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PLANNING AND BACKGROUND 
Project Justification Statement:    

 

Background 

The southern part of Effingham County has experienced steady population growth since the 1990’s.  The 
county population grew by 108% between 1990 (25,687) and 2010 (53,293).  As a result of this 
population growth, traffic volumes in the region are expected to more than double on some roadways 
of the study area by the year 2040.   
 
In February 2005, the Department added P.I. Number 0006700 to the work program which proposes to 
construct Effingham Parkway, a new location roadway to address the growing areas in Effingham County 
and the Savannah metropolitan area.  The project was identified for earmark funding in 2005 by the 
109th US Congress in citation – Project No. 109-59 in the amount of $3,200,000.  This high priority 
project (HPP) status was established as per provisions of a US Congressional Act referred to as the “Safe, 
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act:  A Legacy for Users” or SAFETEA-LU. 
 
The need for an additional north-south roadway in Effingham County was identified in the 
Comprehensive Growth Management Plan for Effingham County (1998).  In addition, the 
Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) published in April 2009 by the Coastal Georgia 
Regional Development Center (CGRDC) identified the need for a new major transportation facility and 
has stated that such a facility is vital to the transportation system of Effingham Parkway.  
 
In 2008, Effingham Parkway was specifically identified as a needed project for truck traffic and economic 
development by the Effingham County Multi-modal Transportation Study conducted by GDOT.   
 
SR 21 is the only four-lane north-south classified arterial of Effingham County that provides direct access 
to I-95.  This connectivity provides commuters with access to the north-south interstate system for 
travel to and from employment centers located in Chatham County and the City of Savannah.  This 
commuter traffic pattern creates a highly directional traffic flow on SR 21, where traffic flow 
southbound is 75% of total morning peak hour traffic on SR 21 near I-95.  With the exception of SR 21, 
the local roadway network in Effingham County consists solely of two-lane roadways with no continuous 
north-south connectivity to the interstate system or arterial system of Chatham County that would 
facilitate the commuter traffic.  As growth continues in Effingham County, improved roadway 
connectivity is needed to accommodate future travel demands of its residents. 
 
Economic growth and sustainability of development in Effingham County is another important need of 
Effingham County in the study area.  Planned commercial and industrial development need improved or 
new transportation facilities to accommodate the projected traffic generated by these developments.   
 
Historical Crash data from 2006 to 2008 was reviewed to identify roadway segments along SR 21 that 
are experiencing crash rates and injury rates that are higher than the statewide average for similar 
classified roadways.  Therefore, the crash data analysis indicates that there is a need for reducing the 
frequency and severity of traffic crashes on SR 21. 
 
P.I. No. 0006700 is needed to support ongoing economic development, improve connectivity options, 
provide congestion relief and reduce the frequency and severity of traffic crashes on SR 21.  The new 
roadway is proposed to provide access to undeveloped land and sustain industrial and commercial 
development in the area.  Effingham County needs improved north-south connectivity and alternatives 
for commuters, which is currently provided by SR 21.  Due to the increasing traffic volumes, SR 21 is 
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Pavement Evaluation and Recommendations 
Preliminary Pavement Evaluation Summary Report Required?     No   Yes 
Preliminary Pavement Type Selection Report Required?     No   Yes 

Feasible Pavement Alternatives:    HMA  PCC   HMA & PCC 
  

DESIGN AND STRUCTURAL  
 
Description of the proposed project:  
The proposed project would consist of constructing a two-lane new location roadway from SR 30 to Blue 
Jay Road.  The project would begin at SR 30 approximately 1.5 miles west of SR 21 and be located across 
from Chatham County’s proposed Benton Boulevard Extension project.  The end of the project would 
terminate at Blue Jay Road, approximately 3.2 miles west of SR 21.  The intersection of Effingham 
Parkway at Blue Jay Road would be realigned to have Effingham Parkway tie into the east side of Blue 
Jay Road and the west side of Blue Jay Road would form a T-intersection with Effingham Parkway.   The 
typical section is proposed to have 12-foot lanes with 10-foot outside shoulders (including 6.5-foot 
paved) on an 80-foot right-of-way.  Right-turn and left-turn lanes would be provided at the intersections 
of SR 30, Goshen Road and Blue Jay Road.  The total length of the project is approximately 6.36 miles. 
 
Major Structures:   

Structure Existing Proposed 

Bridge #1 over Wetlands N/A The approximate dimensions of the 
bridge are as follows: 
Length = 570’ Width = 44’ 

Bridge #2 over Wetlands N/A The approximate dimensions of the 
bridge are as follows: 
Length = 1946’ Width = 44’ 

Bridge #3 over Wetlands N/A The approximate dimensions of the 
bridge are as follows: 
Length = 2329’ Width = 44’ 

Bridge #4 over Wetlands N/A The approximate dimensions of the 
bridge are as follows: 
Length = 665’ Width = 44’ 

Bridge #5 over Wetlands N/A The approximate dimensions of the 
bridge are as follows: 
Length = 1330’ Width = 44’ 
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Mainline Design Features:  Effingham Parkway – Rural Minor Arterial 
 

Feature Existing Standard* Proposed 

Typical Section       

-    Number of Lanes N/A 2 or 4 2 

-    Lane Width(s) N/A 11’-12’ 12’ 

-    Median Width & Type N/A N/A none 

-    Outside Shoulder Width & Type N/A 10’ Total / 6.5’ Paved 10’ Total / 6.5’ Paved 

-    Outside Shoulder Slope N/A 6% 6% 

-    Inside Shoulder Width & Type N/A N/A none 

-    Sidewalks N/A N/A none 

-    Auxiliary Lanes N/A 
At intersections as 

required by traffic volumes 
At intersections as 

required by traffic volumes 

-    Bike Lanes N/A 
Not Marked. Available on 

Paved Shoulder 
Not Marked. Available on 

 Paved Shoulder 

- Posted Speed N/A N/A 55 

- Design Speed N/A 55 55 

- Min Horizontal Curve Radius N/A 1060’ 1500’ 

- Maximum Superelevation Rate N/A 6% 6% 

- Grade N/A 4% ** 4% 

- Access Control N/A Limited/By Permit Limited/By Permit 

- Right-of-Way Width N/A N/A varies 

- Maximum Grade – Sideroad N/A 
7% (collectors & locals) 

5% (arterials) 
**7% (collectors & locals) 

**5% (arterials) 

- Design Vehicle N/A SU WB-67 

*According to current GDOT design policy if applicable 

** Profile has not been developed yet. Due to the level topography, it is not anticipated 
that grades approaching the maximum will be necessary. 

 
Major Interchanges/Intersections:  Major intersections with Effingham Parkway are Blue Jay Road, 
Goshen Road and SR 30 
 
Lighting required:     No     Yes 
 
 
Off-site Detours Anticipated:   No   Undetermined   Yes     
 
Transportation Management Plan [TMP] Required:    No   Yes  

If Yes: Project classified as:      Non-Significant  Significant 
TMP Components Anticipated:   TTC   TO   PI 
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Design Exceptions to FHWA/AASHTO controlling criteria anticipated: 

FHWA/AASHTO Controlling Criteria No 
Undeter-

mined Yes 
Appvl Date 

(if applicable)  

1. Design Speed      

2. Lane Width      

3. Shoulder Width      

4. Bridge Width      

5. Horizontal Alignment      

6. Superelevation      

7. Vertical Alignment      

8. Grade      

9. Stopping Sight Distance      

10. Cross Slope      

11. Vertical Clearance      

12. Lateral Offset to Obstruction      

13. Bridge Structural Capacity      

 

Design Variances to GDOT Standard Criteria anticipated:  

GDOT Standard Criteria 
Reviewing 

Office No 
Undeter--

mined Yes 
Appvl Date 

(if applicable) 

1.  Access Control/Median Openings DP&S      

2. Intersection Sight Distance DP&S      

3. Intersection Skew Angle DP&S      

4. Lateral Offset to Obstruction DP&S      

5. Rumble Strips DP&S      

6. Safety Edge DP&S      

7. Median Usage DP&S      

8. Roundabout Illumination Levels DP&S      

9. Complete Streets DP&S       

10. ADA & PROWAG  DP&S      

11. GDOT Construction Standards DP&S      

12. GDOT Drainage Manual DP&S      

13. GDOT Bridge & Structural Manual Bridges      

 
VE Study anticipated:    No   Yes    Completed – Date:    

 
UTILITY AND PROPERTY 
Temporary State Route needed:    No   Yes   Undetermined 

 
Railroad Involvement:  None 
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Utility Involvements:  

Telephone  AT&T 
   Planters Rural Telephone 

   Windstream 
Water   Effingham County 
CATV   Comcast 
Power   Georgia Power Company-Distribution 
Gas   Atlanta Gas Light Company 
   City of Claxton 

   Southern Natural Gas Company 
 
 
SUE Required:    No   Yes   Undetermined 
 
Public Interest Determination Policy and Procedure recommended (Utilities)?   No  Yes  
 
Right-of-Way (ROW):  Existing width:  N/A  Proposed width:  80-100 ft 
 
Required Right-of-Way anticipated:  None   Yes   Undetermined 
Easements anticipated:   None  Temporary  Permanent  Utility  Other 
 

Anticipated total number of impacted parcels:   32 
Displacements anticipated: Businesses: 0 

 Residences: 0 
 Other: 0 

Total Displacements:  0 
 
Location and Design approval:   Not Required  Required 
 

CONTEXT SENSITIVE SOLUTIONS 
Issues of Concern:   There are no context sensitive issues or concerns identified within the 
corridor. 
 

Context Sensitive Solutions Proposed:  Although there are no specific context sensitive issues 
identified, the design will provide a 6.5-foot paved shoulder for bicycle use. 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL & PERMITS 
Anticipated Environmental Document: 
 GEPA:   NEPA:    CE   EA/FONSI   EIS 
 
MS4 Permit Compliance – Is the project located in a MS4 area?   No   Yes 
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Environmental Permits/Variances/Commitments/Coordination anticipated:  
  

Permit/ Variance/ Commitment/ Coordination 
Anticipated No Yes Remarks 

1.  U.S. Coast Guard Permit     

2. Forest Service/Corps Land    

3. CWA Section 404 Permit    

4. Tennessee Valley Authority Permit    

5. Buffer Variance    

6. Coastal Zone Management Coordination    

7. NPDES    

8. FEMA    

9. Cemetery Permit    

10. Other Permits    

11. Other Commitments    

12. Other Coordination   Agency Coordination meetings,  
PIOH and PHOH and 
Stakeholder meetings 

 
Is a PAR required?  No   Yes    Completed  

Based on the current estimated impacts to streams and wetlands, an Individual 404 Permit is 
not anticipated, so a PAR would not be required. Potential impacts to five large wetlands would 
be minimized by constructing bridges. 
 
Environmental Comments and Information: 

NEPA/GEPA:  Upon approval of the Concept report, Air, Noise, History, Ecology, and 
Archaeology will be prepared and submitted for review and approval. It is anticipated 
that based on further potential refinement of the project alignment, it may require 
updates to the History and Ecology reports. All efforts will be made in the study phase to 
minimize any impacts to potential 4(f) resources, protected species, wetlands, streams, 
and any Historic or Archaeological resources. 
 

Ecology:  A preliminary desktop survey for wetlands, streams, and 
endangered/threatened species has been performed for preparation of the Concept 
Report. Based on the National Wetlands Inventory Map (NWI) maps of the project area, 
approximately 16 impact areas to wetlands potentially exist within the survey limits of 
the proposed project corridor.  The identified wetlands likely state and federal waters.  
The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information, Planning, and 
Conservation (IPAC) website lists protected species which are known to potentially 
occur in Effingham County. All protected species and their associated habitats will be 
assessed through a field visit to determine the presence/absence of these species and 
habitats along the proposed project. The ecology impacts shown in the Mitigation Cost 
Estimate are based on the worst case scenario assuming all features within proposed 
right-of-way would be impacted.  

 
A United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Regional Permit 01 is anticipated for 
impacts to jurisdictional waters of the U.S.  
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History:  A preliminary desktop survey for History has been performed for preparation 
of the Concept Report. Based on preliminary database research, six potential National 
Register of Historic Places eligible properties were identified within the project area 
potential effect. These potential resources will be further evaluated along with others 
that are identified during the history field survey. 
 

Archeology:  No known cemeteries or other publicly documented archeological resources 
are present in the project corridor. A Phase 1 Archeology Study and SHPO concurrence 
will be required. No significant issues are anticipated. 
 
Air Quality: 
Is the project located in a PM 2.5 Non-attainment area?   No   Yes 
Is the project located in an Ozone Non-attainment area?   No   Yes 
Is a Carbon Monoxide hotspot analysis required?   No   Yes 

 

Noise Effects:  The Noise model that will be used is TNM. Potential mitigation measures 
may include; avoidance, noise barriers, property purchase, and/or noise reduction by 
soundproofing (only public institutions), if feasible.  A type 1 noise study will be 
required. 

 

Public Involvement:  Agency coordination meetings will be conducted prior to the 
development of the environmental document to solicit input from the Federal, State, 
and Local agencies to determine the level of NEPA documentation for this project. In 
addition, informal kick‐off meetings will be held with the public to introduce the project 
and solicit input. The agency meetings and public kick off meetings will be held 
concurrently. A PIOH would be held following concept approval during the EA 
preparation phase.  A PHOH will be held upon approval of the Draft EA. 
 

Major stakeholders:  Traveling Public, Effingham County, Chatham County, Metropolitan 
Planning Commission, Georgia Ports Authority, Chamber of Commerce, Retail, Commercial, and 
Industrial business and services, and residents. 

 
CONSTRUCTION 
Issues potentially affecting constructability/construction schedule:  None 
 
Early Completion Incentives recommended for consideration:    No   Yes   
 

COORDINATION, ACTIVITIES, RESPONSIBILITIES, AND COSTS  
 
Initial Concept Meeting:  A concept team meeting was held for the initial project that was 17 miles long 
on December 17, 2007.  This meeting included the current project.  See attached minutes. 
 
Concept Meeting:  A meeting was held with GDOT and FHWA to discuss the latest concept for Effingham 
Parkway on February 6, 2014.  See attached minutes. 
 
Other coordination to date:  None 
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of the new employment centers located in central Effingham County would continue to use SR 21 
and therefore Alternative 1 would not provide the additional north-south mobility which was 
identified as one of the purposes of the roadway.  Additionally, the economic development would 
not be facilitated by Midland Road because it is located too far from public utilities and from the 
urbanized areas of Effingham County. 

Alternative 2: This alternative would reconstruct Hodgeville Road from Blue Jay Road to SR 30.  

Rationale:  Alternative 2, while reducing the amount of impacted wetlands, the roadway would 
impact the residential community that lives adjacent to the roadway.  Hodgeville Road is a local 
residential street that would have to be reconstructed to provide for higher vehicular and trucks 
volumes.  New employment centers located in central Effingham County would likely continue to 
use SR 21 and therefore Alternative 2 would not provide the additional north-south mobility 
which was identified as one of the purposes of the roadway.  Additional, economic development 
of employment centers could not be supported by this existing residential roadway. 

Roundabout Considerations:   A roundabout at the south end of the project at the intersection of SR 30 
and Effingham Parkway/Benton Blvd was considered.  The information is contained in Attachment #7 - 
Signal Warrant Analysis.  The roundabout analysis indicates that a single-lane roundabout would operate at 
a level of service “F” because the through traffic volumes on westbound SR 30 during the AM peak hour 
are too high to allow the through movement from Benton Blvd to enter the roundabout.  Additionally, the 
roundabout would require more right-of-way and truck traffic radii would have to be accommodated in the 
design of the roundabout.    

 

Other roundabouts at some of the rural unsignalized intersections were considered as well.  However, the 
need and purpose is to construct a 55-mph new location roadway to facilitate vehicular and truck 
movements to increase north-south mobility in the region.  If roundabouts were introduced, the traffic 
would have to be posted around 35 mph, which would reduce the functionality of the roadway. 

  

 

Comments:  None 

 

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS/SUPPORTING DATA  
1. Concept Layout 
2. Typical section 

3. Detailed Cost Estimates: 
a. Construction including Engineering and Inspection 
b. Completed Fuel & Asphalt Price Adjustment forms  
c. Right-of-Way 
d. Utilities 
e.    Environmental Mitigation 

4. Crash summaries 

5. Traffic diagrams 
6. Capacity analysis summary  
7. Signal Warrant Analysis 
8. Hydrology Study for MS4 Permit  
9. Pavement studies 
10. Minutes of Concept Meetings 
11. Project Framework Agreement 
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Attachment #1 
Concept Layout 
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Attachment #2 
Typical Section 
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Attachment #3 
Detailed Cost Estimates 

  



FILE P.I. No. OFFICE

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

DATE August 22, 2014

From:

To: Lisa L. Myers, State Project Review Engineer

Subject: REVISIONS TO PROGRAMMED COSTS

MGMT LET DATE NA

PROJECT MANAGER

MGMT ROW DATE NA

PROGRAMMED COSTS (TPro W/OUT INFLATION) LAST ESTIMATE UPDATE

CONSTRUCTION $ 73,273,835.02                     DATE 4/30/2012

RIGHT OF WAY $ 26,112,084.05                     DATE 11/1/2011

UTILITIES $ 1.195833.53 DATE 9/20/2012

REVISED COST ESTIMATES

CONSTRUCTION* $ 40,409,375.26                     

RIGHT OF WAY $ 3,011,000.00                       

UTILITIES $ 180,000.00                          

  *Cost Contains 15  % Contingency

REASONS FOR COST INCREASE AND CONTINGENCY JUSTIFICATION:

Page 1 REVISIONS TO PROGRAMMED COSTS TEMPLATE - REVISED JULY 1, 2014

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

STATE OF GEORGIA

-----------------------------

Program Delivery

Effingham Parkway from Blue Jay Road in Effingham County to SR 30 in 

Chatham County

THE PROJECT HAS BEEN SHORTEN FROM 16.6 MILES TO 6.36 MILES OF NEW LOCATION 

ROADWAY AND THE TYPICAL SECTION HAS BEEN REDUCED FROM A 4-LANE DIVIDED 

ROADWAY TO A TWO-LANE UNDIVIDED ROADWAY. 

0006700

Michelle Wright

Albert V. Shelby, III, State Program Delivery Engineer



A.
CONSTRUCTION           

COST ESTIMATE:
$ Base Estimate From CES

B.
ENGINEERING AND 

INSPECTION (E & I):
$ Base Estimate (A)  x 5 %

C. CONTINGENCY: $ Base Estimate (A) +  E & I (B) x 15 %

See % Table in "Risk Based Cost 

Estimation" Memo

D.
TOTAL LIQUID AC 

ADJUSTMENT:
$  Total From Liquid AC Spreadsheet

E. CONSTRUCTION TOTAL: $ (A + B + C + D = E)

ATTACHMENTS:

Detailed Cost Estimate Printout From TRAQS

Liquid AC Adjustment Spreadsheet

REVISIONS TO PROGRAMMED COSTS TEMPLATE - REVISED JULY 1, 2014 Page 2

TOTAL  $                                                                           180,000.00 

          32,603,749.55 

            1,630,187.48 

UTILITY OWNER

REIMBURSABLE UTILTY COSTS

          40,409,375.26 

1,040,347.68            

            5,135,090.55 

CONTINGENCY SUMMARY

$10,000.00 

$170,000.00 

REIMBURSABLE COST

Southern Natural Gas

Georgia Power Company Distribution

http://www.dot.ga.gov/doingbusiness/PoliciesManuals/roads/EngineeringServices/Risk Based Cost Estimation.pdf
http://www.dot.ga.gov/doingbusiness/PoliciesManuals/roads/EngineeringServices/Risk Based Cost Estimation.pdf
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                                                        JOB DETAIL ESTIMATE 

==================================================================================================================================== 

 

  JOB NUMBER : 0006700                SPEC YEAR: 01 

  DESCRIPTION: EFFINGHAM PARKWAY 

               PI 0006700 

    

                                                       ITEMS FOR JOB 0006700 

 

  LINE  ITEM           ALT   UNITS   DESCRIPTION                                            QUANTITY          PRICE        AMOUNT 

  ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

  0005  150-1000             LS      TRAFFIC CONTROL - PI 0006700                              1.000      100000.00       100000.00 

  0010  201-1500             LS      CLEARING & GRUBBING - PI 0006700                          1.000     1600000.00      1600000.00 

  0019  208-0100             CY      IN PLACE EMBANKMENT                                  150000.000           6.05       907500.00 

  0025  207-0203             CY      FOUND BKFILL MATL, TP II                                500.000          60.78        30390.76 

  0039  301-4161             SY      PMIX S-CEM STB BASE X,8",MT&HL                       167000.000           8.93      1491310.00 

  0040  318-3000             TN      AGGR SURF CRS                                           100.000          34.99         3499.34 

  0045  402-1812             TN      RECYL AC LEVELING,INC BM&HL                             100.000         100.69        10069.61 

  0050  402-3121             TN      RECYL AC 25MM SP,GP1/2,BM&HL                          19910.000          68.79      1369638.37 

  0055  402-3141             TN      RECYL AC 12.5 MM SP,GP 1 OR 2,INCL BM                 16500.000          58.49       965085.00 

  0060  402-3190             TN      RECYL  AC 19 MM SP,GP 1 OR 2 ,INC BM&HL               20130.000          69.06      1390297.37 

  0065  413-1000             GL      BITUM TACK COAT                                       10230.000           2.69        27582.74 

  0080  441-0016             SY      DRIVEWAY CONCRETE, 6 IN TK                              400.000          45.91        18367.01 

  0085  441-0748             SY      CONC MEDIAN, 6 IN                                       100.000          49.01         4901.20 

  0099  500-3800             CY      CL A CONC, INCL REINF STEEL                              60.000         892.96        53577.71 

  0100  550-1180             LF      STM DR PIPE 18",H 1-10                                 2000.000          41.03        82062.60 

  0105  550-1240             LF      STM DR PIPE 24",H 1-10                                 2000.000          48.20        96408.42 

  0110  550-2180             LF      SIDE DR PIPE 18",H 1-10                                 200.000          31.04         6209.83 

  0139  603-2180             SY      STN DUMPED RIP RAP, TP 3, 12"                           200.000          55.46        11093.00 

  0144  603-2024             SY      STN DUMPED RIP RAP, TP 1, 24"                          2500.000          56.76       141903.40 

  0145  603-7000             SY      PLASTIC FILTER FABRIC                                  1570.000           3.61         5671.01 

  0150  634-1200             EA      RIGHT OF WAY MARKERS                                    150.000          93.97        14095.91 

  0155  641-1100             LF      GUARDRAIL, TP T                                         420.000          40.20        16887.45 

  0160  641-1200             LF      GUARDRAIL, TP W                                        3000.000          16.68        50055.03 

  0170  641-5012             EA      GUARDRAIL ANCHORAGE, TP 12                               20.000        2030.49        40609.91 

  0175  643-8200             LF      BARRIER FENCE (ORANGE), 4 FT                           3500.000           1.93         6789.44 

  0179  668-8012             SF      SAFETY GRATE, TP 2                                     1000.000         120.00       120000.00 

  0180  163-0232             AC      TEMPORARY GRASSING                                       35.000          36.34         1272.20 

  0185  163-0240             TN      MULCH                                                  1000.000         167.38       167382.52 

  0190  163-0300             EA      CONSTRUCTION EXIT                                         6.000        1343.35         8060.12 

  0200  165-0101             EA      MAINT OF CONST EXIT                                       6.000         512.13         3072.80 

  0205  165-0010             LF      MAINT OF TEMP SILT FENCE, TP A                        14000.000           0.42         5983.32 

  0210  165-0030             LF      MAINT OF TEMP SILT FENCE, TP C                        30500.000           0.46        14123.33 

  0220  167-1000             EA      WATER QUALITY MONITORING AND SAMPLING                     2.000         344.75          689.51 

  0225  167-1500             MO      WATER QUALITY INSPECTIONS                                24.000         478.19        11476.64 

  0230  171-0010             LF      TEMPORARY SILT FENCE, TYPE A                          14000.000           2.30        32293.52 

  0235  171-0030             LF      TEMPORARY SILT FENCE, TYPE C                          30500.000           3.27        99990.29 

  0240  700-6910             AC      PERMANENT GRASSING                                       35.000         574.31        20100.87 
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PAGE  : 2 

 

                                                        JOB DETAIL ESTIMATE 

==================================================================================================================================== 

  0245  700-7000             TN      AGRICULTURAL LIME                                        70.000          52.42         3669.54 

  0250  700-8000             TN      FERTILIZER MIXED GRADE                                   38.000         494.04        18773.73 

  0255  700-8100             LB      FERTILIZER NITROGEN CONTENT                            2100.000           1.85         3885.40 

  0264  711-0100             SY      TURF REINFORCING MATTING, TP 1                        35000.000           3.40       119000.00 

  0265  716-2000             SY      EROSION CONTROL MATS, SLOPES                          10000.000           1.46        14626.40 

  0269  999-2015             LS      CONSTRUCTION COMPLETE MS4 WATER TREATMENT PONDS           1.000      600000.00       600000.00 

  0274  636-1020             SF      HWY SGN,TP1MAT,REFL SH TP3                               50.000          13.68          684.20 

  0275  636-1033             SF      HWY SIGNS, TP1MAT,REFL SH TP 9                          100.000          17.28         1728.40 

  0280  636-2070             LF      GALV STEEL POSTS, TP 7                                  100.000           6.95          695.28 

  0285  636-2080             LF      GALV STEEL POSTS, TP 8                                  260.000           8.67         2255.81 

  0289  639-3004             EA      STEEL STRAIN POLE, TP IV                                  4.000       11490.20        45960.80 

  0290  647-1000             LS      TRAF SIGNAL INSTALLATION NO – EFFINGHAM PKWY AT SR 30     1.000      100000.00       100000.00 

  0295  653-0120             EA      THERM PVMT MARK, ARROW, TP 2                             30.000          78.00         2340.21 

  0300  653-1704             LF      THERM SOLID TRAF STRIPE,24",WH                          200.000           6.90         1381.33 

  0305  653-2501             LM      THERMO SOLID TRAF ST, 5 IN, WH                           16.375        1601.37        26222.44 

  0310  653-2502             LM      THERMO SOLID TRAF ST, 5 IN YE                            16.375        1604.96        26281.30 

  0315  653-3501             GLF     THERMO SKIP TRAF ST, 5 IN, WHI                         1500.000           0.25          376.20 

  0320  653-6004             SY      THERM TRAF STRIPING, WHITE                              100.000           4.00          400.58 

  0325  654-1001             EA      RAISED PVMT MARKERS TP 1                                450.000           3.42         1542.73 

  0330  654-1003             EA      RAISED PVMT MARKERS TP 3                                200.000           3.28          657.42 

  0335  657-1085             LF      PRF PL SD PVT MKG,8",B/W,TP PB                        14140.000           4.76        67353.91 

  0340  657-6085             LF      PRF PL SD PVMT MKG,8",B/Y,TPPB                        14140.000           4.62        65463.68 

  0350  999-2015             LS      CONSTRUCTION COMPLETE BRIDGE #1-  25080 SF                1.000     1881000.00      1881000.00 

  0355  999-2015             LS      CONSTRUCTION COMPLETE BRIDGE #2 – 85624 SF                1.000     6421800.00      6421800.00 

  0360  999-2015             LS      CONSTRUCTION COMPLETE BRIDGE #3 - 102476 SF               1.000     7685700.00      7685700.00 

  0365  999-2015             LS      CONSTRUCTION COMPLETE BRIDGE #4 – 29260 SF                1.000     2194500.00      2194500.00 

  0370  999-2015             LS      CONSTRUCTION COMPLETE BRIDGE #5 – 58520 SF                1.000     4389000.00      4389000.00 

  ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

  ITEM TOTAL                                                                                                            32603749.55 

  INFLATED ITEM TOTAL                                                                                                   32603749.55 

 

 

  TOTALS FOR JOB 0006700 

  ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

  ESTIMATED COST:                                                                                                       32603749.59 

  CONTINGENCY PERCENT (  0.0 ):                                                                                                0.00 

  ESTIMATED TOTAL:                                                                                                      32603749.59 

  ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 



PROJ. NO. CALL NO. 9/29/2009

P.I. NO. 

DATE

INDEX (TYPE) DATE INDEX Link to Fuel and AC Index:

REG. UNLEADED Aug-14 3.500$         

DIESEL -$             

LIQUID AC 608.00$      

LIQUID AC  ADJUSTMENTS

PA=[((APM-APL)/APL)]xTMTxAPL

Asphalt

Price Adjustment (PA) 1033113.6 1,033,113.60$              

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month placed (APM) Max. Cap 60% 972.80$              

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month project let (APL) 608.00$              

Total Monthly Tonnage of asphalt cement (TMT) 2832

ASPHALT Tons %AC  AC ton

Leveling 100 5.0% 5

12.5 OGFC 5.0% 0

12.5 mm 16500 5.0% 825

9.5 mm SP 5.0% 0

25 mm SP 19910 5.0% 995.5

19 mm SP 20130 5.0% 1006.5

56640 2832

BITUMINOUS TACK COAT

Price Adjustment (PA) 16,028.90$        16,028.90$                    

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month placed (APM) Max. Cap 60% 972.80$              

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month project let (APL) 608.00$              

Total Monthly Tonnage of asphalt cement (TMT) 43.93888243

Bitum Tack

Gals gals/ton tons

10230 232.8234 43.9388824

BITUMINOUS TACK COAT (surface treatment)

Price Adjustment (PA) 0 -$                                

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month placed (APM) Max. Cap 60% 972.80$              

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month project let (APL) 608.00$              

Total Monthly Tonnage of asphalt cement (TMT) 0

Bitum Tack SY Gals/SY Gals gals/ton tons

Single Surf. Trmt. 0 0.20 0 232.8234 0

Double Surf.Trmt. 0.44 0 232.8234 0

Triple Surf. Trmt 0.71 0 232.8234 0

0

TOTAL LIQUID AC ADJUSTMENT 1,049,142.50$              

CSMSL-0006-00(700)

0006700

8/15/2014

http://www.dot.ga.gov/doingbusiness/Materials/Pages/asphaltcementindex.aspx

http://www.dot.ga.gov/doingbusiness/Materials/Pages/asphaltcementindex.aspx


286999    05/15/2014





 

Moreland Altobelli Associates, Inc. 
2211 Beaver Ruin Road, Suite 190  

Norcorss, Georgia 30071 

Phone: 770-263-5945 Fax: 770-263-0166 

Preliminary Mitigation 

Cost Estimate 

 

 

  

 

As requested for the concept cost estimate of the subject project, a preliminary mitigation cost 

estimate has been prepared as detailed below. The cost estimate is based on an anticipated cost of 

$5,000 per wetland credit and $60 per stream credit. The impacts are based on NWI mapping of 

wetlands. 

 

Wetlands 
Credits 

Cost 
Stream 
Credits 

Cost 

13.7 $548,000  N/A N/A  

Total 
Cost 

$548,000      

 

Since design plans have not been completed for the preferred alternative, impacts to 

Waters of the U.S. are based on a worse-case scenario from right-of-way limit to right-of-

way limit. 

Project: Effingham Parkway  Date 04/28/14 

 PI No. 0006700  MA Project No. EFF008 

Prepared By: Matt Chamblee  CC: Project File 

Prepared On: 04/28/14    
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Attachment #4 
Crash Summaries 

  



Crash, Injury and Fatality Rates for Roadway Segments in the Project Area 
 

SR 21 from Effingham/Chatham County Line to Goshen Road (1.34 miles) - Rural Minor Arterial 

Year 
No. of 

Crashes 

Crash 

Rate 

Statewide Average 

Crash Rate 

No. of 

Injuries 

Injury 

Rate 

Statewide Average 

Injury Rate 

No. of 

Fatalities 

Fatality 

Rate 

Statewide Average 

Fatality Rate 

2006 22 161 179 5 37 62 0 0.00 2.61 

2007 23 173 187 6 45 62 0 0.00 2.58 

2008 23 173 181 6 45 60 0 0.00 2.53 

SR 21 from Goshen Road to Town Park Drive (1.63 miles) - Rural Minor Arterial 

Year 
No. of 

Crashes 

Crash 

Rate 

Statewide Average 

Crash Rate 

No. of 

Injuries 

Injury 

Rate 

Statewide Average 

Injury Rate 

No. of 

Fatalities 

Fatality 

Rate 

Statewide Average 

Fatality Rate 

2006 75 419 179 37 207 62 0 0.00 2.61 

2007 72 426 187 36 213 62 0 0.00 2.58 

2008 69 408 181 43 254 60 0 0.00 2.53 

Blue Jay Road from Horsepen Road to SR 21 (4.71 miles) - Rural Major Collector 

Year 
No. of 

Crashes 

Crash 

Rate 

Statewide Average 

Crash Rate 

No. of 

Injuries 

Injury 

Rate 

Statewide Average 

Injury Rate 

No. of 

Fatalities 

Fatality 

Rate 

Statewide Average 

Fatality Rate 

2006 32 452 203 8 113 73 0 0.00 3.56 

2007 36 515 203 7 100 72 0 0.00 3.55 

2008 21 301 194 8 114 68 1 14.31 3.39 

McCall Road from Blue Jay Road to SR 21 (5.99 miles) - Rural Minor Collector 

Year 
No. of 

Crashes 

Crash 

Rate 

Statewide Average 

Crash Rate 

No. of 

Injuries 

Injury 

Rate 

Statewide Average 

Injury Rate 

No. of 

Fatalities 

Fatality 

Rate 

Statewide Average 

Fatality Rate 

2006 29 431 85 16 238 32 0 0.00 1.31 

2007 15 223 91 6 89 33 0 0.00 1.49 

2008 15 223 178 6 89 60 0 0.00 2.93 



 

 

Goshen Road from Hodgeville Road to SR 21 (3.55 miles) - Rural Major Collector 

Year 
No. of 

Crashes 

Crash 

Rate 

Statewide Average 

Crash Rate 

No. of 

Injuries 

Injury 

Rate 

Statewide Average 

Injury Rate 

No. of 

Fatalities 

Fatality 

Rate 

Statewide Average 

Fatality Rate 

2006 38 612 203 9 145 73 0 0.00 3.56 

2007 33 555 203 9 151 72 0 0.00 3.55 

2008 36 605 194 9 151 68 0 0.00 3.39 

2007 2 221 514 0 0 126 0 0.00 1.47 

2008 1 110 471 0 0 116 0 0.00 1.46 

SR 30 from Montieth Road to SR 21 (2.00 miles) - Urban Minor Arterial 

Year 
No. of 

Crashes 

Crash 

Rate 

Statewide Average 

Crash Rate 

No. of 

Injuries 

Injury 

Rate 

Statewide Average 

Injury Rate 

No. of 

Fatalities 

Fatality 

Rate 

Statewide Average 

Fatality Rate 

2006 41 833 531 17 346 132 0 0.00 1.51 

2007 48 953 514 22 437 126 0 0.00 1.47 

2008 26 516 471 19 377 116 0 0.00 1.46 

Note:  Values for rate of crashes, injuries, and fatalities are per 100 million vehicle-miles traveled.   

 



Types of Collisions for Major Roadway Segments in the Project Area 
 

SR 21 From Effingham/Chatham County Line to Goshen Road 

Year Total Angle Rear End Head On Sideswipe Hit an Object 

2006 22 1 14 0 3 4 

2007 23 2 13 0 3 5 

2008 23 2 12 1 3 5 

SR 21 from Goshen Road to Town Park Drive 

Year Total Angle Rear End Head On Sideswipe Hit an Object 

2006 75 18 30 5 8 14 

2007 72 18 40 2 4 8 

2008 69 22 32 1 9 5 

Blue Jay Road from Horsepen Road to SR 21  

Year Total Angle Rear End Head On Sideswipe Hit an Object 

2006 32 5 8 2 2 15 

2007 36 6 12 2 3 13 

2008 21 4 3 3 0 11 

McCall Road from Blue Jay Road to SR 21  

Year Total Angle Rear End Head On Sideswipe Hit an Object 

2006 29 5 2 0 3 19 

2007 15 2 2 1 0 10 

2008 15 0 2 0 1 12 

Goshen Road from Hodgeville Road to SR 21  

Year Total Angle Rear End Head On Sideswipe Hit an Object 

2006 38 5 21 0 4 8 

2007 33 3 13 0 4 13 

2008 36 5 16 1 3 11 

SR 30 from Montieth Road to SR 21  

Year Total Angle Rear End Head On Sideswipe Hit an Object 

2006 41 6 24 1 7 3 

2007 48 5 26 1 7 9 

2008 26 4 13 1 3 5 
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Attachment #5 
Traffic Diagrams 

  



 
Department of Transportation 

State of Georgia 
__________________________________________

_____________  
 

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE 
 

 FILE              CSMSL-0006-00(700)     OFFICE Planning 
                  Chatham & Effingham Counties 
                   P.I. # 0006700 
                                                                                                    DATE     April 3, 2014 
 
FROM           Cynthia L. VanDyke, State Transportation Planning Administrator 
 
TO                 Albert Shelby, State Program Delivery Engineer   
                     Attention: Michelle Wright 
 
SUBJECT  Reviewed Updated Design Traffic for EFFINGHAM PKWY FROM SR 

119/EFFINGHAM TO SR 30/CHATHAM 
 

 Per request, we have reviewed the consultant’s design traffic data for the 
above project. Based on the information furnished, we find the updated 
design traffic projections to be satisfactory, and approve the updated design 
traffic volume.   

 
 
 

                   
 If you have any questions concerning this information please contact 
                   Andre Washington at (404) 631-1925. 
 
 
 
 
CLV/AMW 
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Attachment #6 
Capacity Analysis Summary 

  



Summary of Capacity Analysis 
 

LOS Analysis for Road Segments on the Existing Corridor
1
 

1
Analysis used HCS

+
 Software. 

2
The highest Eastbound / Westbound or Northbound / Southbound peak hour traffic for each segment is used to determine the HCS. 

 
 

LOS Analysis for Road Segments on the Project Corridor
1
 

ROAD SEGMENTS OF 
Effingham Parkway 

2019 (Opening Year) 2039 (Design Year) 

ADT
2 

LOS AM LOS PM ADT
2 

LOS AM
 

LOS PM 

Blue Jay Rd to Walter Tuten Rd  
 

4,180  C B 6,300 D B 

Walter Tuten Rd to Goshen Rd  4,460 B C 6,880 B C 

Goshen Rd to SR 30  7,080 C C 9,500 D D 

SR 30 to Meinhard Rd  6,680 C C 8,600 C D 

1
Analysis used HCS

+
 Software. 

2
The highest Eastbound / Westbound or Northbound / Southbound peak hour traffic for each segment is used to determine the HCS. 

ROAD 
SEGMENTS 

OF 
SR 21   

2013 Existing Year 
2019 (Opening Year) 2039 (Design Year) 

No-Build Build No-Build Build 

ADT
2 

LOS 
AM 

LOS 
PM 

ADT
2 LOS 

AM 
LOS 
PM 

ADT
2 LOS 

AM 
LOS 
PM 

ADT
2 LOS 

AM
 

LOS 
PM 

ADT
2 LOS 

AM
 

LOS 
PM 

Westwood Dr to 
McCall Rd 

29,880 C C 32,580 C C 32,580 C C 37,460 D D 37,460 D D 

McCall Rd  to 
Goshen Rd 

31,160 C D 33,840 
 

D 
 

D 32,280 C D 38,980 D D 37,180 D D 

Goshen Rd to 
Old Augusta Rd 

30,100 D C 34,000 D D 31,300 D D 41,560 E E 38,420 E D 

Old Augusta Rd 
to SR 30 

34,760 D D 39,540 E D 36,840 E D 48,840 E E 45,700 E E 

SR 30 to I-95 41,360 D E 46,520 E F 42,880 D E 57200 F F 53,400 E F 



2 

 
  

 

 1
Analysis used SYNCHRO Software. 

 2
Signalized intersections are indicated by bold-faced type. All other intersections are stop-controlled.  Values in parenthesis are for a signalized analysis. 

 LOS for un-signalized intersections is for the stop-controlled (side street) movement.  LOS for signalized intersections is the weighted average of all movements 
 

  

 
LOS Analysis for Intersections on the Project Corridor

1 

Intersection2 Opening Year 2020 Design Year 2040 

AM PM AM PM 

Blue Jay Rd at Effingham Pkwy B  C   B (A) F (A) 

Goshen Road at Effingham Pkwy D  C   F (B) F (B) 

SR 30 at Effingham Pkwy C C D C 
1
Analysis used SYNCHRO Software. 

 2
Signalized intersections are indicated by bold-faced type.  All other intersections are stop-controlled.  Values in parenthesis are for a signalized 

  analysis. LOS for un-signalized intersections is for the stop-controlled (side street) movement.  LOS for signalized intersections is the weighted 
 average of all movements 

 
 
 
 

 

 LOS Analysis for Intersections on the Existing Corridor
1 

Intersection2 
Existing Year 2013 

Opening Year 2019 Design Year 2039 

No-Build Build No-Build Build 

AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM 

McCall Road at SR 21 B B C B B B D C B B 

Goshen Road at SR 21 SB B A B A B A C B B A 

Goshen Road at SR 21 NB A C A C A C B E B D 

Old Augusta Road at SR 21 D D E (C) E (D) D (B) D (B) F (D) F (F) E (C) F (D) 

SR 30 at SR 21 F F F F F E F F F F 
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Attachment #7 
Signal Warrant Analysis 

  



Traffic Signal Warrant Study
SR 30 at Effingham Pkwy/Benton Blvd

Year 2019 Traffic AnalysisSignal Warrants - Summary

Major Street Approaches Minor Street Approaches

Eastbound:   SR 30
Number of Lanes: 1
85% Speed < 40 MPH.
Total Approach Volume: 3,763

Northbound:   Benton Blvd
Number of Lanes: 1

Total Approach Volume: 2,789

Westbound:   SR 30
Number of Lanes: 1
85% Speed < 40 MPH.
Total Approach Volume: 4,661

Southbound:   Effingham Pkwy
Number of Lanes: 1

Total Approach Volume: 3,342

Warrant Summary (Rural values apply.)

 Warrant 1 - Eight Hour Vehicular Volumes  ........................................................................................................................... Satisfied

 Warrant 1A - Minimum Vehicular Volume  .........................................................................................Satisfied
Required volumes reached for 10 hours, 8 are needed

 Warrant 1B - Interruption of Continuous Traffic  ..............................................................................Not Satisfied
Required volumes reached for 4 hours, 8 are needed

 Warrant 1 A&B - Combination of Warrants  ......................................................................................Not Satisfied
Required volumes reached for 7 hours, 8 are needed

 Warrant 2 - Four Hour Volumes  ............................................................................................................................................. Satisfied
Number of hours (9) volumes exceed minimum >= minimum required (4).

 Warrant 3 - Peak Hour  ............................................................................................................................................................. Satisfied

 Warrant 3A - Peak Hour Delay  ...........................................................................................................Satisfied
Number of hours (28) volumes exceed minimum >= required (1). Delay data not evaluated.

 Warrant 3B - Peak Hour Volumes  ......................................................................................................Satisfied
Volumes exceed minimums for at least one hour.

 Warrant 4 - Pedestrian Volumes  ............................................................................................................................................ Not Evaluated

 Warrant 5 - School Crossing  .................................................................................................................................................. Not Evaluated

 Warrant 6 - Coordinated Signal System  ................................................................................................................................ Not Evaluated

 Warrant 7 - Crash Experience  ................................................................................................................................................ Not Evaluated

 Warrant 8 - Roadway Network  ............................................................................................................................................... Not Evaluated

 Warrant 9 - Intersection Near a Grade Crossing  .................................................................................................................. Not Evaluated



Traffic Signal Warrant Study
SR 30 at Effingham Pkwy/Benton Blvd

Year 2019 Traffic AnalysisSignal Warrants - Summary
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Warrant Curves

Peak Hour Warrant
Four Hour Warrant

[Rural,  1 major lane and 1 minor lane curves used]

16:1506:15

15:15

17:15
14:15

05:15

07:15
18:15

13:15

12:15
20:0019:4519:3019:1512:0011:4511:3011:15

11:00

Analysis of 8-Hour Volume Warrants:
War 1A-Minimum Volume War 1B-Interruption of Traffic War 1C-Combination of Warrants

Hour Major Minor Maj Min Hour Major Minor Maj Min Hour Major Minor Maj Min
Begin Total Vol Dir 350 105 Begin Total Vol Dir 525 53 Begin Total Vol Dir 420 84
16:15 1,025 375 SB Yes Yes 16:15 1,025 375 SB Yes Yes 16:15 1,025 375 SB Yes Yes
06:15 845 375 SB Yes Yes 06:15 845 375 SB Yes Yes 06:15 845 375 SB Yes Yes
15:15 748 296 NB Yes Yes 15:15 748 296 NB Yes Yes 15:15 748 296 NB Yes Yes
17:15 652 252 NB Yes Yes 17:15 652 252 NB Yes Yes 17:15 652 252 NB Yes Yes
14:15 517 231 NB Yes Yes 15:00 517 231 NB No Yes 14:15 517 231 NB Yes Yes
05:15 517 300 SB Yes Yes 14:45 517 231 NB No Yes 05:15 517 300 SB Yes Yes
07:15 433 192 SB Yes Yes 14:30 517 231 NB No Yes 07:15 433 192 SB Yes Yes
18:15 402 162 NB Yes Yes 14:15 517 231 NB No Yes 19:00 402 162 NB No Yes
13:15 381 220 SB Yes Yes 06:00 517 300 SB No Yes 18:45 402 162 NB No Yes
12:15 354 173 NB Yes Yes 05:45 517 300 SB No Yes 18:30 402 162 NB No Yes
20:00 342 146 NB No Yes 05:30 517 300 SB No Yes 18:15 402 162 NB No Yes
19:45 342 146 NB No Yes 05:15 517 300 SB No Yes 14:00 381 220 SB No Yes
19:30 342 146 NB No Yes 08:00 433 192 SB No Yes 13:45 381 220 SB No Yes
19:15 342 146 NB No Yes 07:45 433 192 SB No Yes 13:30 381 220 SB No Yes
12:00 325 150 SB No Yes 07:30 433 192 SB No Yes 13:15 381 220 SB No Yes
11:45 325 150 SB No Yes 07:15 433 192 SB No Yes 13:00 354 173 NB No Yes
11:30 325 150 SB No Yes 19:00 402 162 NB No Yes 12:45 354 173 NB No Yes
11:15 325 150 SB No Yes 18:45 402 162 NB No Yes 12:30 354 173 NB No Yes
11:00 300 170 SB No Yes 18:30 402 162 NB No Yes 12:15 354 173 NB No Yes
10:45 300 170 SB No Yes 18:15 402 162 NB No Yes 20:00 342 146 NB No Yes
10:30 300 170 SB No Yes 14:00 381 220 SB No Yes 19:45 342 146 NB No Yes
10:15 300 170 SB No Yes 13:45 381 220 SB No Yes 19:30 342 146 NB No Yes
09:00 287 170 SB No Yes 13:30 381 220 SB No Yes 19:15 342 146 NB No Yes
08:45 287 170 SB No Yes 13:15 381 220 SB No Yes 12:00 325 150 SB No Yes



Roundabout Analysis Tool v 2.1
2/24/12

Analyst:

Agency/Company:

Date:

Project Name or PI#:

Year, Peak Period:

County/District:

Intersection:

Roundabout Considerations Worksheet

# of circulatory lanes ADTs (current/ build year) % traffic on Major Road

Single Lane less than 25,000 less than 90%   

Multi-Lane less than 45,000 less than 90%

Volume Information (for Analysis Time Period)

1 Enter the Major/Minor Street ADT Volumes in the Chart below:

Volumes Split
Major Street 9,050 47%

Minor Street 10,230 53%

Total volumes 19,280

Proximity to Other Intersections

2 How close is the nearest signal (miles or feet)? 1.5 mi 0 '

3 Is the proposed intersection located within a coordinated signal network?

no

City of Sandy Springs

Karla Poshedly

Moreland Altobelli Associates

8/26/2014

P.I. No. 0006700 Effingham Parkway

2039, AM Peak Hour

SR 30 at Effingham Pkwy/Benton Blvd Ext.

Insert Project Information 
Here in the BLUE SPACE.  
This information is linked 
to the Single Lane and 
Multi Lane Worksheets. 

Welcome to GDOT's Roundabout Analysis Tool.  This tool is designed for the user to determine the functionality of a 
proposed roundabout.  The analysis is based on the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual Methodology and NCHRP Report 672, 
FHWA's Roundabout Informational Guide.  Please read the notes in the Instructions tab before using the spreadsheet. 

Roundabouts may not operate well if there is too much traffic entering the intersection or if the 
percentage of traffic on the major road is too high. Candidate intersections shall be analyzed to determine 
whether a roundabout will perform acceptably. Shown below are thresholds to determine if a roundabout 
capacity analysis is required: 

Other things to consider when evaluating roundabouts as an alternative are Right of Way, sight distance, 
environmental impacts, and access to adjacent properties. 

Go up to next section… 

Georgia Department of Transportation Office of Traffic Operations



Roundabout Characteristics

Roundabout Type: Chart Key:

# of Approaches: 4 Single Lane

Name of Streets: SR 30 All

Effingham Pkwy Bypass?
Benton Blvd Multi-lane

Inner Ln Outer Ln

Bypass?

Approach Leg Characteristics:

North Leg (1) NE Leg (2) East Leg (3) SE Leg (4)

Street Name:
Entry Lane Config All All All All

Bypass to Adj Leg? No

South Leg (5) SW Leg (6) West Leg (7) NW Leg (8)

Street Name:

Entry Lane Config All All All All

Bypass to Adj Leg? No

Benton Blvd SR 30

Street Name

Single Lane

Effingham Pkwy SR 30

Street Name

Proposed Design Configuration Chart 
 
Directions for this Section only: (see Instructions Tab for other sections) 

1.  Select the type of roundabout you are analyzing. 
2.  Key in the number of approaches and the street names at the proposed intersections. 
3.  Complete the Approach Characteristics Chart: 
      a.  Select the Street Name from the pulldown menu for each approach leg 
      b.  Select the Lane Type for each entry apporach lane 
            *The first box is the inner lane, the second box is the outer lane 

      c.   Select Yes or No if a right turn bypass will be added to each approach leg 

Georgia Department of Transportation Office of Traffic Operations



Preliminary Roundabout Rendering**

North Leg (1)

Benton Blvd

West Leg (7)

SR 30  

0
All

All

0

 East Leg (3)

SR 30

South Leg (5)

Effingham Pkwy

NW Leg (8) NE Leg (2)

0 0

All  

0 0

 All

 

0 0

All All

0 SE Leg (4)

 0

SW Leg (6)

Additional Legs

0A
ll

A
ll

0

**Note  
This roundabout sketch does not 
include the secondary cardinal 
direction legs due to restrictions in 
the Excel software.  For complex 
roundabouts, a separate sketch is 
recommended by the designer. 

Georgia Department of Transportation Office of Traffic Operations



Roundabout Analysis Tool

Single Lane

8/26/2014

Version 2.1

General & Site Information v2.1

Analyst:

Agency/Co:

Date:

Project or PI#:

Year, Peak Hour:

County/District:

Entry Legs (FROM)

N (1) NE (2) E (3) SE (4) S (5) SW (6) W (7) NW (8)

10 440 45

80 100 920

375 25 0

20 100 0

475 0 135 0 540 0 965 0

N NE E SE S SW W NW

86% 100% 86% 100% 86% 100% 85% 100%

14% 0% 15% 0% 14% 0% 15% 0%

0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

0.877 1.000 0.873 1.000 0.877 1.000 0.870 1.000

1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

N NE E SE S SW W NW

0 0 12 0 545 0 56 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

99 0 0 0 124 0 1150 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

465 0 31 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

25 0 124 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

589 0 168 0 669 0 1206 0

156 0 601 0 1305 0 595 0

Standard Single Lane or Urban Compact

SW (6), vph

Volumes

W (7), vph

   N (1), vph

Exit               NE (2), vph

Legs                 E (3), vph

(TO)               SE (4), vph

S (5), vph

% Bicycle

# of Pedestrians (ped/hr)

PHF

NW (8), vph

Output        Total Vehicles

Volume Characteristics

% Cars

% Heavy Vehicles

FHV

Fped

Flow to Leg #  N (1), pcu/h

NE (2), pcu/h

E (3), pcu/h

Entry/Conflicting Flows

SE (4), pcu/h

S (5), pcu/h

SW (6), pcu/h

W (7), pcu/h

NW (8), pcu/h

Entry flow, pcu/h

Conflicting flow, pcu/h

Enter type here…

Roundabout Type

Standard Single Lane

Karla Poshedly

Intersection 

Name:

Moreland Altobelli Associates

8/26/2014

P.I. No. 0006700 Effingham Parkway

2039, AM Peak Hour

City of Sandy Springs

SR 30 at Effingham Pkwy/Benton Blvd Ext.

N 

SE 

NE 

E 

S 

SW 

W 

NW 

North 

Georgia Department of Transportation

Office of Traffic Operations



Roundabout Analysis Tool

Single Lane

8/26/2014

Version 2.1

N NE E SE S SW W NW

848 NA 541 NA 269 NA 542 NA
516 NA 147 NA 587 NA 1049 NA

0.61 #VALUE! 0.27 #VALUE! 2.18 #VALUE! 1.94 #VALUE!

14 #VALUE! 10 #VALUE! 575 #VALUE! 446 #VALUE!

B #VALUE! B #VALUE! F #VALUE! F #VALUE!

121 #VALUE! 31 #VALUE! 1274 #VALUE! 1985 #VALUE!

N NE E SE S SW W NW

1032 NA 720 NA 412 NA 720 NA

516 NA 147 NA 587 NA 1049 NA

0.57 #VALUE! 0.23 #VALUE! 1.63 #VALUE! 1.67 #VALUE!

11 #VALUE! 8 #VALUE! 317 #VALUE! 326 #VALUE!

B #VALUE! A #VALUE! F #VALUE! F #VALUE!

106 #VALUE! 26 #VALUE! 1103 #VALUE! 1940 #VALUE!

v2.1

Unit Legend:

vph = vehicles per hour

PHF = peak hour factor

FHV = heavy vehicle factor

pcu = passenger car unit

     Bypass Lane Merge Point Analysis (if applicable)

Does the bypass have a dedicated receiving lane?

Volumes

Right Turn Volume removed from Entry Leg

Volume Characteristics (for entry leg)

PHF #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

FHV #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Fped #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

NOTE:  Volume Characteristics for Exit Leg are already taken into account

Entry/Conflicting Flows

Entry Flow, pcu/hr #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Conflicting Flow, pcu/hr #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Bypass Lane Results (HCM 2010 Model)

Entry Capacity of Bypass, vph #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Flow Rates of Exiting Traffic, vph #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

V/C ratio #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Control Delay, s/veh #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

LOS #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

95th % Queue (ft) #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Approach w/Bypass Delay, s/veh #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Approach w/Bypass LOS #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Bypass 

#1

Bypass 

#2

Bypass 

#3

Bypass 

#4

Bypass 

#5

Bypass 

#6

HCM 2010 Model (build)

Results: Approach Measures of Effectiveness

Entry Capacity, vph
Entry Flow Rates, vph

V/C ratio

Control Delay, s/veh

LOS

95th % Queue (ft)

Calibrated Model (future)

Entry Capacity, vph

V/C ratio

Control Delay, sec/pcu

Bypass Characteristics

Select Entry Leg from Bypass (FROM)

Select Exit Leg for Bypass (TO)

LOS

Entry Flow Rates, vph

95th % Queue (ft)

Notes:

Georgia Department of Transportation

Office of Traffic Operations



Project Concept Report   P.I. Number:  0006700 

County:  Chatham & Effingham 

 

 
 
 
 

Attachment #8 
Concept Hydrology Study for 

MS4 Requirements 
  



Concept MS4 Study 5/5/2014

Effingham Parkway

Area 1 80+00 LT Area 2 105+00 LT

Pervious Area 1.56 Acres Pervious Area 1.78 Acres

Total Area 2.80 Acres Total Area 3.18 Acres

Impervious Area 1.23 Acres Impervious Area 1.40 Acres

Percent Imp. Cover 44.05% Percent Imp. Cover 44.05%

Rv= 0.446428571 Rv= 0.446428571

WQv= 0.124827824 acre-ft WQv= 0.142045455 acre-ft

WQv= 5438 Cubic Ft WQv= 6188 Cubic Ft

Permanent Poolv= 2719 Cubic Ft Permanent Poolv= 3094 Cubic Ft

CPv= 16314 Cubic Ft CPv= 18564 Cubic Ft

25-year detention 19576.8 Cubic Ft 25-year detention 22276.8 Cubic Ft

Total Volume 38609.8 Cubic Ft Total Volume 43934.8 Cubic Ft

Length 98 ft Length 105 ft

Width 65 ft Width 70 ft

Depth 6 ft Depth 6 ft

Area 3 105+00 RT Area 4 136+00 LT

Pervious Area 1.78 Acres Pervious Area 1.94 Acres

Total Area 3.18 Acres Total Area 3.47 Acres

Impervious Area 1.40 Acres Impervious Area 1.53 Acres

Percent Imp. Cover 44.05% Percent Imp. Cover 44.05%

Rv= 0.446428571 Rv= 0.446428571

WQv= 0.142045455 acre-ft WQv= 0.154958678 acre-ft

WQv= 6188 Cubic Ft WQv= 6750 Cubic Ft

Permanent Poolv= 3094 Cubic Ft Permanent Poolv= 3375 Cubic Ft

CPv= 18564 Cubic Ft CPv= 20250 Cubic Ft

25-year detention 22276.8 Cubic Ft 25-year detention 24300 Cubic Ft

Total Volume 43934.8 Cubic Ft Total Volume 47925 Cubic Ft

Length 105 ft Length 110 ft

Width 70 ft Width 73 ft

Depth 6 ft Depth 6 ft



Concept MS4 Study 5/5/2014

Effingham Parkway

Area 5 136+00 RT Area 6 168+50 LT

Pervious Area 1.94 Acres Pervious Area 1.24 Acres

Total Area 3.47 Acres Total Area 2.22 Acres

Impervious Area 1.53 Acres Impervious Area 0.98 Acres

Percent Imp. Cover 44.05% Percent Imp. Cover 44.05%

Rv= 0.446428571 Rv= 0.446428571

WQv= 0.154958678 acre-ft WQv= 0.099001377 acre-ft

WQv= 6750 Cubic Ft WQv= 4313 Cubic Ft

Permanent Poolv= 3375 Cubic Ft Permanent Poolv= 2156.5 Cubic Ft

CPv= 20250 Cubic Ft CPv= 12939 Cubic Ft

25-year detention 24300 Cubic Ft 25-year detention 15526.8 Cubic Ft

Total Volume 47925 Cubic Ft Total Volume 30622.3 Cubic Ft

Length 110 ft Length 87 ft

Width 73 ft Width 58 ft

Depth 6 ft Depth 6 ft



Concept MS4 Study 5/5/2014

Effingham Parkway

Area 7 168+50 RT Area 8 195+00 RT

Pervious Area 1.24 Acres Pervious Area 4.32 Acres

Total Area 2.22 Acres Total Area 7.71 Acres

Impervious Area 0.98 Acres Impervious Area 3.40 Acres

Percent Imp. Cover 44.05% Percent Imp. Cover 44.05%

Rv= 0.446428571 Rv= 0.446428571

WQv= 0.099001377 acre-ft WQv= 0.344352617 acre-ft

WQv= 4313 Cubic Ft WQv= 15000 Cubic Ft

Permanent Poolv= 2156.5 Cubic Ft Permanent Poolv= 7500 Cubic Ft

CPv= 12939 Cubic Ft CPv= 45000 Cubic Ft

25-year detention 15526.8 Cubic Ft 25-year detention 54000 Cubic Ft

Total Volume 30622.3 Cubic Ft Total Volume 106500 Cubic Ft

Length 87 ft Length 141 ft

Width 58 ft Width 94 ft

Depth 6 ft Depth 8 ft

Area 9 220+00 LT Area 10 220+00 RT

Pervious Area 1.35 Acres Pervious Area 1.35 Acres

Total Area 2.41 Acres Total Area 2.41 Acres

Impervious Area 1.06 Acres Impervious Area 1.06 Acres

Percent Imp. Cover 44.05% Percent Imp. Cover 44.05%

Rv= 0.446428571 Rv= 0.446428571

WQv= 0.107610193 acre-ft WQv= 0.107610193 acre-ft

WQv= 4688 Cubic Ft WQv= 4688 Cubic Ft

Permanent Poolv= 2344 Cubic Ft Permanent Poolv= 2344 Cubic Ft

CPv= 14064 Cubic Ft CPv= 14064 Cubic Ft

25-year detention 16876.8 Cubic Ft 25-year detention 16876.8 Cubic Ft

Total Volume 33284.8 Cubic Ft Total Volume 33284.8 Cubic Ft

Length 92 ft Length 92 ft

Width 61 ft Width 61 ft

Depth 6 ft Depth 6 ft



Concept MS4 Study 5/5/2014

Effingham Parkway

Area 11 255+00 LT Area 12 220+00 RT

Pervious Area 2.16 Acres Pervious Area 2.16 Acres

Total Area 3.86 Acres Total Area 3.86 Acres

Impervious Area 1.70 Acres Impervious Area 1.70 Acres

Percent Imp. Cover 44.05% Percent Imp. Cover 44.05%

Rv= 0.446428571 Rv= 0.446428571

WQv= 0.172176309 acre-ft WQv= 0.172176309 acre-ft

WQv= 7500 Cubic Ft WQv= 7500 Cubic Ft

Permanent Poolv= 3750 Cubic Ft Permanent Poolv= 3750 Cubic Ft

CPv= 22500 Cubic Ft CPv= 22500 Cubic Ft

25-year detention 27000 Cubic Ft 25-year detention 27000 Cubic Ft

Total Volume 53250 Cubic Ft Total Volume 53250 Cubic Ft

Length 101 ft Length 101 ft

Width 67 ft Width 67 ft

Depth 8 ft Depth 8 ft

Area 13 285+00 LT Area 14 285+00 RT

Pervious Area 2.16 Acres Pervious Area 2.16 Acres

Total Area 3.86 Acres Total Area 3.86 Acres

Impervious Area 1.70 Acres Impervious Area 1.70 Acres

Percent Imp. Cover 44.05% Percent Imp. Cover 44.05%

Rv= 0.446428571 Rv= 0.446428571

WQv= 0.172176309 acre-ft WQv= 0.172176309 acre-ft

WQv= 7500 Cubic Ft WQv= 7500 Cubic Ft

Permanent Poolv= 3750 Cubic Ft Permanent Poolv= 3750 Cubic Ft

CPv= 22500 Cubic Ft CPv= 22500 Cubic Ft

25-year detention 27000 Cubic Ft 25-year detention 27000 Cubic Ft

Total Volume 53250 Cubic Ft Total Volume 53250 Cubic Ft

Length 101 ft Length 101 ft

Width 67 ft Width 67 ft

Depth 8 ft Depth 8 ft



Concept MS4 Study 5/5/2014

Effingham Parkway

Area 15 325+00 LT Area 16 325+00 RT

Pervious Area 2.16 Acres Pervious Area 2.16 Acres

Total Area 3.86 Acres Total Area 3.86 Acres

Impervious Area 1.70 Acres Impervious Area 1.70 Acres

Percent Imp. Cover 44.05% Percent Imp. Cover 44.05%

Rv= 0.446428571 Rv= 0.446428571

WQv= 0.172176309 acre-ft WQv= 0.172176309 acre-ft

WQv= 7500 Cubic Ft WQv= 7500 Cubic Ft

Permanent Poolv= 3750 Cubic Ft Permanent Poolv= 3750 Cubic Ft

CPv= 22500 Cubic Ft CPv= 22500 Cubic Ft

25-year detention 27000 Cubic Ft 25-year detention 27000 Cubic Ft

Total Volume 53250 Cubic Ft Total Volume 53250 Cubic Ft

Length 101 ft Length 101 ft

Width 67 ft Width 67 ft

Depth 8 ft Depth 8 ft

Area 17 365+00 LT Area 18 365+00 RT

Pervious Area 2.16 Acres Pervious Area 2.16 Acres

Total Area 3.86 Acres Total Area 3.86 Acres

Impervious Area 1.70 Acres Impervious Area 1.70 Acres

Percent Imp. Cover 44.05% Percent Imp. Cover 44.05%

Rv= 0.446428571 Rv= 0.446428571

WQv= 0.172176309 acre-ft WQv= 0.172176309 acre-ft

WQv= 7500 Cubic Ft WQv= 7500 Cubic Ft

Permanent Poolv= 3750 Cubic Ft Permanent Poolv= 3750 Cubic Ft

CPv= 22500 Cubic Ft CPv= 22500 Cubic Ft

25-year detention 27000 Cubic Ft 25-year detention 27000 Cubic Ft

Total Volume 53250 Cubic Ft Total Volume 53250 Cubic Ft

Length 101 ft Length 101 ft

Width 67 ft Width 67 ft

Depth 8 ft Depth 8 ft
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CSMSL-0006-00 (700) 1 Final Concept Meeting Minutes 

P.I. No. 0006700  Effingham Parkway 

Minutes of Final Concept meeting for 

 Effingham Parkway Project 

Project Numbers: CSMSL-0006-00 (700)  

County:  Chatham and Effingham Counties 

P. I. Number: 0006700 

 

The final concept team meeting was held at the Effingham County Conference Room on December 17, 

2007 at 9:00 a.m.  Attendees included: 

 

       Name    Company               Phone                    Email                                 

Pete Liakakis Chatham County 912-652-7877 peteliakakis@chathamcounty.org 

Karla Poshedly MAAI 770-263-5945 kposhedly@maai.net 

Reggie Loper Effingham Commissioner 912-754-6286  

Adam Kobek Effingham County 912-754-2111 akobek@effinghamcounty.org 

George Shaw Effingham County 912-754-8009 gshaw@effinghamcounty.org 

John Henry Effingham IDA 912-754-3301 jahenry@effinghamcounty.com 

Brett Bennett City of Springfield 912-754-6666 bbennett@cityofspringfield.com 

David Crawley Effingham Zoning Admin. 912-754-2105 dcrawley@effinghamcounty.org 

C.R. Jackson GDOT– Dist. 5 Area Eng. 912-871-1103 cjackson@dot.ga.gov 

Mark Wilkes Savannah MPO 912-651-1451 wilkesm@thempc.org 

Teresa Scott GDOT – Dist. Planning 912-427-5788 tscott@dot.ga.gov 

Kyle Mote GDOT - Planning 404-656-6016 kmote@dot.ga.gov 

Brad Saxon GDOT – Dist. 5 Preconst. 912-427-5715 bsaxon@dot.ga.gov 

Gary Johnson GDOT – Dist. 5 Preconst. 912-530-4124 gjohnson@dot.ga.gov 

Ed Williams Effingham Administrator 912-754-2111 ewilliams@effinghamcounty.org 

Randy Weitman Georgia Ports 912-964-3916 rweitman@gaports.com 

Mike Weiner City of Savannah  912-651-6600 mweiner@savannah.ga.gov 

Keith Stewart GDOT– Dist. 5 Preconst. 912-427-5865 kstewart@dot.ga.gov 

Cynthia Phillips GDOT– Dist. 5 Traf. Ops. 912-427-5767 cphillips@dot.ga.gov 

Dennis Hutton Savannah MPO 912-651-1446 huttond@thempc.org 

Malcolm Coleman GDOT – Right-of-way 912-427-1999 mcoleman@dot.ga.gov 

Donnie Boyd GDOT– Dist. 5 Locations 912-370-2588 dboyd@dot.ga.gov 

Jeffery Young GDOT– Dist. 5 Locations 912-370-2711 jyoung@dot.ga.gov 

Stephen Thomas GDOT– Dist. 5 Utilities 912-427-5779 sthomas@dot.ga.gov 

George Shenk GDOT– Dist. 5 Utilities 912-427-5859 gshenk@dot.ga.gov 

Rosalind Russell GDOT– Dist. 5 Utilities 912-427-5779 rrussell@dot.ga.gov 

Buddy Carter State Representative 912-604-5149 bcarter331@aol.com 

Glenn Jones Mayor of Port Wentworth 912-657-2889 pigjones@comcast.net 

Hubert Sapp Effingham Commissioner 912-748-4066 

Kenyatta Pruitt City of Savannah 912-651-6573 

Charles Hinely Councilman of Springfield 912-754-6494 or 912-655-1184 

Leon Davenport Chatham County Engr. 912-652-7800 

Steve Liatta Effingham County Engr. 912-754-8016 sliatta@effinghamcounty.org 

Billy Gordon MAAI – Right-of-way 912-266-1141 savannah@maai.net 

Verna Phillips Commission Chairman 912-826-4931 

Myra Lewis Effingham Commissioner 912-728-3164 

Thomas Thomson  (Unable to attend) MPO 912-651-1446 thomsont@thempc.org 
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Ms. Teresa Scott began the meeting by identifying the project and stating the reason for the meeting.  

She then asked everyone to introduce him or herself.  Ms. Scott then introduced Ms. Karla Poshedly of 

Moreland Altobelli Associates, Inc. to present the project.  

 

Ms. Poshedly began by stating the project number and project description.  She then stated the need 

and purpose of the project, the functional classification of the proposed road, the projected traffic 

volumes, the proposed typical section, environmental concerns, cost estimates and the alternatives 

considered.  She then proceeded to explain the roadway concept design.  She described the beginning 

and end of the project, the location of the median openings, the horizontal alignment, design speed of 

Effingham Parkway and side streets, and realignments of side streets.   

 

Ms. Poshedly then opened the meeting to questions and comments.  State Representative Buddy Carter 

asked who would purchase the right-of-way in Chatham County.  Ms. Poshedly called on Mr. Billy 

Gordon to respond.  Mr. Gordon said that Effingham County would be allowed to purchase right-of-

way but would not be able to condemn property for the roadway.  Ms. Poshedly commented that 

because of the regional impacts of this roadway that Effingham Parkway should become a state route 

and then the Georgia Department of Transportation would have jurisdiction to purchase right-of-way 

in both counties.  Also, the Georgia Department of Transportation could oversee the permit and 

development review process to reserve the right-of-way until it could be purchased. 

 

Commission Chairman Verna Phillips asked when should the request to make Effingham Parkway a 

state route be submitted.  Ms. Scott said that the County could submit a request for consideration to the 

District now.  She said that a revised Project Management Agreement would have to be signed by 

GDOT and Effingham County.  Mr. Brad Saxon, GDOT District 5 preconstruction engineer said that if 

GDOT places the project on the state system, the purchase of right-of-way and the process would take 

longer.  He also said that if GDOT takes over the 16.5 miles of Effingham Parkway, then 16.5 miles 

would have to be taken off the state system in Effingham or Chatham counties.  Ms. Poshedly asked 

why couldn’t the state designate the Effingham Parkway a state route without dropping state route 

miles in Effingham or Chatham counties.  Ms. Scott said that there is a law in the State of Georgia that 

for every mile that the State takes over the same number of miles needs to be taken off system.  Ms. 

Poshedly commented that the law should be changed because new miles of regional roadways need to 

be constructed in areas where there are growing populations of people. 

 

Ms. Poshedly said that a resolution should be signed by all jurisdictions to reserve the right-of-way 

when possible.  Mr. Gordon said that advance acquisition could be done on parcels if right-of-way 

funds are available at the time.  Also, he stated that advance-acquisition parcels would need to be 

environmentally cleared before purchase.  

 

Mr. George Shenk, GDOT District Utilities, said that he did not have any specific comments at this 

time but said that he believes the reimbursable utilities cost estimate may be low.  He said that if 

MAAI sends him a copy of the concept layout, then he could mark the utilities on the layout and 

estimate the reimbursable utilities cost.  Ms. Poshedly said that she would forward him a copy. 

 

Mr. Mike Weiner said that the City of Savannah has approved the business park development plan that 

is located at the corner of Highlands Boulevard and Benton Boulevard.  He said that he believes that 

the developer has begun to build Phase 1 of the project.  Mr. Weiner also asked what is the distance 

between the Highlands Blvd intersection with Benton Blvd and the Effingham Parkway intersection 
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with Benton Blvd.  Mr. Weiner said that a traffic signal might be needed in the future at both of these 

intersections.  Ms. Poshedly said that the spacing is approximately 800 feet so there should not be a 

problem with installing and coordinating signals at both these intersections. 

 

There was a comment made that there is a sewer line on Highlands Blvd that may be impacted by the 

construction of the Effingham Parkway. 

 

Someone asked about the traffic signal locations.  Ms. Poshedly said that individual traffic signal 

studies would have to be conducted during preliminary and/or final design to determine if each major 

intersection warrants traffic signal control. 

 

Mr. John Henry of the Effingham IDA asked if he could get a copy of the Effingham Parkway layout.   

He said that there is a site that the IDA plans to develop along the route and that the right-of-way 

would be gifted for the parkway. 

 

Mayor Glenn Jones, City of Port Wentworth, stated that the City is supportive of the project.  There are 

some concerns about the project; however, the City is in favor of the construction of the Effingham 

Parkway through the city. 

 

Mr. Kyle Mote, GDOT Office of Planning, stated that his office reviewed the need and purpose of the 

project and had only two comments:  future population data should be included in the need and 

purpose and no-build traffic numbers are usually not included in the levels of service analysis.  He said 

he reviewed the logical termini and alternatives considered and agreed with the location of the 

extension of the parkway from SR 30 to Jimmy Deloach Parkway at I-95. 

 

Mr. Mark Wilkes, Savannah MPO, asked why the traffic on Jimmy Deloach Parkway east of 

Crossroads Parkway is the same for the build and no-build conditions.  Ms. Poshedly said that it is 

assumed that if the Effingham Parkway Extension is not built, traffic would either travel through to 

Jimmy Deloach Parkway from SR 30, Monteith Road and Benton Blvd or traffic would travel down I-

95 to Jimmy Deloach Parkway and turn left off of the freeway.  Therefore, traffic would essentially be 

the same at this location. 

 

Mr. Gary Johnson, GDOT District Preconstruction, stated that he had some minor changes to the 

concept report that he would forward to Ms. Poshedly to be revised. 

 

With no other comments, the meeting was adjourned. 



Meeting Minutes  

Location:   GDOT OES 

 February 6, 2014 

 10:15 to 11:00 AM 

RE:  Effingham Parkway, Effingham & Chatham Counties, CSMSL-0006-00(700), PI# 0006700 

Attendees: 

Jennifer Giersch, FHWA 404-562-3653 jennifer.giersch@dot.gov 
David Hedeen, GDOT Ecology 404-631-1419 dhedeen@dot.ga.gov 
Keisha Jackson, GDOT NEPA 404-631-1160 keijackson@dot.ga.gov 
Michelle Wright, GDOT PM (Video Conference) 912-271-7562 micwright@dot.ga.gov 
LN Manchi, MAAI 770-263-5945 lmanchi@maai.net 
Mike Wilson, MAAI 770-263-5945 mwilson@maai.net 
Matt Chamblee, MAAI 770-263-5945 mchamblee@maai.net 
Karla Poshedly, MAAI 770-263-5945 kposhedly@maai.net 
 

The meeting was opened by Mr. LN Manchi who explained the history and purpose of the project.  Ms. Michelle Wright 
and Mr. Manchi indicated that the PAR and concept report had been approved by GDOT but had not been approved by 
FHWA because the NEPA process (EIS) has not been completed. 
  
Mr. Manchi informed the attendees that Effingham officials met with GDOT management recently as they were 
concerned with the overall schedule and funding of the project.  Effingham officials wanted to reduce the size and scope 
of the project because of the inadequate funding resources.  Chatham County also has a SPLOST project to extend 
Benton Blvd from Highlands Blvd to SR 30.  Effingham County would fund the project to upgrade McCall Road, an 
existing two-lane roadway from SR 21 just south of SR 119 to Blue Jay Road. 
 
The project has changed to a federally funded new location roadway from Blue Jay Road to SR 30.  Mr. Manchi stated 
that although the project has reduced in size and scope that the road would still have independent utility at a local level 
as opposed to a regional level.  He said that MA staff is working on the logical termini analysis and the revised need and 
purpose document for the project.  He also mentioned that efforts are being made to bridge the wetlands as much as 
possible to avoid triggering the PAR process. 
 
Ms. Jennifer Giersch (FHWA) asked how much has been earmarked for this project.  Ms. Keisha Jackson checked her 
records and stated that the earmark is roughly $3.8 million. 
 
Ms. Giersch requested that we should note why we have removed the larger project in the logical termini report.  Ms. 
Giersch asked if whether the revised project would be a 2 or 4-lane.  Mr. Manchi responded that depending on the 
traffic, the County may want to build a two-lane and acquire right-of-way for a future 4-lane.  Ms. Jennifer Giersch said 
that a 2-lane would be acceptable and it would be up to the County if they wanted to look into an option to preserve 
right-of-way for 4-lanes. Ms. Giersch also noted that if the project ended up being a 4 lane project, the indirect and 
cumulative effects (ICI) analysis needs to be pretty comprehensive. 
 
Mr. Manchi told Ms. Wright that once the traffic analysis and the logical termini report were prepared, it would be an 
appropriate time to revisit the schedule update process to reflect the updated federally funded project termini. 
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