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o Value Planning uses the same systematic and
structured process as Value Engineering

o This process is called the Value Methodology

o This methodology has been standardized by
SAVE International®, the professional society
for Value Engineering and codified in ASTM
E1699

o The focus is on Improving Value; not cost
cutting

Value
Planning

o Where Value is found by idenftifying the most
resource efficient way to reliably accomplish
the required functions of the program, project,
or process, in a way that meets the
performance expectations of the customer
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Value
Planning

o Value Planning is typically a very short
duration study — 6 to 12 weeks from start to
finish

o The Value Planning process is executed with @
multidisciplinary feam of subject matter

experts (SMEs) within a workshop format —
typically 1-2 weeks

o The SMEs are often a combination of key
project team members and independent
SMEs (fresh perspective)

o The workshop is facilitated by a Certified
Value Specialist® (CVS®), as designated by
SAVE International®
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Value Expression

Function
Resources

Where:
e Function(s) represent what the project must do
e Functions are not easily quantified

e Resources are the materials, labor, funding, fime, etc. needed to
accomplish the function

e Resources are most often quantified as costs
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Goal of Value Planning /4

Maximize Function

Best Value =

Minimize Resources
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o Increased Confidence
v’ Estimated Construction Cost

v Estimated Construction Schedule
v' Construction Phasing and Packaging
v Project Performance
v’ Risk ldentification
\ v Key Assumptions are Appropriate
v Key Constraints are Appropriate
v’ Externalities have been Identified and

Return on
Investment Addressed

o Typical 20%-40% Construction Cost

Savings Opportunity
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Value Methodology

Information Phase Creative Phase Development Phase
The team gathers The team generates The team develops ideas
information on the new ideas. Quantity into Value Alternatives
project over Quality

Function Analysis Evaluation Phase Presentation Phase
Phase The team uses The team presents the
The team breaks down professional judgement Value Alternatives to
the project information to decide which ideas Stakeholders

into functions move forward
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Value
Planning

o Uses Value Methodology as a structured
framework for alternatives idenftification and
analysis

o Applied in the earliest stages of project
conceptualization

o Used to analyze alternatives identified through
a conventional planning process

o Or, used to enhance the identification of
alternatives to satisfy the basic functions of the
proposed project




Value Planning Feasibility Begins

Value Engineering Preliminary Design Begins

Detailed Design Begins
l — Start Construction
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Why did we
develop this T
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Construction
Industry
Institute (CII)

Performance issues cause major cost and
schedule deviations, particularly in bigger
projects

What % of Of these same
How much do  projects, how
' they go over  do you think
rojects go
X Jover J budget on they do on
budgete  GVETI9C ()¢ schedule?
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Budgets and schedules are 4 § ril
based on what Decision i
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Decision Makers make
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Many Project Teams don’t
truly manage risk; optimism is
more popular
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Why did we
develop
this tool?

O

O

That’'s Why!!

From my 35+ years of professional experience
working with major infrastructure projects | have
come to conclude:

In My opinion, the conventional models for project
delivery, project management, planning, and
design are broken

Project owners need objective and unbiased
information so that they can make better informed
decisions

The most impactful decisions are made at the
beginning; pre-feasibility through initial design
phases

If we can help Owners make better decisions from
the start, that will add significant Value to the
project and the Owner
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When do you use

Value Plann

ing?




o Larger and complex projects
o High visibility projects

o Projects where it is important to demonstrate
the consideration of multiple alternatives

o Projects where it is important to demonstrate
that every effort is being taken to conftrol
Ccosts, risks, schedules, and ensure project
performance

Application

o Situations where increased confidence in key
decisions is critical







Techniques

There are two primary techniques:

1. Function Based Planning

= Used when still formulating a Preferred
Alternative

= |dentifies alternative concepts for each basic
function that must be accomplished

= Combines alternative concepts into different
scenarios or options for the project solution

2. Preferred Alternative Testing
= Opftimizes the Preferred Alternative
= Looks to optimize other identified alternatives for

one of them to become the new Preferred
Alternative




v e Brainstorming ideas by the Value Team on how to satfisfy the functions

* |deas selected by the Value Team that are developed with narrative
Value descriptions, sketches, calculations, and cost analyses

Alternatives

solution for the project

* The Scenario (combination of Value Alternatives) selected by the Value
Team to recommend to the Owner for acceptance as the Preferred

Recommended

T Alternative to be advanced as the project solution

« Combinations of Value Alternatives that collectively provide a complete }
* The project solution that is selected by the Owner and advanced info }

Preferred detailed feasibility and design

Alternative
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2

-Ideo
-Ideo

Value Alternative
— Value Altemative

Function-Based
Planning

-Ideo

°|deq
Project : "de@
Function

Needs

-Idea

-Ideo
Value Alfernafive]

-Ideo

. Ideo
Value Alternative
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Recommended Scenario Scenario 2 Scenario 3

Function-Based
Pla nn | ng f Value Alternative

Value Alternative

Value Al’rerno’rive

-

Recommended Scenario= $$$,$$%$.$$$
Scenario 2 = $33$.3$3.$3% Value Alternative
Scenario 3 = $$$.$3%$.$$3%

Value Alternative

Value Alternative

Value Al’rerno’rive

-

Each Scenario Cost represents a
Total Construction Cost

Value Al’rerno’rive

Value Alternative

-

Each Scenario provides a
complete solution for the Project

Value Alternative

Value Alternative

All required functions are satisfied
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Preferred Alternative
Testing

Preferred
Alternative

Alternative
2
Alternative
3

Alternative
4
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Preferred Alternative Savings

Preferred Alternative

Testing pevelop S Value Alternative $5555
e|dea .,
Develop Value Alternative $SSSS
e|dea

e|dea

e|dea

Project 'de@

Funchon)
Needs

s 99989

Ideo
e|dea

Ideo
Ideo
Ideo
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Optimize New
Alternative 2 Alternative X

Preferred Alternative

Testing
*ldea
-Ideo
Value Aermaie

Value Alternative

-Ideo

°|deq
Project . "deo
Function

Needs

-Ideo

— Value Alfemafive

-Ideo
-Ideo
-Ideo
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Optimized New
Preferred Alternative P

Alternative 2 Alternative X
Preferred Alternative
TeSti ng Value Alternative
Value Alternative -
Value Al’rerno’rive

Preferred Alternative = $$5.935.9%% "
Alternative 2 = $3$$.$3%.$$% Value Alternative
Alternative X = $$$.$3%$.$$3%

Value Alternative

Value Alternative

Value Al’rerno’rive

-

Savings Calculated as
Comparative Estimates to
the Original Es’rlmq’re of the Value Alternative
Preferred Alternative

Value Al’rerno’rive

-

Value Alternative

Value Alternative
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Case Study

Eastside Coastal Resiliency Project
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Level of Protection

SHARED
PATHWAY

LEVEE DESIGN ELEVATION

FDR DRIVE LEVEE FIELD 1 l LAWN l EAST RIVER
ESPLANADE

SECTION A1-A1

STA. 33+76

Scale: 1"= 30’
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___________ -z Yo LEVEE DESIGN ELEVATION

. - T . 16.5 FEET

: EXISTING = —

| 7 " GRADE yﬁhﬂﬂ

CONED f — ‘
TUNNEL
NATURAL SHARED LOWER EAST SIDE
FDR DRIVE LEVEE EXPLORATION AREA PATHWAY PLAZA ECOLOGY CENTER EAST RIVER
SECTION C1-C1
STA. 36+50
Scale: 1= 30’
...... LEVEE DESIGN ELEVATION
16.5 FEET
DELANCEY ST SHARED PLANTING
ENTRANCE PATHWAY AREA MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD ESPLANADE | EASTRIVER

SECTION D1-D1
STA. 41432
mmm FLOOD PROTECTION Scale: 1= 30’
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Reaches D-E

Sections - Preliminary
41
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CONCEPT PLAN
PAGE 1 of 5




Raise the grade to 16.5 and maintain this elevation where
fields are located to provide needed width.

saReD 3:1 max transition to existing esplanade —\
(XX EXéS'Q'IXIB - ;' ; e ”
| Tt U H
FDR DRIVE l LEV FIELD 1 [ LAWN [ [ EAST RIVER
1 1 1 |
ESPLANADE
Move grade transition east to stay off of utilities SECTION A1-A1
. . STA. 33+76
Possibly use for bike path or shared park pathway Scale: 1'= 30
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Raise Park to elevation 16.5 to provide flood protection
(Elevation can be less in some places once levee requirements are met)

3:1 Max Slope Transition down
to Ecology Center

_ _ _LEVEE DESIGN ELEVATION

-7 S ——————— 16.5 FEET
T - - 2 —_— : e
GRADE | E— | NSO
| mw
{ NATURAL l SHARED LOWER EAST SIDE
FDR DRIVE LEVEE EXPLORATION AREA PATHWAY PLAZA ECOLOGY CENTER EAST RIVER
1 1 \ 1 1 crere !
Move grade transition east to stay off utilities CceTIoN er.c1
Possibly use for bike path or shared park pathway b e
3:1Slope Transition down
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e R S B “{;:%‘\NMM
GRADE m[m‘ "u
DELANCEY ST SHARED PLANTING
ENTRANCE l PATHWAY l AREA [ MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD l LSPLANADE l EAST RIVER
1 1 1 1
SECTION D1-D1
STA. 41+32
FLOOD PROTECTION Scale: 1"= 30’

VE TEAM STUDY Reaches D-E

Sections - Preliminary
41
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el RE-CONSTRUCTED
CORLEARS HOOK BRIDGE

ACCESSIBLE AREAS OF
HARDSCAPE INTERSPERSED
WITH FLEXIBLE LAWN

SUPPORTS DAY-TO-DAY USE,
COMMUNITY PROGRAMMING
& 4 2 PASSIVE RECREATION
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The East Side Coastal Resiliency Project

fA About Project Updates Community Engagement Contact Search Q

“The project design zrel i%cc o LEARN MORE
integrates ﬂOOd ; w2 N, "It is affirmational to be

honored for our work to

protection into the  f ~c» a4 protect New Yorkers

from the impacts of

Commun|ty faan, - ;f 5 s climate change," said
5 Yy Mayor Eric Adams. "In
: the face of the biggest

> Tl 2 T environmental threat we

( . it S all face — we will
A\ continue to plan ahead,
aCC@S«S& !'ather Iha P Nas)” innovate, and get stuff

Wa”;@g:@ff Ih'e% ,," NN 4 done for New Yorkers."
neighborhood.” N

open spaces and

7

ESCR Receives Envision Gold Award »
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Conclusions

o Original estimate = $1 Billion

o Original Plan was anticipated to be highly disruptive to
traffic (130,000 vehicles per day)

o With sea levelrise (5 feet) the park was predicted to be
flooded every few years — brackish water would kill the
vegetation

o Value Planning Recommend Alternative saved $300 million

o Provided 100-year protection to the park

o Removed perceived barrier between the community and

the park

o Value Planning Alternative was selected by Mayor de Blasio
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Case Study

Blue River Grade Control Project




Blue Rlver Grade Con’rrol Structure

AdTa0

Boat Landing. Blue:River,

Kansas City, Mo.




ease Flow Capacity
i

.,\‘

39°04319.51" N 94°29'06.99" W elev. 821 ft\ %




Increased flow levels
Increased velocities
Increased headcut
Increased incision
Increased bank failures




Manage scour by managing velocity Profes§iona| L LA
Re-Establish Pre-Project Conditions h Tragaing Complex

Berm to protect industrial area e o
. \

Fill on east side to prevent flanking  JEEREEEEREER L 600816‘.ear th
~ | |

Imagery Date: 3/6/2007 P | 1990 39°00'57.82" N 94°31'24.56" W elev 774 ft Eye altt = 6930 ft




* Original Estimate $25.7 million

* Validated Estimate $S40.3 million

e USACE authorized us to re-conceptualize
the project
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Conclusion

o More compatible with the City's goals to
develop a park

o More environmentally appropriate solution
= Won an environmental award

= Won an ASCE design award

o Improved sustainability for fish habitat and
recreation

o Reduced City maintenance

o Original construction cost of $40.3 million
o Final constructed cost = $5,528,550

o Savings of 86%




Remarks

Closing




Closing
Remarks

O

Value Planning does not replace the traditional
planning processes

It augments or enhances the traditional planning
processes

It can accelerate the planning process

Increases divergent thinking so many more
alternative ideas/concepts are initially assessed at
a high level than in a typical planning process

It typically improves overall buy-in from all
stakeholders

Increases confidence in the selection of a
preferred alternative to focus planning and design
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John L. Robinson, PE, CVS-Life, FSAVE

Strategic Value Solutions, Inc.
1650 NE Grand Avenue, Suite 100
Lee's Summit, Missouri 64086

John.Robinson@SVS-Inc.com
+1 816-877-8882
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WWW.SVS-INnC.com
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