


the two proposed bridges as it related to ease of construction and construction cost. 
Options for the bike friendly shoulder were included in this discussion. Mike 
Clements commented that the bridge cost for the acceleration lane should be doubled 
from90$/SF to 180$/SF. 

6.	 GOOT stated that aGE is anticipated for this project and that OEL will complete the 
·CE and it is hoped that the CE could be approved by the summer. GEL's initial 
impression is.that the Back River is not considered to be a high-quality water and so 
the bridge should be able to be drained directly into the river without treatment. 

7.	 The existing bridge is anticipated to require load restrictions beginning in 2010. 
Therefore, the let date goal has been September of 2008. However, GnOT funding 
for construction of the replacement bridge has recently been moved to long range. 
Butch will request restorationofthe funding. . 

8•.	 Proper signage and marking for the Hutchinson Island interehangewill need to be 
incorporatedinto the final plans. . 

9.	 AT&T may want to be able to hang a 'transmission line on the new bridge. 

Action Items: 

a)	 GDOT will allow for approximately two weeks to receive writtencomments in regard 
to the proposed concept report. The goal will be to achieve an approved concept 
report by the end ofMay. 

b)	 Qk4 will prepare additional plans depicting the ultimate build condition.assuming a 
four-lane bridge facility over the Back River, with acceleration and deceleration lanes 
for the Hutchinson Island interchange. In coordination with GDOT, Qk4 will prepare 
any necessary revisions or additions to the existing draft concept report prior to 
circulationfor approval. 

c)	 The ODOT Bridge Office and the project team discussed substructure options, 
including a change to drilled cassons. 

. . 
d) GOOT and SCOOT need to discuss the bi..state agreement in light of the proposed 

. approach to the ultimate four-lane construction of the Back River Bridge.. 

e)	 OEL will proceed to complete the Categorical Exclusion, including the remaining 
coordination with appropriate resource agencies. OEL will also be responsible for 
any necessary environmental permits. 

f)	 The schedule may need to be modified to reflect the minimum. times involved in the 
PDP, particularly given the time needed for theBFI report. 
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MEETING MINUTES
 

Project: SR 404-Spur/US 17 over Back River, NH-009-2(93) P.I. # 522920 

Purpose: Review & Discussion of Design Issues on Back River Bridge and 
Hutchinson Island intersection 

Place: Georgia DOT, Urban Design Conference Room 

Meeting Date: Wednesday, April 25, 2007 

Prepared By: Jeff Dyer 

InAttendance: Albert Welch - GDOT Urban Design 

Marcella Coll- GDOT Urban Design 

Darrell Richardson - GDOT Urban Design 

Clayton Bennett - GDOT Bridge Design 

Jason O'Neal- GDOT Bridge Design 

John McWhorter - JB Trimble 

Mike Davis - JB Trimble 

Robbie Frizzell- JB Trimble 

Matt Houser ­ Qk4 

Andy Ballerstedt - Qk4 

Jeff Dyer - Qk4 

The following items were discussed: 

Even though the 2-lane design should anticipate the ultimate four-lane configuration, the Back River Bridge 
could remain two-lane for many years. 

The typical section was discussed. GDOTwants to provide 10' wide shoulders in each direction in anticipation 
of the bike corridor and to provide "break-down" lanes. 

Care must be taken with the horizontal, vertical and superelevation geometry to avoid flat spots and/or poor 
drainage. The options for crowns and cross-slopes were discussed. GDOT had no preference. Qk4 and JBT 
are to examine the drainage to arrive at the best solution. 

The transition curvature from the island to the new bridge was discussed - this will need further review with 
Paul Liles of the Bridge Office. 



MEETING MINUTES COllSlluellon 

Some thought needs to be given on how the contractor will access the old bridge after erection of the new 
bridge. 

GDOT wants the new bridge to include a southbound deceleration lane onto Hutchinson Island from the new 
bridge, but does not want to construct a northbound acceleration lane on the new bridge. Even with the 
northbound acceleration lane not being constructed, the horizontal alignment of the mainline may still require 
that a small section of the new bridge will have to be constructed after the old bridge is removed. 

The concerns expressed by local officials at the Concept Team Meeting in Savannah regarding the current 
interchange configuration received much discussion. GDOT will independently investigate the subsidence 
issues on the ramp from Hutchinson Island to the Talmadge Bridge. Based on the results of the investigation, 
GDOT may include some additional work in this contract to fix the ramp. 

Overall, GDOT is satisfied with the current configuration of three of the four existing ramps on Hutchinson 
Island as they relate to this replacement bridge project. The one ramp that may warrant reconfiguration is the 
ramp from Hutchinson Island onto the new bridge (traffic going to South Carolina). Qk4 will investigate the 
option of realigning this tamp into more of a "T" configuration with stop sign control. This would tend to 
make it easier for motorists to look behind them for gaps in traffic. 

Qk4 will provide GDOT with some refined options for inclusion in the Concept Report and Mr. Welch will 
circulate the Concept Report for the approval signatures. The goal is to have the Concept Report approved by 
the end of May. 

GDOT is moving to prepare the Categorical Exclusion. 
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FILE: NII-OlN-21. 1)3 ) Chatham OFFICI':: Enginccring Services 
P. I. No.: 52~n() 

S.R. -+04 Spur/U.S. 17 li;- Back Riv...~r 

DATE: June 16. 2008 

A:rt,/FROM: Brian Summers. P.E.. Project R~\jc\V Engineer 

TO: James B. Buchan. P.E. Stale Urban Design Engineer 

SUBJECT: IMPLEMENTATION OF VALVE ENGINEERI;\G STLDY ALTERNATIVES 

Recommendations fur implementation of Value Engineering Study Alternatives are 
indicated in the table below. Incorporate alternatives recommended Cor implementation 
to [he ex lent reasonable in [he design or the project. 
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A meeting was held on June I(r. 2008 to discuss the above recommendations . Jeff Dyer. 
Andrew Ballcrstcdt. and Mall Houser with QK4. Robbie Frizzell with .1.13. Trimble. 
Butch Welch, and Marcela (\111 with Urban Design. and Brian Summers. ROil Wishon 
and Lisa Myers with Engineering Services were in attendance. 
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Fll.E Nl-I-009-2(93.1. Chatham County OFFICE 

nATE MJy 27.1008 

FROM James B. Buchan. P.E .. l.:rban Design Engineer 

TO Brian Summers. P.E.. Project Review Engineer 

SCBJECT Value Engineering Study - Responses 

Reference is made to [he recommendations that were contained in the Value Engineering Study­
Final Report dated November 9.2007 fix the above referenced project. Responses and 

recommendations are as follows: 

1. Value Engineering Alternative A-I: Increase span lengths to reduce the amount of 
substructure - Not Recommended 

This alternative is not recommended for implementation hy the Department due to the following 
reasons: 
•	 The current policy from the Office of Bridge Design states a maximum of a SO-I"! span length 

for pile hems. The Bridge Office has approved the proposed design of70-tt bent spacing 
which is a 28~'~; increase over this policy. 

•	 The longer span length of75-ft as opposed to the proposed 70-ft reduces the number of 
foundation systems from 47 to 44. When comparing similar foundation systems. this will 
provide a cost savings ofS21l,).700. However, the VF Team uses [he same size PSC riling 
tor each scenario. The design tc;'101 maintains this cost savings will nOI be realized since the 
number and pile size will increase as the dead load increases due [0 the larger beam size thus 
changing the OI::I1l design for each scenario. The design team also maintains construction cost 
will increase due to the requirement for heavier equipment to construct the bridge. 

2. Value Engineering Alternative A-3: Reduce shoulder width for entire length of bridge­
Recommended - with modification 

This alternative is not recommended as proposed by the VF. Team hut should be implemented 
with a modification as proposed by the design [cam for the following reasons: 
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•	 The proposed length of the bridge is 3.290-fl. The VE Team proposed a -Hi shoulder on one 
side of the bridge and a IC)-it shoulder on the other. This leaves one lane ortraffic without a 
breakdown arc a for emergencies. It is not known if and \\11':11 the: parallel bridge will be 
constructed in the future, 

•	 The design team proposes to provide X-Ii shoulders with 12-ft travel lanes. Even though the 
collision rate along this roadway is below the statewide average. the need tor emergency 
shoulders in both directions along the bridge should be considered due to 11 high truck 
percentage and increasing traffic \ ()jUIlKS. Thc 24-hl' truck percentage is IO'Yo while the .2006 
;\DT was 14.840 vpd and the projected 2030 ADT is J:\900 vph. 

•	 The VE Team's proposal reduces the typical section by 6-ft at a cost savings of 1.950.000. 
The design team's proposal will reduces the typical section by 4-11 at a cost savings of 
1,.102.993. The cost of providi ng emergency shoulders in both directions for the entire length 
of the bridge will COSl 647.(l07. 

3,	 Value Engiaeering ..\Iternative :\-4: Reduce the length of the deceleration lane­
Recommended 

This alternative is recommended for implementation by the Department and the length of the 
deceleration lane will be reduced. 

4. Value Engineering Alternative :\-6: Reduce travel lane widths through the entire 
project to 11 feet - N()1 Recommended 

This alternative is not recommended for implementation hy the Department due to the following 
reasons: 

•	 The 14-hr truck percentage is 1O,\·~ whi I~ the 1006 .'\n I was J-LS-l-O vpd and the projected 
2030 ADT is 35.900 vph. Though not a designated Truck Route. this corridor has a high 
truck percentage and future Port development in South Carolina will only increase this 
percentage a long with traffic volumes. 

•	 The design team proposes to provide X-fl shoulders with 12-11 travel lanes. Even though the 
collision rate along this roadway is below the statewide average. the need for 12-ft travel 
lanes and emergency shoulders in both directions along [he bridge should be considered due 
to the high truck percentage and increasing trutfic volumes. 

•	 TIK~ proposed length ofthe bridge is .'.190-1i and it is not known ifand when the parallel 
bridge will be constructed in the future. 

5,	 Value Engineering Alternative B-1: Do not demolish the existing bridge at this time­
Not ReCOJ1I11U!/uJed 

This alternative is not recommended lor implementation by the Department due 10 the following 
reasons: 

•	 The liability and maintenance associated with keeping the bridge in place could outweigh the 
potential cost savings. 
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•	 The Oi11c~ of Bridge Maintenance stated it docs not desire 10 maintain the existing structure 
once traffic is shilled to the I1C\\ bridge. Due to this. the city or county must assume the 
maintenance and legal responsibilities (If the existing bridge if it were to remain. Chatham 
County has slated that it will not maintain the structure once traffic is shined 10 the new 
bridge. 

•	 If in the future it is round that a substantial cost savings is practical and liability and 
maintenance issues arc resolved. this recommendation will be revisited. 

6. Value Engineering Alternative C-l: Reduce posted and design speed to 45 mph from the 
beginning of the project to 1.000 feet from rhe shore line - Recommended 

This alternative is recommended for implementation by the Department due to the following 
reasons: 
•	 The speed design tor the Talmadge Memorial Bridge is 5.5 mph while the posted speed is 45 

mph. 
•	 Even though reducing the speed design lrorn 55 to 45 mph will not maintain a consistent 

speed design through this corridor. it will reduce the decal lane on the bridge structure from 
680-11 LO 395-1"1:. This decal [rule is. proposed for the SB SR404 SPl.!R, USJ7 exit onto 
Hutchingson Island from South Carolina to Georgia. 

•	 All other design features will not be affected hy reducing the speed design from 55 to 45 
mph. 

.	 ',' h.... l~jiJ~'
JBB:AS\\':a .(QK4) 

Attachment 


