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October 30, 2008 

 

 

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.:  CSSTP-0006-00(869) 

P.I. No.: 0006869 

Big Shanty Road Connector 

PBS&J Project Task Order No. 31 

 

Dear Ms. Myers: 

 

Please find enclosed two (2) hard copies and one (1) CD of our final Value Engineering Report for the Big 

Shanty Road connector between George Busbee Parkway and Barrett Lakes Blvd. 

 

This Value Engineering Study, which was performed during the period October 14 through October 17, 

2008, identified 8 Alternative Ideas which are recommended for implementation.  The VE team also 

identified 2 Design Suggestions which are recommended for the engineer to consider in his final design.  
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 VE study during the period of October 14 – October 

17, 2008 in Atlanta, at the offices of the Georgia Department of Transportation.  The 

subject of the Value Engineering study was the Big Shanty Road Connector in Cobb 

County Project:  CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. No.: 0006869. The concept design for the 

project has been prepared by Croy Engineering.  At the time of the workshop the plans 

are ready for final field review.  

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION & PHOTOS 

 

This project begins at Barrett Lakes Blvd., crosses under I-75 and ends at the George 

Busby Parkway connecting to the existing Big Shanty Road.  The proposed roadway 

consists of 4 lanes; 2 in each direction separated by a 20’ raised median, bike lanes, curb 

and gutters, and sidewalks on both sides.   Major structures on the project are two new 

grade separation bridges under I-75.  The purpose of the project is to improve east-west 

traffic in this corridor.   

 

The main traffic generators are Kennesaw State College and the Town Center Mall.   The 

estimated construction cost is $7,980,582, right-of-way is $5,145,485, and $2,168,770 

reimbursable utilities, for a total project cost estimated to be $15,295,107. 

 

Photos taken by the VE Team on their site inspection can be found on the next page. 

 

This project is rather fully described in the documentation that is located in 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: 

 

• Project design is ready for a final field review and due to be let in April of 2009 

• A children’s day care center (Kids R Kids)  is slated for displacement 

• A children’s medical center will lose property slated for parking and future 

expansion 

• Provide increased east-west traffic capacity in project corridor 

• Routing existing stormwater across the project 

• Accommodate probable new HOV or HOT intersection with Big Shanty 

Connector 
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VALUE ENGINEERING PROCESS 

 

The Value Engineering team followed the seven step Value Engineering job plan as 

promulgated by the Georgia Department of Transportation.  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 detail process of the Value Engineering Study. 

 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

During the speculation phase the VE Team identified 28 Alternative Ideas and 2 Design 

Suggestions 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, 8 Alternative Ideas remained for further 

consideration. These Alternative Ideas and the 2 Design Suggestions may be found, in 

their documented form, in the section of this report entitled Study Results.   

 

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  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

         

SHEET NO.: 1  of   1 

ALTERNATIVE 

NUMBER 

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE INITIAL COST 

SAVINGS 

 BRIDGE (BR)  

   

BR-1 Use MSE wall abutments $304,642 

BR-2 Change the vertical clearance from 17’6” to 17’0”” DS 

BR-7 Reduce number of beams $34,844 

   

 ROADWAY (RD)  

   

RD-5 Use a multi-use trail on one side only $282,137 

RD-8    Delete the bike lanes $282,137 

RD-9 Use two-way left turn lane $422,758 

RD-10 Reduce shoulders to 12’ $96,800 

RD-11 Increase clear span under both bridges by 12’ to provide for future 
HOT access 

$3,284,959 

   

 RIGHT-OF-WAY (ROW)  

   

ROW-3 Allow for the construction of basin #2 in the most southerly corner of 
the site 

DS 

   

 DRAINGAGE (DR)  

   

DR-5 Modify drainage structures at Sta. 60+88 +/- $38,544 
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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. 

 

Also included here are photographs of the project site taken by the VE Team. 

 

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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Big Shanty Road Connector
Project: CSSTP-0006-00(869)

P.I. No. 0006869

• Big Shanty Road looking 
towards George Busbee
Parkway

• Barrett Lakes Blvd. 
looking across to where 
Big Shanty Rd. will cross 
under I-75
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Big Shanty Road Connector
Project: CSSTP-0006-00(869)

P.I. No. 0006869

• Parking lot at the 
Children’s Health Center 
that will be impacted

• Current intersection of 
George Busbee Parkway 
and Big Shanty Road

11 of 89



 

Summary of Alternatives & Design Suggestions  

PROJECT:   Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

         

SHEET NO.: 1  of   1 

ALTERNATIVE 

NUMBER 

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE INITIAL COST 

SAVINGS 

 BRIDGE (BR)  

   

BR-1 Use MSE wall abutments $304,642 

BR-2 Change the vertical clearance from 17’6” to 17’0”” DS 

BR-7 Reduce number of beams $34,844 

   

 ROADWAY (RD)  

   

RD-5 Use a multi-use trail on one side only $282,137 

RD-8    Delete the bike lanes $282,137 

RD-9 Use two-way left turn lane $422,758 

RD-10 Reduce shoulders to 12’ $96,800 

RD-11 Increase clear span under both bridges by 12’ to provide for future 
HOT access 

$3,284,959 

   

 RIGHT-OF-WAY (ROW)  

   

ROW-3 Allow for the construction of basin #2 in the most southerly corner of 
the site 

DS 

   

 DRAINGAGE (DR)  

   

DR-5 Modify drainage structures at Sta. 60+88 +/- $38,544 
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           Value Analysis Design Alternative  

PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         BR-1 

DESCRIPTION: Use MSE wall abutments SHEET NO.:  1  of  5 

Original Design:  

The original design is a pair of 3 span bridges with the end rolls on each end 

Alternative:  

The alternative design is to use MSE wall abutments with two, single span bridges without intermediate 
bents 

 

 

 

 

 
Opportunities: 
 
• Reduce area of bridge construction 
• Reduce Construction Time 
• Cost Savings 
 

Risks: 

• Requires slightly more shoring 
• May require Bulb Tee 72 IN 

Technical Discussion: 

The square foot bridge cost is approximately 60% higher than the cost of the MSE walls. Using MSE 
walls will require that the span over Big Shanty Road (Span 2 in current design) be increased to 
accommodate the offset of 6 feet behind the wall. With the current geometry this will increase the span 
approximately 8 feet and may require a Bulb Tee 72, PSC beam. MSE wall construction will likely take 
less time than the intermediate bent construction and less superstructure reduces overall construction 
time. 

 

 

COST SUMMARY 

 

INITIAL COST 

PRESENT WORTH 

RECURRING COSTS 

PRESENT WORTH 

LIFE-CYCLE COST 

ORIGINAL DESIGN (shoring included) $       3,057,123 $               0 $      3,057,123            

ALTERNATIVE (shoring included) $       2,752,481 $               0 $      2,752,481 

SAVINGS $        304,642 $               0 $        304,642  
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           Illustration  

PROJECT: 
        

 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         BR-1 

DESCRIPTION: Use MSE Walled Abutments SHEET NO.:  2  of  5 
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           Calculations  

PROJECT: 
    

 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         BR-1 

DESCRIPTION: Use MSE Walled Abutments SHEET NO.:  3  of  5 

 

Area of Shoring 
Assumptions:  1) Temporary slopes are 2:1    

 2) Shoring runs full length of bridge    
Bridge 1 Max Ht  25      

        
 Bridge Length 238  Bridge Length 238 
 MSE wall area 60  MSE wall area 0 
 2:1 Backslope 100  2:1 Backslope 100 

      
 Length 398  Length 338 
      

 

w
it
h
 M

S
E

 w
a
lls

 

Area 
995
0  

w
/o

 M
S

E
 w

a
lls

 

Area 
845
0 

Bridge 2 Max Ht  20      
        
 Bridge Length 200  Bridge Length 200 
 MSE wall area 48  MSE wall area 0 
 2:1 Backslope 80  2:1 Backslope 80 

      
 Length 328  Length 280 
      

 

w
it
h
 M

S
E

 w
a
lls

 

Area 
656

0  

w
/o

 M
S

E
 w

a
lls

 

Area 
560

0 
        

Area of MSE Wall 
Bridge 1        

 Skew Angle 77.609  Bridge Width 75.25  
     (includes side berms)  
 Wall Height 30  Skewed Width 77  
        

 Area of Under Bridge 
231

1  Temp MSE wall  

 Wings  
184

3     

  Total 
415

4  1800   
   x     
   2  % of Perm 0.22  

   
830

9     
Bridge 2        

 Skew Angle 77.555  Bridge Width 75.25  
     (includes side berms)  
 Wall Height 24  Skewed Width 77  
        

 Area of Under Bridge 
184

9  Temp MSE wall  

 Wings  
118

0     

  Total 
302

9  1152   
   x     
   2  % of Perm 0.19  

   
605

8     

 Add 10% to wall cost to account for temp walls    
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PROJECT:

DESCRIPTION:    4   of   5

UNIT
NO. OF 

UNITS
COST/ UNIT TOTAL

NO. OF 

UNITS
COST/ UNIT TOTAL

CY 27 50 1,352$          0 50 -$             

Bridge Excavation, Grade Sep CY 272 37 9,966$          0 37 -$             

SF 820 46 37,490$        0 46 -$             

SY 1,534 5 7,394$          870 5 4,193$          

Superstr Concrete, Class AA CY 464 771 357,688$      245 771 188,866$      

LF 464 41 19,200$        264 41 10,924$        

CY 309 515 159,024$      48 515 24,703$        

PSC Beams, AASHTO Type I LF 341 98 33,398$        0 98 -$             

PSC Beams, AASHTO Type II LF 446 114 50,710$        0 114 -$             

PSC Beams, AASHTO Bulb Tee, 63 LF 1,326 181 240,298$      0 181 -$             

PSC Beams, ASSHTO Bulb Tee, 72 LF 0 194 -$             1,202 194 233,428$      

LB 44,721 1 38,013$        7,531 1 6,401$          

LB 54,329 1 48,353$        26,911 1 23,951$        

Epoxy Coated Superstr Reinf Steel LB 52,561 1 55,189$        27,000 1 28,350$        

Piling In Place, Steel H, HP 12 x 53 LF 1,110 52 57,764$        0 52 -$             

Piling in Place, Steel H, HP 14 x 73 LF 690 64 44,326$        1,110 64 71,306$        

Load Test, Steel H, HP 12 x 53 EA 1 1 1$                0 1 -$             

Load Test, Steel H, HP 14 x 73 EA 1 1 1$                1 1 1$                

MSE Wall Face 20 - 30 ft ht SF 0 50 -$             8,309 50 418,275$      

LF 0 71 -$             400 71 28,316$        

SF 8,450 35 295,750$      9,950 35 348,250$      

Sub-total 1,455,917$        1,386,965$        

Mark-up at 10.00% 145,592$           138,696$           

TOTAL 1,601,509$        1,525,661$        

Estimated Savings: 75,847$             

Found Bkfill Matl, Tp II

                 Cost Worksheet

SHEET NO.: Use MSE Abutments - Bridge 1

Georgia Department of Transportation

BR-1

ALTERNATIVE NO.:

Shoring

Coping, Type A

Conc Slope Pav 4 IN

Concrete Barrier

Class AA Concrete

ORIGINAL ESTIMATE PROPOSED ESTIMATE

CSSTTP-0006-00(869) P.I. 0006869

Bar Reinf Steel

Superstr Reinf Steel

IITEM

Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County

CONSTRUCTION ITEM

Grooved Concrete
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PROJECT:

DESCRIPTION:    5   of   5

UNIT
NO. OF 

UNITS
COST/ UNIT TOTAL

NO. OF 

UNITS

COST/ 

UNIT
TOTAL

CY 50 50.09$              2,505$           0 50.09$     -$              

Bridge Excavation, Grade Sep CY 512 36.64$              18,760$         0 36.64$     -$              

SF 688 45.72$              31,455$         0 45.72$     -$              

SY 1,306 4.82$                 6,295$           767 4.82$       3,697$          

Superstr Concrete, Class AA CY 392 770.88$            302,185$        222 770.88$   171,135$       

LF 393 41.38$              16,262$         238 41.38$     9,848$          

CY 375 514.64$            192,990$        60 514.64$   30,878$         

PSC Beams, AASHTO Type I LF 627 97.94$              61,408$         0 97.94$     -$              

PSC Beams, AASHTO Type II LF 0 113.70$            -$               0 113.70$   -$              

PSC Beams, AASHTO Bulb Tee, 63 LF 1,169 181.22$            211,846$        0 181.22$   -$              

PSC Beams, ASSHTO Bulb Tee, 72 LF 0 194.20$            -$               1,056 194.20$   205,075$       

LB 46,989 0.85$                 39,941$         9,413 0.85$       8,001$          

LB 47,424 0.89$                 42,207$         24,700 0.89$       21,983$         

Epoxy Coated Superstr Reinf Steel LB 44,727 1.05$                 46,963$         24,185 1.05$       25,394$         

Piling In Place, Steel H, HP 12 x 53 LF 1,240 52.04$              64,530$         0 52.04$     -$              

Piling in Place, Steel H, HP 14 x 73 LF 1,400 64.24$              89,936$         1,240 64.24$     79,658$         

MSE Wall Face 20 - 30 ft ht SF 0 50.34$              -$               6,058 50.34$     304,960$       

LF 0 70.79$              -$               354 70.79$     25,060$         

SF 5,600 35.00$              196,000$        6,560 35.00$     229,600$       

Sub-total 1,323,283$          1,115,290$         

Mark-up at 10.00% 132,328$             111,529$            

TOTAL 1,455,612$          1,226,819$         

TOTALS FROM PAGE 4 OF 5 1,601,509$          1,525,661$         

TOTAL BR-1 3,057,121$          2,752,480$         

Estimated Savings: 304,641$      

                 Cost Worksheet

SHEET NO.: Use MSE Wall Abutments -  Bridge 2

Georgia Department of Transportation

BR-1

ALTERNATIVE NO.:

CSSTTP-0006-00(869) P.I. 0006869

Bar Reinf Steel

Superstr Reinf Steel

IITEM

Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County

CONSTRUCTION ITEM

Grooved Concrete

Conc Slope Pav 4 IN

Concrete Barrier

Class AA Concrete

Found Bkfill Matl, Tp II

ORIGINAL ESTIMATE PROPOSED ESTIMATE

Shoring

Coping, Type A
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          Value Analysis Design Suggestion  

PROJECT: 

 

 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County         

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         BR-2 

DESCRIPTION: Reduce Minimum Vertical Clearance to 17’-0” SHEET NO.:  1  of  1 

Original Design:  

The original design calls for a minimum vertical clearance of 17’- 6”, which occurs at Bridge 2. 

Alternative:  

The alternative would reduce the minimum vertical clearance to 17’ – 0”. 

 
Opportunities: 
 
• Improves condition at drain line C2-C1 
• Reduction in unclassified excavation 

 
Risks: 

• Slightly less clearance for future overlay of Big 
Shanty 

• Slight increase in excavation for bridge 
foundations 

• No benefit unless it helps improve the project 
drainage 

 
Technical Discussion: 

At this site, with the interstate over a minor arterial, a 17’- 0” minimum vertical clearance appears 
reasonable.  Reducing the clearance allows the grade of Big Shanty to be raised thus providing more 
cover at drainage line C2-C1 allowing more options for transporting the storm water, such as circular 
pipes or box culverts. Other design alternatives in this report present possible improvements to this 
drain line. 

There is no advantage to raising the elevation of the bridge foundations, as the cost of longer piles 
offsets any reduction in column cost. 

In addition to improvements at drain line C2-C1, raising the grade of Big Shanty results in cost savings 
by reducing unclassified excavation.  

 

. 
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           Value Analysis Design Alternative  

PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         BR-7 

DESCRIPTION: Reduce Number of Beams SHEET NO.:  1  of  5 

Original Design:  

The original design uses 9 beams at 7’-1 ½”, in all spans on both bridges, with 3’-1 ½” overhangs. 

Alternative:  

The alternative reduces the number of beams in Span 2 on both bridges to 8 by increasing to 8’-0” and 
increasing the overhangs to 3’-7 ½”.  

 

 

 

 
Opportunities: 
 

• Reduce number of beams  

• Cost Savings 
 

Risks: 

• Thicker slab with slightly more reinf. steel 

• Overhang in Spans 1 & 3 slightly greater than 
½  the beams spacing 

Technical Discussion: 

The number of beams in Span 2 on both bridges can be reduced to 8 by increasing the spacing to 8’-
0” and 3’-7 ½” overhangs. Based on GDOT PSC beam design charts the Bulb Tee 63 will span the 
required distance at 8’-0” spacing. In Spans 1 & 3 the wider beam spacing may not work without 
increasing the beam size but the same number of beams can be utilized at a spacing of 7’-0”. The 
overhangs of 3’-7 ½” in these spans is slightly greater than the typical half of the beam spacing but 
with Bulb Tee 63 fascia beams this is acceptable. 

 

 

 

COST SUMMARY 

 

INITIAL COST 

PRESENT WORTH 

RECURRING COSTS 

PRESENT WORTH 

LIFE-CYCLE COST 

ORIGINAL DESIGN (w/o shoring) $        2,516,198 $               0 $       2,516,198 

ALTERNATIVE (w/o shoring) $        2,481,354 $               0 $       2,481,354 

SAVINGS $          34,844 $               0 $         34,844  
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           Illustration 

PROJECT: 
        

 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         BR-7 

DESCRIPTION Reduce Number of Beams SHEET NO.:  2  of  5 
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Calculations  
 

  PROJECT: 
    

 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         BR-7 

DESCRIPTION: Reduce Number of Beams SHEET NO.:  3  of  5 

Bridge No. 1 Reduce No. Beams in Span 2; decrease spacing in Spans 1 & 3 

 Span 2              

 Bridge Width  63.25  Span Length  123  Add’l Conc.  6    

               

 Oh Width  3.625  Slab Thick  7.875  Rebar ratio      

          Plain 110    

 No. Beams  8  Original Thick  7.625   Epoxy 122    

               

 Spacing  8  Change  0.25  Add’l Rebar P 660    

          E 729    

 Orig. No. Beams 9  
Change in No of 
beams -1        

         Change in Beam LF -122    

     Beam Length  122.28        

               

 Insignificant change in concrete and rebar in Spans 1 & 3.         

 No change is number of beams in these spans         

              

               

Bridge No. 2 Reduce No. Beams in Span 2; decrease spacing in Spans 1 & 3 

 Span 2              
 Bridge Width  63.25  Span Length  110.67  Addl Conc  5    
 Oh Width  3.625  Slab Thick  7.875  Rebar ratio      
          Plain 110    
 No. Beams  8  Original Thick  7.625   Epoxy 122    
               
 Spacing  8  Change  0.25  Addl Rebar P 594    
          E 656    

 Orig. No. Beams 9  
Change in No of 
beams -1        

         Change in Beam LF -110    
     Beam Length  109.95        
               
 Insignificant change in concrete and rebar in Spans 1 & 3.         
 No change is number of beams in these spans          
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PROJECT:

DESCRIPTION:    4   of   5

UNIT
NO. OF 

UNITS

COST/ 

UNIT
TOTAL

NO. OF 

UNITS
COST/ UNIT TOTAL

CY 27 50.09$      1,352$      27 50.09$    1,352$      

Bridge Excavation, Grade Sep CY 272 36.64$      9,966$      272 36.64$    9,966$      

SF 820 45.72$      37,490$    820 45.72$    37,490$    

SY 1534 4.82$        7,394$      1534 4.82$      7,394$      

Superstr Concrete, Class AA CY 464 770.88$    357,688$  470 770.88$  362,314$  

LF 464 41.38$      19,200$    464 41.38$    19,200$    

CY 309 514.64$    159,024$  309 514.64$  159,024$  

PSC Beams, AASHTO Type I LF 341 97.94$      33,398$    341 97.94$    33,398$    

PSC Beams, AASHTO Type II LF 446 113.70$    50,710$    446 113.70$  50,710$    

PSC Beams, AASHTO Bulb Tee, 63 LF 1326 181.22$    240,298$  1204 181.22$  218,189$  

LB 44721 0.85$        38,013$    44721 0.85$      38,013$    

LB 54329 0.89$        48,353$    54989 0.89$      48,940$    

Epoxy Coated Superstr Reinf Steel LB 52561 1.05$        55,189$    52640 1.05$      55,272$    

Piling In Place, Steel H, HP 12 x 53 LF 1110 52.04$      57,764$    1110 52.04$    57,764$    

Piling in Place, Steel H, HP 14 x 73 LF 690 64.24$      44,326$    690 64.24$    44,326$    

Sub-total 1,160,165$        1,143,352$         

Mark-up at 10.00% 116,017$           114,335$            

TOTAL 1,276,182$        1,257,687$         

Estimated Savings: $18,495

                 Cost Worksheet

SHEET NO.: Reduce Number of Beams - Bridge 1

Georgia Department of Transportation

BR-7

ALTERNATIVE NO.:

Conc Slope Pav 4 IN

Concrete Barrier

Class AA Concrete

ORIGINAL ESTIMATE PROPOSED ESTIMATE

CSSTTP-0006-00(869) P.I. 0006869

Bar Reinf Steel

Superstr Reinf Steel

IITEM

Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County

CONSTRUCTION ITEM

Grooved Concrete

Found Bkfill Matl, Tp II
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PROJECT:

DESCRIPTION:    5   of   5

UNIT
NO. OF 

UNITS

COST/ 

UNIT
TOTAL

NO. OF 

UNITS

COST/ 

UNIT
TOTAL

CY 50 50.09$   2,505$         50 50.09$      2,505$            

Bridge Excavation, Grade Sep CY 512 36.64$   18,760$       512 36.64$      18,760$          

SF 688 45.72$   31,455$       688 45.72$      31,455$          

SY 1,306 4.82$     6,295$         1,306 4.82$        6,295$            

Superstr Concrete, Class AA CY 392 770.88$ 302,185$     397 770.88$    306,039$        

LF 393 41.38$   16,262$       393 41.38$      16,262$          

CY 375 514.64$ 192,990$     375 514.64$    192,990$        

PSC Beams, AASHTO Type I LF 627 97.94$   61,408$       627 97.94$      61,408$          

PSC Beams, AASHTO Type II LF 0 113.70$ -$             0 113.70$    -$               

PSC Beams, AASHTO Bulb Tee, 63 LF 1,169 181.22$ 211,846$     1,059 181.22$    191,912$        

LB 46,989 0.85$     39,941$       46,989 0.85$        39,941$          

LB 47,424 0.89$     42,207$       48,018 0.89$        42,736$          

Epoxy Coated Superstr Reinf Steel LB 44,727 1.05$     46,963$       45,383 1.05$        47,652$          

Piling In Place, Steel H, HP 12 x 53 LF 1,240 52.04$   64,530$       1,240 52.04$      64,530$          

Piling in Place, Steel H, HP 14 x 73 LF 1,400 64.24$   89,936$       1,400 64.24$      89,936$          

Sub-total 1,127,283$  1,112,421$     

Mark-up at 10.00% 112,728$     111,242$        

TOTAL 1,240,012$  1,223,663$     

Bridge No. 2 Estimated Savings: 16,348.57$     

Bridge No. 1 Estimated Savings: 18,495.00$     

Total Estimated Savings: 34,843.57$     

Class AA Concrete

Grooved Concrete

Conc Slope Pav 4 IN

ORIGINAL ESTIMATE PROPOSED ESTIMATECONSTRUCTION ITEM

Bar Reinf Steel

Superstr Reinf Steel

IITEM

Found Bkfill Matl, Tp II

Concrete Barrier

                 Cost Worksheet

SHEET NO.: Reduce Number of Beams -  Bridge 2

Georgia Department of Transportation

BR-7

ALTERNATIVE NO.:

CSSTP-0006-00(869) P.I. 0006869

Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County
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           Value Analysis Design Alternative  

PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

        DR-5 

DESCRIPTION: Modify drainage structures at STA. 60+88 +/- SHEET NO.:  1  of  4 

Original Design:  

The original design proposes using 6 runs of 24” x 38” elliptical pipe to convey drainage from an 
intermittent stream at approximate STA. 60+88. 

Alternative:  

The alternative proposes raising the grade of Big Shanty and using 30” RCP in fewer runs to convey the 
drainage underneath Big Shanty Connector. 

Opportunities: 
 
• Reduced construction time.  
• Reduced costs for pipe. 
• Reduces future maintenance risks. 

Risks: 

• Moderate design impacts. 

 

Technical Discussion: 

The alternative proposal seeks to use a larger diameter RCP with fewer runs than the original design. 
The use of elliptical pipe was necessitated by the need for vertical clearance, with the top of the 
drainage structure having one foot of cover to the bottom of the GAB base layer. The alternative seeks 
to raise the profile grade of the Big Shanty Connector by approximately 8 inches by flattening the 
vertical curve on Big Shanty over the proposed drainage structure. The clearance to the bottom beam 
of the NB I-75 bridge could be reduced to 17’ from 17.5’. Thus, the elevation of the bridge would 
remain unchanged, and the profile grade of Big Shanty would be revised upward to allow for greater 
vertical clearance, opening the possibility of using RCP in lieu of elliptical pipe. For estimating 
purposes, 4 runs of 30”RCP were proposed in the alternative. A single 30”RCP @ 0.2% will carry+/- 17 
CFS, giving the four runs a combined total capacity of 68 CFS. A more detailed hydrologic analysis will 
be required to verify the sufficiency of the alternative. The intent of the alternative is to use fewer runs 
of RCP pipe at a slightly steeper grade to allow for proper drainage of the basin, reducing future 
maintenance problems by reducing probability of increasing siltation, as well as reducing the prospects 
for a tailwater condition. 

 

 

COST SUMMARY 

 

INITIAL COST 

PRESENT WORTH 

RECURRING COSTS 

PRESENT WORTH 

LIFE-CYCLE COST 

ORIGINAL DESIGN $          73,062 $               0 $         73,062 

ALTERNATIVE $          34,518 $               0 $         34,518 

SAVINGS $          38,544 $               0 $         38,544 
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           Illustration  

PROJECT: 
        

 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         DR-5 

DESCRIPTION: Modify drainage structures at STA 60+88 +/- SHEET NO.:  2  of  4 

 

 

25 of 89



           Calculations  

PROJECT: 
    

 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         DR-5 

DESCRIPTION: Modify drainage structures at STA 60+88 +/- SHEET NO.:  3  of  4 

Assumptions: 

 

-Price of 24” x 38” elliptical pipe is estimated at $90.00/LF 

-6 runs of pipe @123LF ea.=738LF pipe in original design (24”x 38” elliptical) 

-4 runs of pipe @123LF ea.=492LF of 30” RCP in alternative design 

 

Original Design: 

 

738LF x $90.00/lf = $66,420 

 

Alternative Design: 

 

492LF x $63.78/LF = $31,380 
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PROJECT:

DESCRIPTION:    4   of   4

UNITS
NO. OF 

UNITS

COST/ 

UNIT
TOTAL

NO. OF 

UNITS

COST/ 

UNIT
TOTAL

LF 738 90.00$    66,420$     0 90.00$     

-$           -$             

LF 0 63.78$    -$           492 63.78$     31,380$        

Sub-total 66,420$     31,380$        

Mark-up at 10.00% 6,642$       3,138$          

TOTAL 73,062$     34,518$        

Estimated Savings: $38,544

                 Cost Worksheet

SHEET NO.: Modify drainage structures at STA 60+88 +/-

Georgia Department of Transportation

DR-5
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County

ALTERNATIVE NO.:

CSSTP-0006-00(869) P.I. 0006869

ORIGINAL ESTIMATE PROPOSED ESTIMATECONSTRUCTION ITEM

ITEM

550-1310-Storm Drain Pipe,              
24"x 38" elliptical

550-1300-Storm Drain Pipe, 30"
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           Value Analysis Design Alternative  

PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         RD-5 

DESCRIPTION: Use multi-use trail on one side only. SHEET NO.:  1  of  4 

Original Design:  

The original design calls for the construction of 2-4’ bike lanes adjacent to traffic, as well as 5’ 
sidewalks on each side of the Big Shanty Connector. 

Alternative:  

The alternative would delete the bike lanes from the mainline, and have a single multi-use trail which 
combines pedestrian and bike traffic. The alternative multi-use lane could be constructed at a 9’ width, 
which allows for a 5’ pedestrian sidewalk as well as a 4’ bike lane. Cost savings are calculated assuming 
removal of 4’ bike lanes full build-up pavement costs only. 

 

 

 
Opportunities: 
 
•  Reduced pavement costs. 
•  Reduced ROW costs. 
•  Reduced construction time. 
 

Risks: 

• Moderate design impacts. 
• Creates need for crosswalks for logical access 

throughout the project. 

Technical Discussion: 

  Construct multi-use trail on single side of Big Shanty Connector, incorporating sidewalks and bike lanes. Cost      

savings shown are for removal of the bike lanes from the mainline only. Additional costs will be incorporated by 

utilizing a single-side multi-use trail by having a wider footprint, and having to provide crosswalk access at two or 

more points throughout the project. These additional costs will be offset by the overall reduction in usage of 

concrete by providing a single path that is 9’ wide as opposed to the original design, which calls for two 5’ 

sidewalks and two 4’ bike lanes.  

 

 

COST SUMMARY 

 

INITIAL COST 

PRESENT WORTH 

RECURRING COSTS 

PRESENT WORTH 

LIFE-CYCLE COST 

ORIGINAL DESIGN $       3,809,714              $               0 $      3,809,714             

ALTERNATIVE $       3,527,577               $               0 $      3,527,577             

SAVINGS $        282,137              $               0 $       282,137       
 



           Illustration  

PROJECT: 
        

 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         RD-5 

DESCRIPTION: Use multi-use trail on one side only. SHEET NO.:  2  of  4 
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           Calculations  

PROJECT: 
    

 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         RD-5 

DESCRIPTION: Use multi-use trail on one side only. SHEET NO.:  3  of  4 

Assumptions- Remove bike lanes in entirety from project limits, STA 76+00-STA 51+00= 2,500 LF. 

2,500 LF x 8’w/9=2,222.22 SY 

  -Unit costs derived from Cost Estimate report dated 8/26/2008. 12.5mm Superpave cost estimated at $85.00/ton. 

  - Construct multi-use trail on single side of Big Shanty Connector, incorporating sidewalks and bike lanes. Cost      

savings shown are for removal of the bike lanes from the mainline only. Additional costs will be incorporated by 

utilizing a single-side multi-use trail by having a wider footprint, and having to provide crosswalk access at two or 

more points throughout the project. These additional costs will be offset by the overall reduction in usage of 

concrete by providing a single path that is 10’ wide as opposed to the original design, which calls for two 5’ 

sidewalks and two 4’ bike lanes. 

GAB- 2,222.22 SY @ $15.39 SYCIP= $34,199.97 

25mm Superpave- 2,222.22 SY @ 400lb/SY/2,000=444.44 Tons @ $60.74/ton= $29,995.29 

19mm Superpave- 2,222.22 SY @ 250lb/SY/2,000=277.78 Tons @ $76.00/ton= $21,111.28 

12.5mm Superpave- 2,222.22 SY @ 150lb/SY/2,000=166.67 Tons @ $85.00/ton= $14,166.95 

 

 

R.O.W.- 

STA 51+00-STA 55+00= 400LF x 8’w=3,200SF 

STA 55+00-STA 60+00= Existing I-75 ROW 

STA 60+00-STA 76+00= 1,600LF x 8’w=12,800SF 

Total ROW= 16,000SF @ $10.00/SF per preliminary ROW estimate= $160,000 
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PROJECT:

DESCRIPTION:    4   of   4

UNITS
NO. OF 

UNITS
COST/ UNIT TOTAL

NO. OF 

UNITS
COST/ UNIT TOTAL

SF 216,483 10.00$         2,164,830$  200,483 10.00$        2,004,830$   

SY 16,899 15.39$         260,076$     14,677 15.39$        225,879$      

TN 8,427 60.74$         511,856$     7,983 60.74$        484,887$      

TN 4,510 76.00$         342,760$     4,232 76.00$        321,632$      

TN 2,163 85.00$         183,855$     1,996 85.00$        169,660$      

Sub-total 3,463,377$  3,206,888$   

Mark-up at 10.00% 346,338$     320,689$      

TOTAL 3,809,714$  3,527,577$   

Estimated Savings: $282,137

25mm Superpave

12.5mm Superpave

                 Cost Worksheet

SHEET NO.: Use multi-use trail on one side only.

Georgia Department of Transportation

RD-5
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County

ALTERNATIVE NO.:

ORIGINAL ESTIMATE PROPOSED ESTIMATECONSTRUCTION ITEM

19mm Superpave

CSSTP-0006-00(869) P.I. 0006869

ITEM

ROW- Commercial

GAB-10" Inc. mat'l
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           Value Analysis Design Alternative  

PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         RD-8 

DESCRIPTION: Delete bike lanes throughout project. SHEET NO.:  1  of  4 

Original Design:  

The original design calls for the construction of two-4’ bike lanes on the Big Shanty alignment from 
Barrett Lakes Boulevard to George Busbee Parkway. 

Alternative:  

The alternative would delete the bike lanes from the project in its entirety. 

 

 

 

 

Opportunities: 
 
•  Reduced pavement costs. 
•  Reduced R.O.W.  
 

Risks: 

• Moderate design impacts. 
• No corridor for bike lanes for future tie-ins. 

Technical Discussion: 

The alternative proposes to remove the bike lanes from the project entirely. There are no reciprocal 
bike lanes at either end of the logical termini on the east and west limits of the project, thus no 
continuous route will be constructed for thru bike traffic. The benefits of deleting bike lanes would 
include cost savings for pavement build-up, and less R.O.W. would be required. The identified risks of 
deleting the bike lanes would include the possibility of future widening on connecting routes to include 
a bike lane, leaving the present project without that alternative. 

 

 

 

COST SUMMARY 

 

INITIAL COST 

PRESENT WORTH 

RECURRING COSTS 

PRESENT WORTH 

LIFE-CYCLE COST 

ORIGINAL DESIGN $       3,809,714 $               0 $       3,809,714 

ALTERNATIVE $       3,527,577 $               0 $       3,527,577 

SAVINGS $        282,137  $               0 $        282,137  
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           Illustration  

PROJECT: 
        

 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         RD-8 

DESCRIPTION: Delete bike lanes throughout project. SHEET NO.:  2  of  4 
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           Calculations  

PROJECT: 
    

 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         RD-8 

DESCRIPTION: DELETE BIKE LANES THROUGHOUT PROJECT. SHEET NO.:  3  of  4 

Assumptions- Remove bike lanes in entirety from project limits, STA 76+00-STA 51+00= 2,500 LF. 

2,500 LF x 8’w/9=2,222.22 SY 

  -Unit costs derived from Cost Estimate report dated 8/26/2008. 12.5mm Superpave cost estimated at $85.00/ton. 

 

 

GAB- 2,222.22 SY @ $15.39 SYCIP= $34,199.97 

25mm Superpave- 2,222.22 SY @ 400lb/SY/2,000=444.44 Tons @ $60.74/ton= $29,995.29 

19mm Superpave- 2,222.22 SY @ 250lb/SY/2,000=277.78 Tons @ $76.00/ton= $21,111.28 

12.5mm Superpave- 2,222.22 SY @ 150lb/SY/2,000=166.67 Tons @ $85.00/ton= $14,166.95 

 

R.O.W.- 

STA 51+00-STA 55+00= 400LF x 8’w=3,200SF 

STA 55+00-STA 60+00= Existing I-75 ROW 

STA 60+00-STA 76+00= 1,600LF x 8’w=12,800SF 

Total ROW= 16,000SF @ $10.00/SF per preliminary ROW estimate= $160,000 
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PROJECT:

DESCRIPTION:    4   of   4

UNITS
NO. OF 

UNITS
COST/ UNIT TOTAL

NO. OF 

UNITS
COST/ UNIT TOTAL

SF 216,483 10.00$         2,164,830$  200,483 10.00$        2,004,830$   

SY 16,899 15.39$         260,076$     14,677 15.39$        225,879$      

TN 8,427 60.74$         511,856$     7,983 60.74$        484,887$      

TN 4,510 76.00$         342,760$     4,232 76.00$        321,632$      

TN 2,163 85.00$         183,855$     1,996 85.00$        169,660$      

Sub-total 3,463,377$  3,206,888$   

Mark-up at 10.00% 346,338$     320,689$      

TOTAL 3,809,714$  3,527,577$   

Estimated Savings: $282,137

12.5mm Superpave

                 Cost Worksheet

SHEET NO.: Delete bike lanes throughout project.

Georgia Department of Transportation

RD-8
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County

ALTERNATIVE NO.:

ORIGINAL ESTIMATE PROPOSED ESTIMATECONSTRUCTION ITEM

19mm Superpave

CSSTP-0006-00(869) P.I. 0006869

ITEM

ROW- Commercial

GAB-10" Inc. mat'l

25mm Superpave
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           Value Analysis Design Alternative  

PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         RD-9 

DESCRIPTION: Use two-way left turn lane SHEET NO.:  1  of  4 

Original Design:  

The original design calls for a 20-ft raised median.   

Alternative:  

The alternative is to use a 12-ft two-way left turn lane. 

 

Opportunities: 
 
• Reduce R/W width 
• Reduce pavement costs 
• Enhance access to abutting properties  
 
 
 

Risks: 

• Requires change of design and revision of 
plans 

Technical Discussion: 

This section of Big Shanty Road is only 2,100-ft long.  The current design has one median opening.  
A second median opening will be created when the I-75 HOT ramp terminal intersection is constructed.  
The average spacing for median openings would be 700-ft at that time, which is relatively short.  The 
benefits of using medians to smoothen traffic flows would gradually diminish when spacing of median 
openings reduces.    

A two-way left turn lane would still provide a separation of opposing traffic.  It would also enhance the 
access to adjoining properties. 

 

 

 

 

COST SUMMARY 

 

INITIAL COST 

PRESENT WORTH 

RECURRING COSTS 

PRESENT WORTH 

LIFE-CYCLE COST 

ORIGINAL DESIGN $        2,001,436 $               0 $       2,001,436 

ALTERNATIVE $        1,578,677 $               0 $       1,578,677 

SAVINGS $         422,758 $               0 $        422,758 
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           Illustration  

PROJECT: 
        

 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         RD-9 

DESCRIPTION: Use two-way left turn lane SHEET NO.:  2  of  4 
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           Calculations  

PROJECT: 
    

 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         RD-9 

DESCRIPTION: Use two-way left turn lane SHEET NO.:  3  of  4 

 

Original Design: 

R/W space for the 20-ft median = 2,200-ft long x 20-ft wide = 44,000 SF 

  Concrete median area : Sta 53+00 to Sta 57+48 (448-ft x 3-ft = 1,344 SF) 

                      Sta 63+76 to Sta 67+26 (350-ft x 3-ft = 1,050 SF) 

                      Sta 68+21 to Sta 74 +25 (604-ft x 3-ft = 1,812 SF)   total = 4,206 SF  

  Grass median area: Sta 57+48 to Sta 63+76 (628-ft x 15-ft = 9,420 SF) 

  Type 7 curb & gutter: Sta 53+00 to Sta 67+26 (1,426-ft x 2 sides = 2,852-ft) 

                     Sta 68+21 to Sta 74+25 (604-ft x 2 sides = 1,208-ft)   total = 4,060-ft 

  Type 7 curb and gutter area = 4,060-ft x 2.5-ft = 10,150 SF 

  Pavement area = 44,000 SF – 4,206 SF – 9,420 SF – 10,150 SF = 20,224 SF 

 

VE Alternative: 

R/W space for the 12-ft two-way left turn lane = 2,200-ft long x 12-ft wide = 26,400 SF  

Pavement area for the 12-ft two-way left turn lane = 2,200-ft long x 12-ft wide = 26,400 SF  
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PROJECT:

DESCRIPTION:    4   of   4

UNITS
NO. OF 

UNITS
COST/ UNIT TOTAL

NO. OF 

UNITS
COST/ UNIT TOTAL

SY 467 34.63$         16,184$       0 34.63$        -$             

LF 4,060 15.95$         64,757$       0 15.95$        -$             

SY 16,899 15.39$         260,076$     13,966 15.39$        214,937$      

TN 2,163 85.00$         183,855$     1,943 85.00$        165,155$      

TN 4,510 76.00$         342,760$     4,143 76.00$        314,868$      

TN 8,427 60.74$         511,856$     7,840 60.74$        476,202$      

SF 44,000 10.00$         440,000$     26,400 10.00$        264,000$      

Sub-total 1,819,487$  1,435,161$   

Mark-up at 10.00% 181,949$     143,516$      

TOTAL 2,001,436$  1,578,677$   

Estimated Savings: $422,758

19.mm Superpave

25.0mm Superpave

ROW-Commercial

                 Cost Worksheet

SHEET NO.: Use two-way left turn lane

Georgia Department of Transportation

RD-9
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County

ALTERNATIVE NO.:

ORIGINAL ESTIMATE PROPOSED ESTIMATECONSTRUCTION ITEM

12.5mm Superpave

CSSTP-0006-00(869) P.I. 0006869

ITEM

Concrete Median-4"

Type 7 Curb and Gutter

GAB -10" Inc. Mat'l
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           Value Analysis Design Alternative  

PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         RD-10 

DESCRIPTION: Reduce shoulders to 12-ft. SHEET NO.:  1  of  4 

Original Design:  

The original design calls for a 14-ft shoulder on both sides, which consists of a 2.5-ft curb and gutter, 
a 2-ft utility strip, a 5-ft sidewalk, and 4.5-ft from back of sidewalk to R/W limit.    

Alternative:  

The alternative is to use a 12-ft shoulder on both sides, which consists of a 2.5-ft curb and gutter, a 2-ft 
utility strip, a 5-ft sidewalk, and 2.5-ft from back of sidewalk to R/W limit. The will save R/W space by 2-
ft.  

Opportunities: 
 
• Reduce R/W acquisition  
 
 

Risks: 

• Reduced space for placing utility poles or 
larger signs.  

Technical Discussion: 

The space from the back of sidewalk to the R/W limit is normally used for placement of utility poles or 
larger highway signs.  Where placements require additional space to tie the final grade to the existing 
ground, additional space beyond the 14-ft shoulder has been provided in the original design.  The cost 
comparison below, simply assumed a reduction of 2-ft R/W space on both sides of Big Shanty Road 
across the board.        

 

. 

 

 

 

COST SUMMARY 

 

INITIAL COST 

PRESENT WORTH 

RECURRING COSTS 

PRESENT WORTH 

LIFE-CYCLE COST 

ORIGINAL DESIGN $         677,600 $               0 $        677,600 

ALTERNATIVE $         580,800 $               0 $        580,800 

SAVINGS $          96,800 $               0 $         96,800 
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           Illustration  

PROJECT: 
        

 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         RD-10 

DESCRIPTION: Reduce shoulders to 12-ft. SHEET NO.:  2  of  4 
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           Calculations  

PROJECT: 
    

 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         RD-10 

DESCRIPTION: Reduce shoulders to 12-ft. SHEET NO.:  3  of  4 

 

Original Design: 

 

R/W space for the 14-ft shoulder = 2,200-ft long x 14-ft wide x 2 sides = 61,600 SF 

   

VE Alternative: 

 

R/W space for the 12-ft shoulder = 2,200-ft long x 12-ft wide x 2 sides = 52,800 SF  
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PROJECT:

DESCRIPTION:    4   of   4

UNITS
NO. OF 

UNITS
COST/ UNIT TOTAL

NO. OF 

UNITS
COST/ UNIT TOTAL

SF 61,600 10$              616,000$     52,800 10$             528,000$      

Sub-total 616,000$     528,000$      

Mark-up at 10.00% 61,600$       52,800$        

TOTAL 677,600$     580,800$      

Estimated Savings: $96,800

                 Cost Worksheet

SHEET NO.: Reduce shoulders to 12-ft.

Georgia Department of Transportation

RD-10
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County

ALTERNATIVE NO.:

ORIGINAL ESTIMATE PROPOSED ESTIMATECONSTRUCTION ITEM

CSSTP-0006-00(869) P.I. 0006869

ITEM

R/W Acquisition
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           Value Analysis Design Alternative  

PROJECT: 
 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         RD-11 

DESCRIPTION: Increase clear span under both bridges by 12-ft to 
provide future HOT access 

SHEET NO.:  1  of  5 

Original Design:  

As shown in Figure 1, the original design uses the median on Big Shanty Road to provide a 
westbound left turn bay at the Barrett Lakes Boulevard intersection.  The problem is that the 
beginning of the westbound left turn bay almost reaches the future HOT ramp terminal access 
intersection for the I-75 PPI project.  There is no room in the median to provide an eastbound left turn 
bay at the HOT ramp terminal access intersection. 

Alternative:  

As illustrated in Figure 2, the alternative is to use a wider median on the section of Big Shanty Road 
under the I-75 bridges so that a pair of parallel left turn bays (westbound left turn for Barrett Lakes Blvd 
and eastbound left turn for HOT ramp terminal access) could be provided in the median; or reduce the 
current plan by removing bike lanes, removing one sidewalk, reducing R/W, using MSE wall abutments 
which would reduce the obligated space and allow for the additional lane without significant impact to the 
project. 

 
Opportunities: 
 
• Minimize “throw away” of the I-75 bridges 

 

Risks: 

• Increase construction costs for the I-75 bridges 

Technical Discussion: 

As stated in the Project Concept Report, close coordination should be maintained between this project 
and the I-75 northwest corridor project (I-75 PPI) to minimize the “throw-away” work on the new I-75 
bridges.   When the I-75 PPI is constructed, the HOT ramp terminal access intersection on Big 
Shanty Road will be located at approximately 600-ft (center to center) from the Barrett Lakes 
Boulevard intersection.  As the westbound left turn bay at the Barrett Lakes Boulevard intersection is 
already 450-ft long, there is no room in the median to provide an eastbound left turn bay at the HOT 
ramp terminal access intersection.  Additional width on Big Shanty Road will be needed to provide the 
space for the eastbound left turn bay, which will trigger the reconstruction of the I-75 bridges. The VE 
alternative would increase the initial construction cost of the two bridges but would save the demolition 
and reconstruction of the two bridges.After the I-75 bridges are lengthened to provide the additional 
space underneath, Big Shanty Road could be constructed initially as currently designed. When the I-75 
PPI project kicks in, they would have to acquire additional R/W and modify Big Shanty Road to provide 
the required left turn bays.   
 

 

COST SUMMARY 

 

INITIAL COST 

PRESENT WORTH 

RECURRING COSTS 

PRESENT WORTH 

LIFE-CYCLE COST 

ORIGINAL DESIGN $        5,940,703 $               0 $       5,940,703 

ALTERNATIVE $        2,655,744 $               0 $       2,655,744 

SAVINGS $        3,284,959 $               0 $       3,284,959 
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           Illustration  

PROJECT: 
        

 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         RD-11 

DESCRIPTION: Increase clear span under both bridges by 12-ft to 
provide future HOT access 

SHEET NO.:  2  of  5 
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           Illustration  

PROJECT: 
        

 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         RD-11 

DESCRIPTION: Increase clear span under both bridges by 12-ft to 
provide future HOT access 

SHEET NO.:  3  of  5 
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           Calculations  

PROJECT: 
    

 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County            

 

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         RD-11 

DESCRIPTION: Increase clear span under both bridges by 12-ft to 
provide future HOT access 

SHEET NO.:  4  of  5 

 

Original Design 

Bridge One: 238-ft long x 63.25-ft wide = 15,053 SF 

Bridge Two: 203-ft long x 63.25-ft wide = 12,840 SF 

Total = 27,893 SF 

 

VE Alternative 

Bridge One: 250-ft long x 63.25-ft wide = 15,813 SF 

Bridge Two: 215-ft long x 63.25-ft wide = 13,599 SF  

Total = 29,412 SF 
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PROJECT:

DESCRIPTION:   5   of   5

UNITS
NO. OF 

UNITS
COST/ UNIT TOTAL

NO. OF 

UNITS
COST/ UNIT TOTAL

SF 15,053 77.00$         1,159,081$  15,813 77.00$        1,217,601$   

SF 12,840 88.00$         1,129,920$  13,599 88.00$        1,196,712$   

SF 27,893 25.00$         697,325$     0 25.00$        -$             

SF 15,813 77.00$         1,217,601$  0 77.00$        -$             

SF 13,599 88.00$         1,196,712$  0 88.00$        -$             

Sub-total 5,400,639$  2,414,313$   

Mark-up at 10.00% 540,064$     241,431$      

TOTAL 5,940,703$  2,655,744$   

Estimated Savings: $3,284,959

CSSTP-0006-00(869) P.I. 0006869

ITEM

Bridge 1

Bridge 2

ORIGINAL ESTIMATE PROPOSED ESTIMATECONSTRUCTION ITEM

Rebuild Bridge 1

                 Cost Worksheet

SHEET NO.: 
Increase clear span under both bridges by 12-ft 

to provide future HOT access

Georgia Department of Transportation

RD-11
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County

ALTERNATIVE NO.:

demolish of both bridges

Rebuild Bridge 2
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          Value Analysis Design Suggestion  

PROJECT: 

 

 

Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) – P.I. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County         

ALTERNATIVE NO.:         

         ROW-3 

DESCRIPTION: Allow for the construction of basin #2 in the most 
southerly corner of the site 

SHEET NO.:  1  of  1 

Original Design:  

The original design calls for the construction of a retention basin #2 just south of the extension of Big 
Shanty road adjacent to the east R/W line of I-75. 

Alternative:  

The alternative would be to construct the basin at the most southwesterly portion of that property. 

 
Opportunities: 
 
• Reduces the impact to the land usage 
• May simplify storm water management 

 
Risks: 

• Increase design costs 
 

 
Technical Discussion: 

The present location takes a significant portion of usable land.  By relocating the pond to the south 
into a odd shaped corner, its impact on the land use would be minimized. 

 

. 
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Project Description 
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PROJECT INTRODUCTION 

 

This Project Number is CSSTP-0006-00(869) for Cobb County. This project begins at 

Barrett Lakes Blvd., crosses under I-75 and ends at the George Busby Parkway where it 

connects to the existing Big Shanty Road. This is Phase I of a three phase project.  The 

proposed roadway consists of 4 lanes; 2 in each direction separated by a 20’ raised 

median, bike lanes, curb and gutters, and sidewalks on both sides.   Major structures on 

the project are two new grade separation bridges under I-75.  The purpose of the project 

is to improve east-west traffic congestion in this corridor.   

 

The design speed is 45 mph.  The proposed project will have significant impacts to the 

parking of the Children’s Health Center and will result in the displacement of the Kids R 

Kids Childcare Center.  The reported travel time improvement is estimated at 2.4 

minutes.  Traffic control and staging will be key elements for the new bridges over I-75.  

Coordination with the I-75 northwest corridor will be vitally important. 

 

The projected construction cost is estimated to be $7,980,582 which includes a 10% E & 

C rate.  Right of Way acquisition is estimated at $5,145,485 not including scheduling 

contingency and administrative and court costs.  Costs for reimbursable utilities are 

estimated to be $2,168,770 for a total project budget of $15,295,107. 

 

 

 

REPRESENTATIVE DOCUMENTS 

 

• Georgia Department of Transportation 

• Croy Engineering Documents 

o The Concept Validation Report and Plans  

o Construction Cost Estimates 

o Preliminary Right-of-Way Cost Estimate 

 

The VE Team utilized the supplied project materials noted above and the current standard 

drawings, details and specifications provided by Croy Engineering. 
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Value Engineering Process 
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VALUE ENGINEERING PROCESS 
 

Introduction 

This report summarizes the analysis and conclusions by the PBS&J Value Engineering 

team as they performed a VE Study during the period of October 14 through October 17, 

2008 in Atlanta, Georgia, for the Georgia Department of Transportation.  The workshop 

agenda is presented herein. 

 

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 

John Luh, Ph.D., P.E., PTOE, AICP, AVS    Highway and Transportation PE 

Kevin Martin, Esq. AVS    Highway Construction Specialist 

Barry Brown, PE    Senior Bridge Structural Engineer 

Randy S. Thomas, CVS       Assistant Team Leader 

  

A Site Visit was performed on October 13 & 14, 2008 (see pictures included). 

 

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 Croy Engineering design team and the 

Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) staff.  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 suppose to do?”, and “How 

is it suppose 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.   
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• These verb/noun pairs form the basis of the function analysis which distinguishes 

a Value Engineering effort from a potentially damaging cost cutting exercise.   

 

• The important functions of the project were identified as follows:  

 

o Project Objective/Goals 

� Improve Safety 

� Increase Capacity 

� Separate Traffic 

� Provide for future growth 

 

o Project Basic Functions 

� Construct new Bridges 

� Additional Traffic Lanes 

� Construction Additional Turn Lanes 

� Provide Separation of Traffic 

� Provide Access to Park 

� Provide Traffic Controls 

� Provide Bike Lanes and Sidewalks 

 

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

ideas that might help meet the project objectives: 

 

o Improve Safety 

o Increase Capacity 

o Reduce construction and life cycle costs 

o Reduce the time of construction 

 

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.   

80 of 89



• 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 Maintainability 

o Ability to Implement the Idea 

o General Acceptability of the Alternatives 

o Constructability 

 

Based on these measurement sticks, 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. 

 

• Development Phase – During this phase, the VE Team developed each of the 

selected design alternatives.  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 
Project No. CSSTP-0006-00(869) 

P.I. No. 0006869 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County 

 
October 14 - 17, 2008 

 
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.  A member of the VE Team visits 
the project site.  

  
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.) 
� Sidewalk,  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 

 

82 of 89



   
 
 
 
  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 
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PROJECT: Georgia Department of Transportation 

CSSTP-0006-00(869) - P.I. 0006869

Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County    

CUM.

PROJECT ELEMENT COST PERCENT PERCENT

Bridge 2,291,576 31.58% 31.58%

Paving 2,059,749 28.39% 59.97%

Concrete 1,003,240 13.83% 73.80%

Earthwork 698,942 9.63% 83.44%

Drainage 368,211 5.08% 88.51%

Signals 302,236 4.17% 92.68%

Temporary Erosion Control 222,903 3.07% 95.75%

Traffic Control 127,655 1.76% 97.51%

Signing 85,847 1.18% 98.69%

Field Engineers Office 65,840 0.91% 99.60%

Permanent Erosion Control 29,121 0.40% 100.00%

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

7,255,320$       100.00%

725,532$          

7,980,852$       

7,980,852$       

5,145,485$          

2,168,770$          

 $    15,295,107 Comp Mark-up: 10%

PARETO CHART - COST HISTOGRAM

Total Construction Cost =

Right-of-Way =

Reimb. Utilities =

TOTAL

Subtotal not including ROW costs

E & C Rate @ 10%

Subtotal =
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Project No.CSSTTP=0006=00(869)

P.I. No. 0006869

Cobb County
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NAME ORGANIZATION & TITLE E-MAIL

Lisa Myers GDOT - Engineering Services lisa.myers@dot.state.ga.us

Ken Werho GDOT-TMC T.O. kwerho@dot.ga.gov

Willie Boatman GDOT-TEA wboatman@dot.ga.gov

Bassem Tannir GDOT-TEA btannir@dot.ga.gov

Justin Banks GDOT-TEA jubanks@dot.ga.gov

Jennifer Harris-Dunham GDOT-Bridge jharris-dunham@dot.ga.gov

James F. Harry GDOT-District 7 jharry@dot.ga.gov

Mike Lobdell GDOT-District 7 mlobdell@dot.ga.gov

Kevin Cowan GDOT-District 7 kcowan@dot.ga.gov

Merishia Robinson GDOT-District 7 mrobinson@dot.ga.gov

Melanie Nable OEL mnable@dot.ga.gov

Rebecca Collins Croy Engineering rcollins@croyengineering.com

Greg Teague Croy Engineering gteague@croyengineering.com

Sam Deeb MAAI sdeeb@maai.net

Les Thomas, P.E., CVS-Life PBS&J lmthomas@pbsj.com

Randy S. Thomas, CVS PBS&J rsthomas@pbsj.com

Dr. John Luh, AVS PBS&J jzluh@pbsj.com

Barry Brown, P.E. PBS&J blbrown@pbsj.com

Kevin Martin, Esq., AVS PBS&J klmartin@pbsj.com

MEETING PARTICIPANTS

DESIGNER PRESENTATION

PHONE

October 14, 2008

CSSTP-0006-00(869) -  P.I. 0006869   -    Cobb County

404-631-1770

404-635-8144

Geogia Department of Transportation

404-936-6522

678-677-6420

678-247-2437

707-986-1114

678-677-6420

678-677-6420

404-631--1897

770-528-3238

770-986-6157

770-986-1786

205-969-3776

404-699-4436

770-971-5407

770-971-5407

770-263-5945
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Geogia Department of Transportation

NAME ORGANIZATION & TITLE E-MAIL PHONE

Lisa Myers GDOT - Engineering Services lisa.myers@dot.ga.gov 404-631-1770

Ron Wishon GDOT-Engineering Services rwishon@dot.ga.gov 404-631-1753

Mike Wrght Cobb County michael.wright@cobbcounty.org 770-528-4375

Bassem Tannir GDOT-TEA btannir@dot.ga.gov 404-936-6522

Justin Banks GDOT-TEA jubanks@dot.ga.gov

Jennifer Harris-Dunham GDOT-Bridge jharris-dunham@dot.ga.gov 404-631--1897

Rebecca Collins Croy Engineering rcollins@croyengineering.com 770-971-5407

Greg Teague Croy Engineering gteague@croyengineering.com 770-971-5407

Sam Deeb MAAI sdeeb@maai.net 770-263-5945

Les Thomas, P.E., CVS_Life PBS&J lmthomas@pbsj.com 678-677-6420

Randy S. Thomas, CVS PBS&J rsthomas@pbsj.com 678-677-6420

Dr. John Luh, AVS PBS&J jzluh@pbsj.com 678-677-6420

Kevin Martin, Esq., AVS PBS&J klmartin@pbsj.com 205-969-3776

Barry Brown, P.E. PBS&J blbrown@pbsj.com 678-247-2437

VE TEAM PRESENTATION

October 17, 2008

CSSTP-0006-00(869) -  P.I. 0006869   -    Cobb County

MEETING PARTICIPANTS
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CREATIVE IDEA LISTING  

PROJECT:   Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County                 

SHEET NO.: 1  of   2 

NO. IDEA DESCRIPTION RATING 

 BRIDGE (BR)  

   

BR-1 Use MSE wall abutments 5 

BR-2 Change the vertical clearance from 17’6” to 17’-0” DS 

BR-3 Build bridges on median side of existing roadway (construct new I-75 
alignment using asphalt instead of concrete 

3 

BR-4 Raise bridges to reduce earthwork 1 

BR-5 Drill caisson instead of pile footings 1 

BR-6 Raise northbound bridge 2 

BR-7 Reduce number of beams 4 

   

 EARTHWORK (EW)  

   

EW-1 Adjust grade north of bridges to reduce earthwork 2 

   

 ROADWAY (RD)  

   

RD-1 Design temporary by-pass to meet the requirements of a HOV exit 3 

RD-2 Incorporate one detour by-pass into future HOV configuration 2 

RD-3 Construct single detour instead of two on I-75 3 

RD-4 Remove bike lanes and sidewalks reducing the Right-of-Way and construct a 
multi-use trail somewhere else 

2 

RD-5 Use a multi-use trail on one side only 5 

RD-6 Provide consistent median width on Big Shanty Road 2 

RD-7 Use typical section #3 for consistent median width 1 

   

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 
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CREATIVE IDEA LISTING  

PROJECT:   Georgia Department of Transportation  
CSSTP-0006-00(869) 
Big Shanty Road Connector - Cobb County         

SHEET NO.: 2  of 2 

NO. IDEA DESCRIPTION RATING 

 ROADWAY (RD))  cont.  

   

RD-8   Delete the bike lanes 5 

RD-9 Use two-way left turn lane 4 

RD-10 Reduce shoulders to 12’ 4 

RD-11 Increase clear span under both bridges by 12’ to provide for future HOT 
access 

4 

RD-13 Avoid Penske lot by putting in a S curve 2 

   

 RIGHT-OF-WAY (ROW)  

   

ROW-1 Adjust the Right-of-Way to keep Kids R Kids 2 

ROW-2 Reduce storage lane to lessen the impact on Kids R Kids 1 

ROW-3 Allow for the construction of basin #2 in the most southerly corner of the site DS 

   

 DRAINAGE (DR)  

   

DR-1 Divert easterly creek to New Big Shanty storm drain to the west 2 

DR-2 Replace 24” elliptical pipe with 36” equivalent 2 

DR-3 Replace six -24” pipes with fewer equivalent pipe and outfall approximately 
400’ south 

3 

DR-4 Route stormwater from northeast westerly to Barrett Lakes Blvd. via an open 
channel 

2 

DR-5 Modify drainage structures at Sta  +/- 60+88 5 

   

   

   

   

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 
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