Savings:  $ 1,033,000

No, will not implement the recommendation. Alternative 1 will not be implemented due
to redesign cost of roadway and roundabout, increased length of alignment cost and travel
time. Alternative 2 redesign and coordination cost will exceed the potential savings of
$7,776. Alternative 3 would require survey, redesign and more USCOE coordination
delaying the project. Alternative 4 will not be implemented due to increased right of way
(house take) and larger remainder cost. Alternative 5 will not be implemented due to right
of way take (would impact houses). Alternative 6 would result in larger unusable
remainders between the road and gas line easement. Note 2,3,4 and 5 are in the covenant
restriction zone and changes would need USCOE coordination and have redesign costs.



8)

9)

Recommendation B-7: Realign roundabout at SR 30 and Benton Blvd. to avoid wetland
impacts

VE Team Savings:  $ 13,000

No, Alternative will not be implemented, due to redesign cost of roadway and
roundabout, increased length of alignment cost and travel time.

Recommendation B-8: Realign the Northern Tie-in with a 55 mph design speed curve
VE Team Savings:  -$ 91,000

Yes, Alternative will be implemented.

10) Recommendation B-12: Revise pavement design

VE Team Savings:  $ 373,000

No, Alternative will not be implemented, will design pavement to be 5% under designed
per recent policy change ( July 27, 2016 Update to Flexible Pavement Underdesign
Policy) The ultimate section will be determined after soils report is complete and soils
support factor determined and will be approved by the pavement design committee.

11) Recommendation B-15: Consolidate right of way using gas easement

VE Team Savings:  $ 490,000

No, Alternative will not be implemented. Gas company would not allow permanent use
of easement area. See attached emails.

12) Recommendation B-16: Use gas easement for construction access

VE Team Savings:  $ 15,000

No, Alternative will not be implemented. Gas company has 42”, two-24"" and one other
smaller line. These lines were buried with min. easement take and fill and are 10 ft. apart.
There are no excess areas of fill beyond gas lines were a haul road would benefit. All
right of way would need to be acquired from owners and the haul road would have to be

constructed with gasoline personal present with protection for any crossing points. See
attached emails.

13) Recommendation B-18: Follow Alternate #2 North of Goshen Road

VE Team Savings:  $ 12,289,000

No, Alternative will not be implemented. VE study recommended alternative (Follow
Alternate # 2 north of Goshen Road and use preferred Alternate # 3 south of Goshen
Road) would involve widening of Hodgeville Road from a 2 lane road to a 4 lane road.
Furthermore, Goshen Road widening would be necessary to carry the proposed project



traffic.  These capacity improvements would result in 13 additional residential
displacements that have not been looked at during the PAR process. The PAR process
not only focuses on the wetland impacts, but also impacts to historic and archaeological
sites as well as residential and business displacements. To summarize, in order to handle
the projected future traffic as indicated in the need and purpose for the proposed project,
a 4 lane section with median is required with extensive right of way impacts and
associated costs. This would not meet the purpose and need of the project as the proposed
VE design alignment will also have a much longer travel time and actually cost more
than the selected alternative.

14) Recommendation B-20: Construct a roundabout at Effingham Parkway and Goshen Road
VE Team Savings: -$ 56,000

No, Alternative will not be implemented. Traffic volumes at intersection do not warrant a
signal or roundabout. Roundabout would slow mainline Effingham Parkway traffic and
slow travel times and through put. Intersection approaches may be restriped.



M.J. Sheehan

From: M.). Sheehan <mjsheehan@maai.net>

Sent: Monday, August 29, 2016 9:06 AM

To: L. N. Manchi (Imanchi@maai.net)

Cc: Buddy Gratton (bgratton@maai.net)

Subject: FW: Effingham Parkway Bridge Clearances for Value Engineering Response Pl #
0006700

From: Bennett, Clayton [mailto:clbennett@dot.ga.gov]

Sent: Monday, August 29, 2016 8:13 AM

To: M.]. Sheehan

Cc: Doyle, Andy (Jesse); O'Daniels, Bob

Subject: RE: Effingham Parkway Bridge Clearances for Value Engineering Response PI # 0006700

Good Morning Mr. Sheehan,

In order for our inspectors to perform an accurate inspection of a bridge structure our unit would recommend a
minimum vertical clearance of five (5) feet above the existing ground line. This clearance would also be useful if any
maintenance activities that might come up in the future.

If you have any questions please feel free to contact me.
Regards,

Clayton Bennett, P.E.

State Bridge Inspecticn Engineer
Georgia Department of Transportation
935 East Confederate Avenue

Building 24, Room 408

Atlanta, Georgia 30316-2531

Office: 404-635-2889

Cell: 404-519-9287

Fax: 404-635-2965
clbennett@dot.ga.gov

From: M.J. Sheehan [mailto:mjsheehan@maai.net]

Sent: Monday, August 22, 2016 7:41 AM

To: Bennett, Clayton <clbennett@dot.ga.gov>

Subject: FW: Effingham Parkway Bridge Clearances for Value Engineering Response PI # 0006700

Please see below.
Thanks,
MJ Sheehan



From: M.], Sheehan [mailto:mjsheehan@maai.net]

Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 11:14 AM

To: 'Clbennett@dot.ga.gov'; 'adoyle@dot.ga.gov'

Subject: Effingham Parkway Bridge Clearances for Value Engineering Response PI # 0006700

This project is in Effingham and Chatham Counties and has 6 bridges totaling 7300" which verify from 850’ in length to
2300 ft. These bridges span extensive wetlands and floodplains with creeks. The road is 2 lane rural. The bridges will be
60 ft span prestressed Type Il AASHTO Beams at 9’ spacing. We are above the 100 year flood elevation criteria and have
set the profile to be a min. of 5 ft above ground to provide clearance for maintenance and inspection. The VE report has
suggested lowering the profile by lowering this clearance. What clearance above existing ground is needed for
inspection and maintenance and is this a matter of practice or is it a matter of guidance?

If you have any questions or need more information please contact me.
Sincerely,

MJ Sheehan

Asst. Director Highway Engineering

Moreland Altobelli Associates, Inc.

2450 Commerce Ave, Ste 100
Duluth, GA 30096-8910

Phone (770) 263-5945 ext. 384

It's Georgia Department of Transportation's centennial! We were founded on August 16, 1916. The Department's work
over the last century has contributed to a treasured quality of life for Georgians and to the incredible economic
development of the Peach State. Georgia DOT has served for 100 years with simply the best in safety, service and
innovation. And we will continue to embrace change, encourage innovation, meet new challenges and break new barriers
as the next hundred years unfold. For all things Centennial, visit www.dot.ga.gov/Centennial.




M.J. Sheehan

—
From: M.J. Sheehan <mjsheehan@maai.net>
Sent: Friday, September 02, 2016 3:46 PM
To: L. N. Manchi {Imanchi@maai.net)
Cc: Buddy Gratton (bgratton@maai.net)
Subject: Effingham County VE Response USE OF GAS EASEMENT as Haul Road, Realignment

Had and extensive conversation with Gas line Engineer Paul Craft (205) 325-7652 this day.

The 42" pipe is nearest our roadway with a requirement of that any haul road be 10-15 ft. away. They did not take any
extra easement or place any extra fill on this side of road. There is 10’ between other gas lines so no good place to put
the haul road. To place a haul road we would have to acquire land rights from the land owner (gas line only has
easement). If we managed to putin a haul road we would have to deal with permits for filling wetlands, pay for onsite
gas line representatives during work and line the haul road with orange barrier fence. Going to the other side of the
easement has the same draw backs plus crossing the pipes with mats. In short there is no benefit to this idea and it is
not worth pursuing further.

The realignment is possible with 4 ft of cover min. over the gas lines needed from top of pipe to sub base of road. Gas
lines are presently have 3 ft. of cover. Adding 3 ft of cover to the lower side of road would likely result in no permanent
bridging as load is distributed. There will however be temporary construction restrictions in placing the initial fill and if
during the pipe inspection prior to construction of the crossing they discover corrosion this may require replacement of
the impacted gas line. As gas line has prior rights any repair cost due to road way is born by GDOT/County. This is
unlikely but depending on cost could cause reversal in the decision to cross at that location. We will indicate yes to
realignment of the road.

MJ Sheehan

Moreland Altobelli Associates, Inc.
2450 Commerce Ave, Ste 100
Duluth, GA 30096-8910

Phone (770} 263-5945



M.J. Sheehan
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From: M.J. Sheehan <mjsheehan@maai.net>
Sent: Thursday, August 11, 2016 4:36 PM
To: L. N. Manchi {(Imanchi@maai.net)
Subject: FW: Effingham Parkway Proposed Responses to Value Engineering

From: Plouff, Michael [mailto:Michael_Plouff@kindermorgan.com]

Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2016 3:58 PM

To: M.J. Sheehan

Cc: Craft, Paul J; Thames, James E; Patrick Jr, William H (Buddy)

Subject: FW: Effingham Parkway Proposed Responses to Value Engineering

Dear M.J.

Please see email attached below. Paul Craft would be happy to take a call from you if there are questions about his
email below. We understand that this is the very preliminary stage and that you would agree that field work is required
before something definitive can be determined by Kinder Morgan. However, Kinder Morgan is willing to accommodate
road projects whenever feasible for it to do so, provided that Damage Prevention, Operations, and Engineering can all
be on the same page.

Paul Craft: Office 205-527-5947.

Michacl Plostf

Land and Right of Way Agent
KINDER~MORGAN

Southern Natural Gas Company, L.L.C.
569 Brookwood Village Ste. 749
Birmingham, AL 35209

Office- 205.325.3888

Cell- 865.300.6572

Michael Plouff@KinderiMorgan.com

From: Craft, Paul ]

Sent: Wednesday, August 03, 2016 4:13 PM

To: Plouff, Michael

Cc: Thames, James E; Patrick Jr, William H (Buddy)

Subject: RE: Effingham Parkway Proposed Responses to Value Engineering

Michael,

I'am provided some draft high level responses (in red) to the questions further below, but this email format does allow
for expressing all the necessary information. Depending upon my interpretation of each question, it may not actually
match the requestor’s intent. Similarly the recipient’s interpretation of my responses may not be my intention. Also, it is
most difficult to provide exacting responses to broad questions. Lacking details associated with the road structure,

equipment and activities, this response is based upon available information in order to continue communications with
the engineering / design firm.

Summary: Typically hard surface coverings over pipelines for vehicular crossings are evaluated for forces associated with

the encroaching loads to ensure the total combined stress is within recommended design limits. Based on these

considerations the existing proposal may be acceptable from a feasibility and design review but does represent a conflict
1



of interest along SNG’s pipeline ROW’s. The proposal includes a permanent hard road surface encroachment with
regular and continuous vehicular crossings over the pipelines. Although hard surface coverings are generally compatible
with pipeline operations, this proposal is atypical to standard pipeline design for a 90 degree crossing. Any future
external maintenance activities will be limited due to the covering and elimination of direct access to the pipelines
(similar to most any road crossing).

A review of the ILI logs has not been performed, it is possible a review would identify maintenance activities deired in
advance of the proposed road construction and thus could trigger upgrading {regulatory requirements) to a new pipeline
segment at the proposed crossing. Also, State / County and Local requirements have not been investigated and it is
unknown if these would trigger upgrading to new pipeline segments. Additionally, some concrete weights were
identified on the lines in this vicinity, this lead me to question the soil stability. The specific item of concern involves the
possibility of settlement / subsidence of the natural grade and subsurface materials along with subsequent movement
{strain) of SNG's existing pipelines due to the proposed roadway burden.
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Continue below:

From: Plouff, Michael
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 1:58 PM
To: Craft, Paul J




Cc: Thames, James E; Patrick Jr, William H (Buddy)
Subject: Effingham Parkway Proposed Responses to Value Engineering

Dear Paul:

Please see email below regarding a newly proposed parkway in Effingham County GA. Please note that the attached
Google View is with Scuthwesterly orientation.

Yesterday Jimmy Thames, Buddy Patrick, and myself had a call with the engineering firm working with Effingham County
to discuss their proposal. (| kick myself for not thinking to invite you to the call. Sorry.)

The questions below are questions that the County would like us to answer so that the engineering firm can make
recommendations.

Feel free to call me when you have a moment and we can discuss further.
Thanks.

Michael Plouff

From: M.]. Sheehan [mailto:misheehan@maai.net]

Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 1:56 PM

To: Plouff, Michael; Patrick Jr, William H (Buddy); Thames, James E
Subject: RE: Effingham Parkway Proposed Responses to Value Engineering

For B-8 pages 59 to 61 of VE Report-requests 55 mph curve across gas easement

Does the present alignment curve at 45 mph which ties into Blue Jay Road impact the gas sub-station? Not sure |
understand the question, but any widening or realignment of the existing Blue Jay road would need a review. So we
need cross sections, elevations, detailed drawings to determine any impact. It is likely the impact will be different for
each of the 4 pipeline crossings and adjacent facilities.

To avoid substations how much further do we need to move the 55 mph curve to SW? This might be accomplished with
a shallower curve. Looks like in order to avoid roadway conflicts with the pipelines, the roadway should not encroach
upon the existing substation yard. Keep outside of existing cleared area.

The resulting crossing would be at a large skew. It could be vertically aligned to be approximately 1.5 to 3’ in fill over the
gas lines. What earthwork restrictions would be required? The proposal includes a shallow angle crossing much less
than the desirable 90° angle. Increasing the Vertical alignment {depth of cover over SNG’s 4 pipelines) will be beneficial
for load distribution. We will need to perform load stress analysis for each of the lines / equipment proposed, an
important variable is the depth of cover. We will need to know the minimum depth of cover as dictated by any proposed
degrading or mucking required. Construction of the base / subgrade can be performed with appropriately sized (weight)
equipment based upon LSA results. For final design generally SNG will need at least 5 feet of clearance between the
surface materials and each line and also 4 feet of clearance between the bottom of the ditches and each pipeline. | have
performed a variety of LSA and found SNG’s 20" line to be most sensitive to external loading scenarios.

What type of protection would be required? Various options for temporary heavy equipment crossings include fill
materials (crossing pads), timber matting, or temporary bridging. For permanent crossings, fill materials (or increasing
the DOC) along with rigid pavement will provide additional protection (split casing installations are not viable).

From our phone call the easement contains a 42”, 20” and 2-14” gas lines. Correct 4 separate pipelines

For B-15, pages 68-70 of the VE Report-requests 10 shared use ROW.

Per our phone call this is not viable due to maintenance requirements for the 42" gas line.
How much do you value the right of way take per acres for linear right of way.?
4



For B-16, pages 73-74 of VE Report-Request use of easement for temporary construction access (2 years).

Is this viable? Would gas company permit this type of access for a 3 mile length? Temporary work space (TWS) can be
considered so long as it is managed appropriately. This would require written agreements and construction work plans
(CWP), implementation of activities in accordance with SNG’s damage prevention plans and O&M 204 requirements.
Would likely involve ansite inspection and physical barricades. CWP to include a written representation of TWS usage
requirements - stating the characteristics {qualities & quantities) or features of the proposed usage to include but not be
limited to: location, dimensions, length, width, depth, cut {removal), fill (addition), slope, contours, etc.... We should stay
away from any planning based upon “field determined and approved”.

Is there an existing access road?

What restrictions would be put on access? Access may include heavy equipment and hauling Bridge Beams. Similar to
construction activities across the pipeline, access across the pipelines will require load stress analysis for each of the
lines / equipment proposed. If existing conditions are not within acceptable stress limits protective measures will be
necessary. Various options for protection include fill materials {crossing pads), timber matting, or temporary

bridging. Each of the lines have unique specifications and site conditions, depending upon weight and equipment
configuration some of the lines may require protective measures while others may be acceptable.

Is any portion of the right of way useable without crossing a gas line. Need clarification to respond.

What would be the right of way cost for a 2 year construction easement? Cost would be associated with locating,
barricading, protection, inspection, removal / clean-up necessary for the construction activities. Some of this could be
directly managed and paid by the contractor; portions would need to be managed by SNG with cost reimbursement.

Please call if you have any questions.
Thank you,

MJ Sheehan

Moreland Altobelli Associates, Inc.
2450 Commerce Ave, Ste 100
Duluth, GA 30096-8910

Phone (770) 263-5945 ext. 384

From: Plouff, Michael [mailto:Michael Plouff@kindermorgan.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 2:29 PM

To: Patrick Jr, William H (Buddy); Thames, James E; M.]. Sheehan
Subject: Effingham Parkway Proposed

Dear MJ:
Please send specific questions with page references to all.

Thank you.

Michael Plosff

Land and Right of Way Agent
KINDER~MORGAN

Southern Natural Gas Company, L.L.C.
569 Brookwood Village Ste, 749
Birmingham, AL 35209

Office- 205,325.3888

Cell- 865.300.6572

Michael Plouff@KinderMorgan.com




Effingham Parkway ALT 2-3

# Main Improvemercessory Valimp + Accessory.and Damage Parcel Total Notes
Effingham 1 534,494 $10,683 $45,177 S0 $45,177
2 $25,000 $18,541 $43,541 $22,400 $65,941
3 $12,549 $8,332 $20,881 S0 520,881
4 531,407 $10,269 541,676 $25,600 567,276
5 $51,659 $19,061 $70,720 S0 §70,720
6 $37,777 $9,583 $47,360 S0 $47,360
7 $22,868 $13,450 $36,318 $20,928 $57,246
8 $62,928 $13,037 $75,965 $21,424 $97,389
9 $40,562 $8,200 548,762 $25,600 $74,362
10 $9,948 $16,938 $26,886 $16,410 $43,296
11 $39,615 $9,583 549,198 $20,928 $70,126
12 $34,247 59,583 543,830 $16,410 $60,240
13 $137,480 $24,163 $161,643 $45,160 $206,803
Effingham:
Subtotal $540,534  $171,423  $711,957  $214,860 | $926,817
Chatham: 50
$0
50
S0
S0
$0
S0
$0
Chatham: $0
Subtotal S0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total $540,534 $171,423 $711,957 $214,860 . $926,817

Above numbers in first column are not parcel numbers, just numbers used to identify relocation parcels.

Land damaged at assemblage value only if unable to redevelop

Improvement values and accessory values from tax assessor and felt to be reasonable for estimation purposes
Accessory Values in Chatham County are included in main improvement estimates

Would not include any relocation, administrative, condemnation allowances, demolition,

valuation, legal, costs etc.




GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
LOCAL ACQUISITION - DETAILED ROW COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Date (Mm/yyyy): August-16 Project: Effingham Prkway ALT 2-3
Revised: County: Effingham/Chatham
Pl:
Description: Effingham Parkway ALT 2-3 {Hodgeville Rd/Goshen Rd/ to SR 30)
Parcels: 13 R/W Plan Date:
4]3 FOR FUNDING ONLY
CONTRACT
Land and Improvements $1,480,875.82
Relocation $614,250.00
Demaolition $331,500.00
SUB TOTAL (Reimbursable) $2,426,625.82
Valuation Services (Non-reimbursable) $39,000.00
Legal Services (Non-reimbursable) $83,775.00
SUB TOTAL (Non-reimbursable) $122,775.00
IN-HOUSE
Sponsor In-house $0.00
Agency Oversight In-house $0.00
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS $2,549,400.82
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS (ROUNDED) $2,550,000.00
Preparation Credits Hours Signature

Benjamin M. Garland Jr.

*CGH:

*CGH:

"CG required only if used for Negotiations

Attachment(s): Project Location Map; Subject/Comp Location Map; Comparable Sales Data

ROW Cost Estimate - 12/1/2009



V% Biue jay Rd e/a’)d W oth
¢ Jay Rd
glue Jay Rd Blue %Y
Z
-'{":;
al Rd Jo: %
&
m
<
=
124' Typical Section =
\ : 65;5?
4""(‘
13 Displacements )
_ %y, Q/q’
e o B (g
e ; R L j oo" _
Koli¢ Helmey Rd
5, |
X 124" Typical Section *
h *0 LS
©
T /80" Typical Section
EFFFHGM .
o
&b"& é*“?
£} ¢
U“sj"g
 Eao Bl
- “‘5‘5 o/
%
b> bing \ “;& R 3,
Goshen Road Alternative ®
Effingham Parkway

0 1800 3,800

B B g |

7,600 Feet
|



-12 50330

ia)eq Ha MM :pasnbay - Ipuag - SUOHEULWIIPUCD paseslay

(507 velug 'mebuny, MO uopisinbay ‘suonEIo|EY :Buipuag suondp MmaIAY Japun
201 :Aq pasnboy pali4 puoy rwagshs MOy ul [3aled [ejol ze <10 [82ded 84d

sUejd UOISSILGNS 15| PasN '9L0Z/LE/E Wd O} SIEWINSS J500 Ann ABUlUlRld BINpayss ug fnsn

80/ L/E Waweslby 2u02 uo Bupiom iwmg dQ oweag

Juswdojeasp fWoueas asueyua-Ajalasuuns pue Agow saueyua -fempecs aue| Z mau diLs

ANISNY L 033N ‘23 L/p uonisinboe A0 M 0} pEPEBU SUIUOW | Z - 300 IMOY

{91-1£-8 00°058'6655 1LN 'S0 ¥BZ 6.2 L ¥$ 150’00 000 YEO ESMOHIITS U0 Hdddudde 440diM'g
SUB|g Wang ISL pash/1Ln's

glep pasu-hay Jsuo)) Bulbes

p?bal s730v/SS slepdn-smgls ANTE
00 1BYD Ug WY U ANDY J0}

0L0Z-¥ LHIAINOWN MHVYIWHY3 0IS0J0NILLEB000 #i1d NO § OW3A TYNOILIGaY ¥IDNOT ONILLEE00D
#id WOM XIVE 1Nd SYM ONIGNNZIPLOZ-1-0 YMHS ¥3d LdINTXT QIWIENODILD3MOMd MNYE-NON 30NN 31V1S
‘6014 L9 Meneq webold o) paubisseay

D40 0} PRGNS 834 SLirlis Bulesw fnb gLoZ "del Jad paanba) 44D
"20-11-5 000°0LE'PS OL dN 34 %08 ISYNAWIZH OL LOAlILN 7 AOEISD 00 WYHONIHAT NOS YN AFNI0L-Z-2 NOS L# ddNS

sesundsas uo Buniem!sLoz £ -FlLauny pieH 30

ALNNOD A8 34

glidagg) Auagosing [pie-slels 181811005 LIoipayIsug
jeacsdde o) patwagns jdasuo]

(504) g3YIND3Y 300148

WVHLYHD/0E ¥S OL WYHONIJ4I/AVI INTE/951 ¥D W4 AMMd WVHONIZE3

ynaw Guplnydlod o) luswpusioe o) [ddeiy oy} 2ase JUeUaA0D aanou)sad ul boe pOsHYd sWel 402 ° BLLZIOL BHLZI0b SUBId [BUI IWgnS BLIVEIL
FTSHMOBL mmummmﬂﬂh ) BL/GIS BLBIG Uogdadsul ¥dd4d|  @LivLEC
Guo funoweybuy3Dius)y /992 L8992 L6 |[2D/0008FS L2 L B/UNLPYODLIUB|Y §50 1 0 BLEOL LT 307 siued (Ag) BoUBLEA JBUNG PUB POF|  BLIBLL
0 guoe/L 81045 uojesedeid sueld sfipug [euid|  LL/GIE
e S R B o 6L/82Z/T 2LI0MS SUB|d LUOONSUC) [euld|  LLI9Z)
a |LSiE LS Kiewwing wodey (49|  GL/e/LL
0 LLIZE8 SLBEILL Aelwwng famng 1og|  SUSLIL
0 845zI9 8L/GEIs UoRezuouiTY MOY|  LLIv
201 0008 1un a BLIFIOL LY fiewwng uomsinbay pOM | BLIZLL
0416H 00'0% 159 0 BHEEIS BLIOLS [ercuddy 08 1]  LULE
201 00'080'FEO'SS At 0 BLISZIS BLIDEE |leacuddy pRUld SUBlD MOY | LLLE
oLAT 0008 - 0 Lol LLigioL uoesedaid suBld AMOM|  SL/E/E
OLAY 0008 d 0 2419118 21918 uonoadsul yd4d|  9LISTS
wilal oo0% og | SHENL 00D00'08LS un 0 LUElly SLBZILL Aewiwng pH pUe (SN|  gligerL
0ILH 000 2q | GHEML SOFREZBLT LIPS 152 o LUISIS 9L/8Z/LL fuewwng ubisaqg ebpug Leuwiaid|  9L9LT
SLEMLL 00000 PEC'ES MOY 0 BL/3ZI0L LLDEioL  pliiex paydedul) Jop sapiin o) sueld Aeuiwiald ywang | LLLE
puid i Aunnav | pojgiig 52'109'656'CS ad 0 SLZE9 | LLBLS SLIZZIG (ubisap JUEINSUOA) sueld Aempeoy Aleunuiald|  SLw/L
STRTEWY IS SINTISTIS0S 58 SLEML | izl SMEHL Riewiuing sseasleq|  SLANL
N B 00t LLS L ouBLLL | LLSHL oML AlewWng ucnesyRUap| soIN0sey [UsluucALT | LL/GLL
2g oLigLIL | BLBG OLBLILE  JRLLIK g |eaoaddy 3 a ey U3 LHLLE
150804 201 6L /EBT6LS ozoe a1 un oot SLBLIE SUBLE | SuBLE SLBLE Plen asnoH Uadg UoNBULO} MaNd | GLiBLE
15034d  OlEH  SOVBTBLTLYE ozoz 21 180 9l skt | dusie QLU Kiewins Apris 3| oL/gLY
LS 26 00089 VEO'ES Liog 210z Moy 00k pGAL  BUSIL | VLG pLGILL jdwog jeAciddy 3daouod 3 W pusi
S00LC 1803ud  OLLEH 0000008 6102 e 3d oot PURLL  wupkl | wbivuL FLvLIL uodey 1deouoD HWANS Wdl|  wlivLIL
S0/0LE AAZIHOHLNY aLAT GLETZ'ELETS S00Z 5002 3d 16 auur | szt QLI ABWWnS Hyd|  SLOLS
SOI0LIE A3ZIHOHLNY OLAH 05'2/€'vB98 5002 5002 3d &5 soisziv | eumiizL aisziv Kl usiidejaned 1desuss] siioLe
GOIOLE O3Z2IH0HLNY OLLH 000000528 Go0g SO0Z 3d e e R EDSR L8 e
3 % HSINIA 1HVLS 3iva diva SASVL HsINIE
Lny =eq snpes punj =0d pasodoig panciddy aseld WNLOY Ivniovy HSINI4 1dvils 3sva
ou| Aunog weybuys
'SBIBIZ0ESY HISONY pUB(SI| IWHId NOIS30
rO¥d gNoE spun) 1009 Ay pesinguiey ‘ubisag jEa0
:44ns UOTINISUDD MBN ‘3dAL D0Ud fanppg weibord
391810055 NiEqoYY puejsiowy  LNVLINSNOD ANZ 3 ‘UNSVIN e *1dIINGD Hia
THLIM 137 V439 IdAL 200 AN N Mg aloig Aempeoy MUOM IdAL 'O BB UBUA
181 1009 45131 OHM uoy :3dAL ©NILHOMN Loo LS TONOD “HA T3T0W (00008000 TSNS D
g afieg JUSLy  ELYd MOH LINDW DZiailL +ALYa L37 O3HIS [ i1sia Loa S0-H-F00Z #dll oe'D
SHBTIE MNEQ UG BLISLOL =VA 137 LNOW gLOLoL ‘310 137 3NN3sva 03 ALlHOMNd WL YBULBABRS "WEQH 10N 0di weybuy3 ‘weuieys

0049000

:Bunwwesford
:gad
ispral a0
VdO1
rsanjaiag Jbus
‘ONS
813
:ubisag
safipug
gLLENL
glivLie
BLILE
LL0cie
LHOZIT
oLfiue
SLBLOL
Liibiy
LBl
FATLTAr4
L0V
alisiis
9LI9ZIS
SLIES
SLES
glism
ShLiBIL
SLIZie
QLBLILL
OLIGLHILE
SLBLE
SLEOL
vLisiL
PLIFLIL
QL
Q0162
1dvis
3sva

‘HOENOJS
INYLINSENOD
201440
‘STYILLINI AHOY
‘HOW rodd
JON MOYd

) HIDNTT
SALNNOD

raquiny Id

Hoday sME)S UORINIISU0IAId



	P1-3
	VE Responses

