




















































February 21, 2007 
 
 
MEETING MINUTES 
 
FROM:  Susan Thomas, EPEI 
 
TO:   Project File 
 
SUBJECT:  CSSTP-0003-00(770), Bartow County, P.I. Number 0003770 

Glade Road/CR 633 Improvement Project from I-75 to Bartow Carver 
Road/CR 384 

 
MEETING DATE: October 26, 2006 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

The purpose of this meeting was to introduce the proposed project to the Federal Highway Administration 

(FHWA) and to obtain input from the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) on the proposed design in 

the vicinity of Lake Allatoona.  The group met at the Clark Creek North parking area.  Representatives 

from GDOT District 6, FHWA, USACE, and the consultant team were in attendance.  The issues 

discussed at the meeting are summarized below. 

 

The proposed improvements to Glade Road would require the existing bridge over the lake to be 

replaced.  The sufficiency rating of the existing bridge is greater than 50; however, the bridge has 

HS-15 loading and does not accommodate the 100-year flood.  These conditions make the bridge 

eligible for replacement.  The USACE stated they would not be interested in leaving the existing 

bridge in place for recreation use due to maintenance responsibilities. 

 

The group viewed three alternative concepts for the bridge crossing.  Alternatives A and B would 

construct a parallel bridge on the east side of the existing bridge.  Alternative A would be closer 

to the existing alignment, but would impact several existing large power transmission poles, 

which may be cost prohibitive.  Alternative B has a greater curve and would avoid the 

transmission poles, but would impact the Clark Creek Day Use north parking area.  Alternative C 

would construct a parallel bridge on the west side of the existing bridge.  This alternative would 

affect the Clark Creek Campground on the west side of Glade Road.  Between three to five camp 

sites may be affected by Alternative C. 

 



None of the three alternatives would be able to avoid the Clark Creek recreation are entirely.  

The next step is to minimize impacts as much as possible.  USACE stated they would prefer 

minimizing the use of fill by utilizing pilings (even on land).  The 863-foot flood elevation 

should be maintained.  The group also discussed potentially relocating the driveway to the 

campground and any affected camp sites to other locations in the campground.  The USACE 

would probably request fill calculation for various bridge lengths.  The removal of the existing 

bridge would provide some credit against proposed fill due to the new bridge.  USACE stated 

that only fill impact below elevation 863 would need to be mitigated. 

 

Tommy Crochet discussed the profile of the proposed bridge.  USACE stated they would prefer 

that the profile be designed to direct the stormwater off the bridge and over land before it would 

discharge to the lake.  USACE stated they would prefer utilities on the bridge, not underground. 

 

USACE would like the proposed improvements to include a southbound right turn lane for 

access to the Clark Creek North Campground.  Tommy discussed an option to minimize impacts 

to the north parking area by constructing a new access road that would exit on the east side of 

Glade Road and curve underneath the new bridge to access the campground on the west side.  

The USACE stated they probably would not support this option.  The USACE expressed 

agreement that moving the existing transmission poles on the east side of Glade Road would not 

be feasible. 

 

Tommy Crochet stated that not all of the proposed improvements would be constructed at the 

same time due to limitations on available funding.  However, the environmental document would 

evaluate the entire project limits.  Tommy stated that expanding Glade Road to four lanes is not 

anticipated.  This may become necessary only if the public sewer were expanded to this area; 

sewer is currently not available.  USACE asked if sidewalks would be provided.  Tommy stated 

that sidewalks are not included in the concept at this time.  USACE would like some type of 

fencing along the bridge to be considered as a measure to prevent jumpers. 

 

FHWA asked if any LWCA funds were used to construct the Clark Creek day use and camping 

area.  USACE stated that no LWCA funds were used. 



 

FHWA stated that the level of Section 4(f) would depend on coordination with the USACE and 

the potential impacts to the Clark Creek day use and camping area.  A di minimus finding could 

be appropriate if the USACE determines no adverse effect to the resource.  The use of mitigation 

can be used to make the determination of no adverse effect.  USACE stated that the finding 

would come from the USACE Mobile District Office.  FHWA stated that a Memorandum of 

Agreement (MOA) would be appropriate.  FHWA stated that an Environmental Assessment 

would be appropriate at this time because it is not known if there are significant impacts or not.  

FHWA recommended initiating coordination with the USACE Mobil District Office.  USACE 

stated they would initiate conversations with other staff. 
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Project Number:  CSSTP-0003-00(770) 
P. I. Number:  0003770 
County:  Bartow 
Glade Road Improvements 
 
 

CRASH HISTORY 
Glade Road from CR377/Apache Drive to CR810/Ryan Road 

Year Crashes Crash Rate Injuries Injury Rate Fatalities Fatality Rate 

2003 40 689 (212) 22 379(113) 2 34.44 (2.56) 

2004 28 456 (243) 25 407 (134) 0 0.00 (2.77) 

2005 32 523(181) 26 425 (103) 0 0.00 (2.77) 

Note:  All rates are per 100 million miles of travel.  Numbers in parentheses are statewide 
average rates for Rural Minor Arterials. 
 
 





















































































Bartow015-0122-0

BRIDGE INVENTORY DATA LISTING GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
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BRIDGE INVENTORY DATA LISTING GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
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District:

Bridge Inspector:

Location ID:

Structure ID:

Inspection Date:

Over:

County:

Road Name:

Inspection Area:

Bridge Status:

015-09464M-001.84N

015-0122-0

066

06CLARK CR-ALLATOONA LAKE

GLADE ROAD

Bartow

Danny Mealer

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Bridge Inspection Report

EVALUATION & DEFICIENCIES

10/27/2004

SubStructure: Year Painted: 0000

All units including the abutments have concrete caps with (2) columns  founded on spread footings. 

SUBSTRUCTURE RATING DEEMED ADEQUATE FOR SUPERSTRUCTURE CAPACITY - December 2002

 All units are in satisfactory condition except for minor age deterioration and minor cracking.

The top of both abutment caps are covered with debris that is retaining moisture which should be removed from the bearing areas.  

4 spans with (4   18"X 30") continuous concrete "T" beam.  

The beams have brass bearing assemblies with steel anchor bolts.  

Super = H-15 Assigned 2002 by CO.

The beams have minor deflection cracks and small areas of exposed reinforcement.

The bearings are in good condition except for heavy corrosion of the  anchor bolts.

SuperStructure: Year Painted: 0000

Deck:

7" concrete slab poured continuous.

Cast in place armored joints at each abutment.

Inventory rating -  H 15 design

 Light surface deterioration and moderate transverse cracking on top and bottom with efflorescence.

These cracks requires sealing.

The armored joints are not sealed.  

The anchorage is cast in place and the plate is bolted down, but some bolts are missing and joints are loose. 

Abutment #1 joint is still loose but joint at abutment #4 has been repaired, 10-04.

At bents #2 and #3 the edge beams are cracked, no repairs.

General:

1B.I. - 
Report Date: 4/26/2005



District:

Bridge Inspector:

Location ID:

Structure ID:

Inspection Date:

Over:

County:

Road Name:

Inspection Area:

Bridge Status:

015-09464M-001.84N

015-0122-0

066

06CLARK CR-ALLATOONA LAKE

GLADE ROAD

Bartow

Danny Mealer

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Bridge Inspection Report

EVALUATION & DEFICIENCIES

10/27/2004

Built in 1950 by the U.S. Corp of Engineers as part of the Lake Allatoona project. 

CALCULATIONS FOR THIS STRUCTURE WERE DETERMINED BY THE CENTRAL OFFICE – December 2002.

This bridge is in satisfactory condition except for minor deflection cracks in beams, corrosion of bearing anchors bolts and cracking in  deck 

and substructure.

Repairs: Clean and paint steel anchor bolts in bearings.

                  Repair loose joint at abutment #1

                  Clean debris from abutment caps.

                  Epoxy seal the deck cracks.

Equipment used during this inspection, hand tools and binoculars, 10-27-04.

This bridge is schedule to be snooper by Donnie Carter.

Special note : this bridge is scheduled for an underwater inspection. 

The waterway report will be maintained by the diving team.

County Road #633 (9464M)   Glade Road

Condition Rating

Component Material Rating

Substructure

Superstructure

Deck 6Concrete

Concrete
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6

6

Temp Shored: No
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2B.I. - 
Report Date: 4/26/2005



 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
STATE OF GEORGIA 

_______ ___ 
 

 
June 14, 2005 
 
Attendees: 
  

David Moore 
Stanley Horton 
Debra Tatum Soulis 
Andy Rickard 
Joe Ciavarro 
Ulander Gervais 
Dee Corson 
Steve Bradley 
Rusty Simmons 
David Kenemer 
Susan Thomas 
Tommy Crochet 
Greg Ramsey 

GDOT 
GDOT Utilities 
GDOT Local Gov’t Coordinator 
GDOT 
GDOT 
GDOT OEL 
GDOT 
Bartow County 
Army Corps of Engineers 
Coosa Valley RDC 
Edwards Pittman Environmental 
McGee Partners, Inc. 
McGee Partners, Inc. 

 
 
From: Stanley McCarley 
 
Subject: Minutes from Initial Concept Team Meeting held June 7, 2005 
   Project: CSSTP 0003-00(770) 
   PI #: 0003770 
   County: Bartow 
 
 
The following comments were made as the agenda items were discussed: 

 
• Posted speed limit for Glade Road is 30 mph.  Traffic volume is above average 

for this type of road, especially at the southern end of the project corridor.  The 
accident rates are higher than state averages. 

• AASHTO 2004 and the 2002 AASHTO Roadside Design Guide will be used for 
this project. 

• The current concept layout is a 35 mph design for horizontal and vertical 
alignments.  A 45 mph design was also considered.  However, the number of 
displacements and the severity of community impacts were greatly increased 
with this alternative. 

• Dee Corson suggested considering a round-about at the Glade Road/Apache 
Drive and Glade Road/New Hope Road intersections in lieu of a traffic signal.  
The first option will be an all-way stop.  

• Traffic will be maintained throughout construction. 
• A rural typical section is the first option for Glade Road.  Curb and gutter will be 

considered in areas to reduce impacts to property.  A design variance would be 



 

required if sidewalks are not to be included with the curb and gutter. 
• Utilities:  Georgia Power, Adelphia, Acworth Cable, BellSouth, Bartow County 

Water & Sewer. 
• A Historic Resources Report has been completed and no structures are located 

in the corridor.  The archaeology survey has not been conducted.  Environmental 
justice may be an issue.  The neighborhoods contain a large density of mobile 
homes.  Bartow County has held meetings with a local Allatoona Community 
group to begin coordination for this project.  Steve Bradley will provide 
information on these meetings to the District 6 office. 

• Context Sensitive Design will be considered for the project. 
• The park at the lake contains a campground on both sides of Glade Road.  It also 

contains boat ramps and a day use area on the east side of Glade Road.  
Alternative alignments in this area and across the lake will be analyzed in order 
to minimize the impacts to the park, lake and facilities. 

• A PAR is not likely to be necessary unless an individual 404 permit is required for 
the bridge replacement. 

• A preliminary ecology survey was performed, but no endangered species have 
been identified. 

• No problems are anticipated with air quality and noise. 
• A Nationwide 404 permit is anticipated. 
• The limits for the project have not been finalized.  Logical termini will be analyzed 

and determined before the next Concept Team Meeting. 
• The project is in a Non-Attainment area. 
• The project is likely exempt from federal oversight. 
• The functional classification changes from Major Collector to Minor Arterial in the 

middle of the project.  Design criteria for an arterial will likely be applied over the 
entire length of the project. 

• A Public Information Open House will likely be scheduled following the next 
Concept Team Meeting. 

• Bartow County will handle all utility relocations; however, the plans will be 
distributed to the utility owners through GDOT’s utility office. 

 
Please review this and submit any additional comments you may have to me at the 
District Six Preconstruction Office.  Thank you for your attendance and comments. 
 
Recorded By: Greg Ramsey 
 
JMC 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
STATE OF GEORGIA 

_______ ___ 
 

 
May 8, 2007 
 
Attendees: 
  

Lisa Wesley GDOT Cartersville Area Office - Construction 
Stanley Horton GDOT District 6 Utilities 
Greg Hood GDOT District 6 Planning & Programming 
Steve Sanders GDOT District 6 Traffic Operations 
Galen Barrow GDOT District 6 Environmentalist 
Joe Ciavarro GDOT District 6 Design 
Nabil Raad GDOT Traffic Operations 
Pam Digsby GDOT District 6 R/W 
Katy Allen FHWA 
Steve Bradley Bartow County – County Administrator 
Lamont Kiser Bartow County – County Engineer 
Susan Thomas Edwards Pitman Environmental 
Jill Baur Edwards Pitman Environmental 
Tommy Crochet McGee Partners, Inc. 
Ken Timpson McGee Partners, Inc. 

 
From:     Joe Ciavarro 
 
Subject: Minutes from Concept Team Meeting held  
   May 8, 2007 at District 6, Cartersville 
   Glade Road Improvements 
   Project: CSSTP 0003-00(770) 
   PI #: 0003770 
   County: Bartow 
 
Following introductions, Tommy Crochet presented key elements from the Draft Concept 
Report, of note: 

 The purpose of the project is to improve safety.  Crash rates are 2 to 3 times 
statewide averages and injury rates are 3 to 4 times statewide averages. 

 The proposed project will reconstruct the 2-lane roadway to correct horizontal 
and vertical alignments, improving stopping and intersection sight distances. 

 Approximately $700,000 of L230 funds from ARC are programmed for FY 2009 
construction.  Bartow County intends to identify their highest priority section of 
this project and use the L230 funds for construction.  Funding for the remainder 
of the corridor is currently in Long Range. 

 The project proposes the replacement of the Glade Road bridge over Allatoona 
Lake (Clark Creek), which currently is designed for H-15 loading and has a 
sufficiency rating of 61. 

 Environmental concerns include: 
o Impacts to US Army Corps of Engineers recreational property and the 

lake hydraulics.  Coordination with the Corps will likely result in a 
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Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the Corps, FHWA, GDOT 
and Bartow County.  (Based on an October 2006 coordination meeting 
with the Corps, FHWA, and GDOT.) 

o There are some jurisdictional waters and wetlands that will be impacted, 
requiring Section 404 permitting and possible PAR. 

o The Historic Resources Survey Report has been completed and 
approved by SHPO.  There are no eligible resources in the project area. 

o It is anticipated that the project will require an EA/FONSI. 
 Construction costs are estimated at $15,300,000, right of way and utilities costs 

are the responsibilities of Bartow County and they are estimated at $3,100,000 
and $800,000, respectively 

 A VE Study does not appear to be required. 
 
The following comments were offered following the presentation: 

 
• By FHWA 

o FHWA needs to be involved in the coordination with the USACOE 
concerning the MOA for the potential impacts to the lake and park 
facilities, along with any mitigation for those impacts. 

o It is possible that the MOA may not result in a Section 4(f) de minimis 
finding, in which case, a Section 4(f) Document would be required to 
address the park impacts. 

o They were concerned about the project schedule with over 200 R/W 
parcels and FY 09 construction funding.  Tommy further elaborated that 
the FY 09 L230 funding, along with Bartow County SPLOST funds would 
be enough to reconstruct the first section of the project, which will be 
identified after concept approval and would likely only involve a few 
parcels. 

o FHWA would like to be involved in the PAR process if it is required.  
Edwards-Pitman noted that Bartow County would be the Permittee on any 
404 Permit, but would keep FHWA informed of the process and send 
them copies of all reports and documents. 

o It was noted that the parks and lake hydraulics falls under the USACOE 
Mobile District and the Section 404 issues fall under the USACOE 
Savannah District. 

• By District Utilities 
o The project will need to be evaluated to determine if SUE should be 

required. 
• By District Environmentalist 

o The extents of jurisdictional wetlands and waters was reviewed and it was 
noted that in addition to the replacement of the bridge over Allatoona 
Lake, approximately 500 lin. ft. of stream (existing roadside ditch) and 
about 0.1 acre of wetland (integral with same roadside ditch) would be 
impacted. 

o This will likely require an individual 404 permit and a stream buffer 
variance. 
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• By District Design 
o It was noted that requirements in GDOT’s Design Policy Manual may 

require a design variance for shoulder widths less than 10’.  This issue 
needs to be evaluated and addressed in the Concept Report if applicable. 

• By Traffic Operations 
o Asked if proposed horizontal curves provided for adequate stopping sight 

distance.  Tommy responded that the horizontal and vertical curves do 
provide adequate sight distance and typically provides more since the 
alignments and clear zones were designed to provide adequate 
intersection sight distance at all of the side roads and most driveways 
along Glade Road. 

 
Please review this and submit any additional comments you may have to me at the 
District Six Preconstruction Office.  Thank you for your attendance and comments. 
 
Recorded By: Tommy Crochet, McGee Partners 
 
JMC 
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