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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

STATE OF GEORGIA
PROJECT CONCEPT REPORT
Project Type: Bridge Replacement P.l. Number: 0007156
GDOT District: 1 County: Banks
Federal Route Number: N/A State Route Number: 98

This project Is the replacement of a load limited bridge on SR 98 over Hickory Level Creek, 3.5 miles
southwest of Homer, Georgia. The existing bridge, constructed in 1967, has a sufficiency rating of 48.39.
The construction proposes a new 130’ long by 43.25° wide concrete bridge over Hickory Level Creek at
the existing bridge site. Traffic will be maintained during construction utilizing an on-site detour bridge.
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The concept as presented herein and submitted for approval is consistent with that which is incuded in the
Regional Transportatlon Plan {RTP) and/or the State Transportation Improvement Program {STIP).
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Project Concept Report — Page 3 P.L. Number; 0007156
County: Banks

PLANNING & BACKGROUND DATA

Project Justification Statement: This bridge (Structure iD 011-0013-0; SR 98 over Hickory Level Creek)
was built in 1967. The bridge consists of three simple steel heam spans on concrete caps and columns
and spread footing (bent 2) and pile footings (bent 3). The bridge was designed using truck
configurations that weigh less than the current legal state truck weights. This bridge is currently posted.
The overall condition of this bridge would be classified as satisfactory; with the deck exhibiting minor
popouts and moderate scaling. No rehabilitation work performed on the deck would improve this
bridge in so far as the posting of the structure is concerned. Therefore due to the structural integrity

and based on design, replacement of this bridge is recommended.

Description of the proposed project: This project is the replacement of a load limited bridge on SR 98
over Hickory Level Creek, 3.5 miles southwest of Homer, Georgia. The existing bridge, constructed in
1967, has a sufficiency rating of 48.39. The construction proposes a new 130’ long by 43.25' wide
concrete bridge over Hickory Level Creek at the existing bridge site. Traffic will be maintained during

construction utilizing an on-site detour bridge.

Federal Oversight: [ ] Full oversight D Exempt [ ]sState Funded [ ] other

MPO: B N/A I MPO - Choose
MPG Project TIP #

Regional Commission: [_| N/A BX RC - Georgia Mountains RC
RC Project ID #

Congressional District(s): 10

Projected Traffic: ADT
Current Year (2011); 1450 Open Year (2017): 1700 Design Year (2037): 2550

Functional Classification {Mainline): Rural Major Collector

Is this project on a designated bike route? No [ ]vEs
Is this project located on a pedestrian plan? X No [1ves
Is this project located on or part of a transit network? No [ 1ves

CONTEXT SENSITIVE SOLUTIONS

Issues of Concern: N/A

Context Sensitive Solutions: N/A
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County: Banks

DESIGN AND STRUCTURAL DATA

Mainline Design Features:

Roadway Name/Identification: SR 98/Rural Major Collector

P.l. Number: 0007156

Feature Existing Standard* Proposed
Typical Section T T T T T T
- Number of Lanes 2 2 2
- Lane Width(s) 10.5’ 12’ 12
- Medlan Width & Type N/A N/A N/A
- Outside Shoulder Width & Type 4.5’ Rural 10’ Rural 10’ Rural
- Outside Shoulder Slope 8.33% 6% 6%
- Inslde Shoulder Width & Type N/A N/A N/A
- Sidewalks N/A N/A N/A
- Auxillary Lanes N/A N/A N/A
- Bike Lanes N/A N/A N/A
Posted Speed 55 mph == =« 3l 55mph
Design Speed 50 mph 55 mph 55 mph
Min Horizontal Curve Radius 1060’ 1060 1060’
Superelevation Rate 4% 6% 6%
Grade 4.4% <7% <7%
Access Control By Permit By Permit By Permit
Right-of-Way Width 100’ 120 120’
Maximum Grade — Crossroad N/A N/A N/A
Design Vehicle SU SU SU
*According to current GDOT design policy if applicable
Major Structures:
Structure Existing Proposed
011-0013-0 The existing Bridge is 126’ long with [ The proposed bridge is 130’ long with

two 13’ lanes and 3.125’ barriers on
each side with a sufficiency rating of
48.39,

two 12’ lanes, 8’ shoulders and 1.625’
barriers on each side,

Retaining walls

N/A

N/A

Other

N/A

N/A

Major Interchanges/Intersections: N/A

Utility Involvements: Georgia Power; Windstream Communications

Public Interest Determination Policy and Procedure recommended {Utllities)? | ] YES NO

SUE Required:

[ ves No

Railroad Involvement: N/A

Right-of-Way:

Required Right-of-Way anticipated: D ves

Easements anticipated:

X Temporary [X] Permanent

CIno [ undetermined
[ utility []other
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County: Banks

Anticipated number of impacted parcels:
Anticipated number of displacements (Total):

P.l. Number: 0007156

Businesses:

Residences:

Other:
Locatlon and Design approval: [] Not Required Required
Off-site Detours Anticlpated: [X] No []Yes [ undetermined
Transportation Management Plan Anticipated: YES Cno

Design Exceptlons to FHWA/AASHTO controlling criteria anticipated:

Appvl Date
FHWA/AASHTO Controlling Criterla YES (if applicable) | NO Undetermined

1. Design Speed L]

2. lane Width X ]

3. Shoulder Width ] % ]

4. Bridge Width ] []

5. Horizontal Alignhment 0 X []

6. Superelevation 1 X ]

7. Vertical Alignment [ X ]

8. Grade ] X i

9. Stopping Sight Distance E %

10. Cross Slope L

11. Vertical Clearance [

12. Lateral Offset to Obstruction ] X ]

13. Bridge Structural Capacity O] X ]

Design Variances to GDOT standard criteria anticipated:
Reviewling Appvl Date
GDOT Standard Criterla Offlce YES | (if applicable) | NO |Undetermined
1. Access Control DP&S ] X< L]
- Median Opening Spacing
2. Median Usage & Width DP&S [] X ]
3. Intersection Skew Angle DP&S [ X 1
4, Lateral Offset to Obstruction DP&S % []
5. Intersection Sight Distance DP&S X T
6. Bike & Pedestrian Accommodations | DP&S M =4 L]
7. GDOT Drainage Manual DP&S [ X []
8. Georgia Standard Drawings DP&S D ] |
9. GDOT Bridge & Structural Manual Bridge | [] X ]
Design

10. Roundabout lllumination DP&S [l X |
11. Rumble Strips DP&S X ]
12. Safety Edge DP&S (]




Project Concept Report — Page 6 P.I. Number: 0007156
County: Banks

VE Study anticipated: No [ Yes [] completed ~ Date:
ENVIRONMENTAL DATA
Anticipated Environmental Document: ‘

GEPA: [ | NEPA: [X] Categorical Exclusion [ ea/ronst [(TEs
Air Quallty:
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

Environmental Permits/Varlances/Commitments/Coordination anticipated:

Permit/ Variance/ Commitment/
Coordinatlon Anticipated YES NO Remarks
1. U.S. Coast Guard Permit L] .
2. Forest Service/Corps Land [l
3. CWA Section 404 Permit P 4%
4, Tennessee Valley Authority Permit ] |
5. Buffer Variance U] BEREE
6. Coastal Zone Management D
Coordination
7. NPDES ] X
8. FEMA ] X
9. Cemetery Permit D X
10. Other Permits ]
11. Other Commitments 1 <
12. Other Coordination ] X
Is a PAR required? No [ ves [ completed — Date:

NEPA/GEPA: Because there may be minor impacts to an historic resource, a de minimis impact is
expected under Section 4f for minor ROW acquisition to a corner of the property near the creek. No
hazardous waste or USTs are expected in the project area. No significant land use changes, impacts
to environmental justice populations, or impacts to the economic or social environments are
anticipated. The project is limited in scope as an in-kind bridge replacement that will not add
capacity, and impacts to most resources, if any, are expected to be minor.

Ecology: An ecology resource survey has been conducted. Habitat is present for Sandbar Shiner
(Notropis scepticus) in Hickory Level Creek; an aquatic survey was conducted. Suitable habitat was
found for the sandbar shiner; however, no shiners were collected during the surveys. Informal
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act is anticipated. In addition to Hickory Level Creek, there are
three streams located within 200 feet west of the existing roadway. Should infrastructure or
additional cut or fills need to be placed more than 35 feet from the existing structure on the west
side, impacts to streams may occur. Indiana bat habitat is present within the project corridor and
an acoustic survey (and possibly netting) is recommended.

History: One resource in APE. Resource boundary abuts bridge location, but structures are located
several hundred feet from the bridge. Resource (and the buildings) is located on the east side of SR




Project Concept Report — Page 7 P.l. Number: 0007156
County: Banks

98 directly across from Quail Rd. Possible effects to this resource. If unavoidable, the impacts are
likely to be minor.

Archeoiogy: unknown, not begun. Surveys will begin once design data is received.

Air & Noise: No Effects Anticipated documents (i.e. write-offs) will be completed.

Public Involvement: Public detour and/or PIOH are not anticipated. No citizen committees or
groups are expected to be involved due to the nature of the project {minimal impacts). No

additional public outreach expected to be needed.

Major stakeholders: Traveling public, nearby landowners

CONSTRUCTION

Issues potentlally affecting constructability/construction schedule: An on-site detour bridge is
proposed. An off-site detour would be 13+ miles of paved roads. A shorter off-site detour would be
on unimproved or dirt roads. Additionally, an off-site detour would significantly disrupt schools, a
fire station, and chicken farms,

Early Completion Incentives recommended for consideration: B No [ 1Yes

PROJECT RESPONSIBILITIES

Project Activities:

Project Activity ' Party Responsible for Performing Task(s)
Concept Development GDOT Roadway Design Office
Design GDOT Roadway Design Office
Right-of-Way Acquisition GDOT District 1 ROW Office
Utility Relocation Utility Owners
Letting to Contract GDOT Bidding Administration Office
Construction Supervision GDOT District 1 Construction Office
Providing Material Pits Contractor
Providing Detours
Environmental Studies, Documents, & Permits | Mulkey Engineers & Consultants
Environmental Mitigation GDOT Environmental Services Office
Construction inspection & Materials Testing GDOT Materials and Research Office

Lighting required: No []ves
Initlal Concept Meeting: N/A

Concept Meeting: 08/16/12 — Reviewed Project Justification Statement and Project Description;
Discussed detour options; Discussed environmental and utility information. See attached minutes.

Other projects in the area: P.l. Number 0007157, Banks County — SR 323 at Grove Creek, 6.5 miles
west of Homer, and P.l. Number 0007158, Banks County — SR 63 @ Middle Fork Broad River
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County: Banks

P.l. Number: 0007156

Other coordination to date: 11/21/11 — Scoping Meeting for P.l. Numbers 0007156, 0007157 and
0007158; Discussed potential detour options. See attached minutes. 04/11/12 — Environmental
Kick-off Meeting for P.l. Numbers 0007156, 0007157 and 0007158; Discussed the basic start-up of
the project. See attached minutes.

Project Cost Estimate and Funding Responsibilities:

Breakdown Environmental
of PE ROW Utility CST* Mitigation Total Cost
By Whom GDOT GDOT GDOT GDOT GDOT
S Amount $322,135.82 $310,000.00 | $97,500.00 $1,424,791.34 $0.00 $2,154,427.16
Date of 5/6/2009 7/17/2012 | 5/21/2012 11/2/2012
Estimate

*CST Cost includes: Construction, Engineering and Inspection, and Liquid AC Cost Adjustment.

ALTERNATIVES DISCUSSION

Alternative selection:

Preferred Alternative: Replacement of bridge with a 130’ long by 43.25” wide structurally sufficient bridge

with an on-site detour bridge.

Estimated Property Impacts:

5

Estimated Total Cost:

$2,154,427.16

Estimated ROW Cost:

$310,000.00

Estimated CST Time:

24 months

Rationale: This alternative was selected due to the use of an on-site detour bridge which would prevent
the need for an off-site detour and therefore a Road User Cost of $1,120,000 would not be incurred.
Additionally, an on-site detour bridge would not significantly disrupt schools, a fire station, or chicken

farms.

Alternative 1: Replacement of bridge with a 130’ long by 43.25" wide structurally sufficient bridge with an

off-site detour.

Estimated Property Impacts:

5

Estimated Total Cost:

$1,785,427.16

Estimated ROW Cost:

$214,000.00

Estimated CST Time:

12 months

Rationale: This alternative was not selected due to the length of the off-site detour and the associated
Road User Cost of $1,120,000. An off-site detour of 15+ miles of state routes, 13+ miles of paved roads, or
a shorter route of unimproved or dirt roads would be used. Additionally, this off-site detour would
significantly disrupt schools, a fire station, and chicken farms.

No-Build Alternative: Existing 126’ long by 32.25” wide load limited bridge would remain in place.

Estimated Property Impacts:

0

Estimated Total Cost:

$0.00

Estimated ROW Cost:

$0.00

Estimated CST Time:

0 months

Rationale: This alternative was not selected due to the existing bridge not meeting current state legal
truck weights. The existing bridge would continue to be posted and the sufficiency rating would continue

to decrease.
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Attachments:

1.
2.
3.

000Nyl A

Concept Layout

Typical sections

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

Crash summaries

Traffic volumes

Road User Cost Report

Bridge inventory

Minutes of Concept meeting

Scoping Meeting Minutes and Environmental Kick-off Meeting Minutes

APPROVALS

Concur: N/A

Director of En'gineering

Approve: M)\ (L N\\N\/—\ \\\*‘\\’3

Chief Engineer Date
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Procesaed Dats: $/26/12

- : DETAILED COST ESTIMATE
Job; 0007156

JOB NUMBER: 0007166 FED/STATE PROJECT NUMBER

SPECYEAR: 0f

DESCRIPTION: SR 98 @ HICKORY LEVEL CREEK

0010 - ROADWAY ITEMS

$75,000,00000 TRAFFIC CONTROL - CSBRG-0007-00(166)

$77.81522833 FIELDENGINEERS OFFICETP3
$160,000.00000 GRADING COMPLETE - CSBRG-0007-00(156)
$17.84110 GRAGGRBASECRS.INCLMATL
$76.07489 REC AC 8.5 MM 8P,TPIL,GP2, INCLBM & H L

1160-1000
'163-1300
2100100

ao110f

$60.60898 RECYL AC 26MM SP,GP1/2,8M&HL .
$60.05211 RECYL AG 18 MM SP.GP 1 OR 2 INC BMEHL o $40,740.74
$2.89577_BITUM TACK COAT ; $2,156.82
$0.03002 MILL ASPH CONC PVMT.VARB DEPTH $2,260.78
$126.23114_REINF CONC APPROACH SLAB soms _ ss4T3s8
_$5808.47326 INDENT. RUMB.STRIPS-GRNDIN-FL@EKIF) $6,60847
__ 000.000] LF  $24.48031 TEMP BARRIER,METHODNO.4 52448031
_.. 39480242 RIGHT OF WAY MARKERS 2 e, $1,898.05
f $51.09781 GUARDRAIL, TP T B o $10210.56
0085 841-1200 (51600027 GUARDRAILTPW $18,000.27
0070 B41-5001 $581.19111_GUARORAIL ANCHORAGE, TP 1 $1,162.38
0075 841-5012 $1,820.62647 GUARDRAIL ANCHORAGE, TP 12 $3.841.25
0080 !ecs-azoo $1.76088 BARRIER FENCE (ORANGE), 4 FT $1,760.68
i SUBTOTAL FOR ROADWAY ITEUS: $662,613.73

0020 - PERM EROSION CONTROL

S AmONRT
oass 1671000 10001 EA 2 _$810.71
0080 [167-1500 18000 MO _$508.70471 WATER QUALITY INSPECTIONS e P $01TAB8
Gogs 7008910 10001 AC  $805.92503 PERMANENT GRASSING $605.83
0100 7007000 4000| TN $87.37288 AGRICULTURAL LIME $269.49
0105 [700-8000 1000 T™ $438.88186 FERTILIZER MIXED GRADE $438.88
0110 |700-8100 8a.000| LR $2.67911 FERTIUZER NITROGEN CONTENT  $1Ms88

_ SUBTOTAL FOR PERM EROSION CONTROL: $11,284.59

0030 - TEMP EROSION CONTROL

0 9 :

o115 [183-0232 1.000| AC $400.62500 TEMPORARY GRASSING - $400.63
ot20 1630240 7000 TN $30042807 MULCH e $2,10300
o114 163-9300 ; 1.000| EA $1,100.43984 CONSTRUCTICN EXIT $1,10044
0125 |185-0030 1000.000| LF $0.83972 MAINT OF TEMP SILT FENCE, TP C 83072
o113 1850101 1000] EA $860,13888 MAINT OF CONST EXIT $680.14_
0130 [171-0030 . .2000000] LF $3.26035 TEMPORARY SILT FENCE, TYPEC L L s850070
o135 |718-2000 ) 700.0001 SY ~ $1.07895 EROSION CONTROL MATS, SLOPES. o sTeSE
SUBTOTAL FOR TEMP EROSION CONTROL: 412,400.60

0040 - SIGNING AND MARKING

$16.21888 HWY SGN,TPIMAT,REFL SH TR3
§21.38124 HWY SIGNS, TPIMAT,REFLSHTPO .. $3B488
$8.34401 GALV STEEL POSTS, TP 7 N . $358.78
30.47693 THERMO SOQUOD TRAF ST § IN, WHI $959.86
$0.44048 THERMO SOLID TRAF ST, 5iN YEL $880.98
$5.23218 RAISED PVYMT MARKERS TP 1 $158.96
$4.49205 PRF PL SD PVMT MKG,5"WH,TP PB $1,797.18
$4.71358 PRF PL SD PVMT MXG,5° YW, TP PB . $1,885.42
SUBTOTAL FOR SIGNING AND MARKING: §6,505.13
Pagelof2

Flle Location: Div of P >CES

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This document may contain confidsntlal andlor privilegsd information. Any unauthorized duplication, disclosurs,
distribution/ retransmission or taking of any action in rellance upon the materiai in this document Is strictly forbiddan.




Processad Date: $/26H2

DETAILED COST ESTIMATE

Job: 0007166

0050 - BRIDGE

f L LS . $96,00000000 DETOUR BRIDGE -24'X 100 $96,000.00
0180  |643-9000 s __$477,913.00000 CONSTR OF BRIDGE COMPLETE - 43.25' X 130/ $477.913.00
: SUBTOTAL FOR BRIDGE: $573,913.00
TOTALS FOR JOB 0407158
I i - - 1
:rr_rgug oS T: $1,266,716.89|
COST GROUP COST: $0.00
lesmuaten COST: $1,256,716.99,
CONTINGENCY PERCENT: 0.00
ENGINEERING AND INSPECTION: R 008
[ESTIMATED COST WITH
(CONTINGENCYANDER): 4131985284
Page 20f2
Flle Location: Div of P >CEs

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This document may contaln confidential and/ar privileged Information. Any unauthorized duplication, dlsc!osuré,
distribution/ retransmisslon or taking of any action In rellance upon the matetial in this d t is strictly forhidd,
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GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
PRELUIMINARY ROW COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Date: 7/17/2012 Project: Bridge Replacement
Revised: County: Banks County
Pt: 0007156

Description: SR 98 @ Hickory Level Creek

Project Termini: SR 98 @ Hickory Level Creek )
Existing ROW: Varies

Parcaels: 5 . Required ROW: Varies
Land and improvements $207,537.00
Proecimity Dumage  S0.00

Consequential Damage $0.00
(st to Cures S0.00
Trode Fictures S0.00

Irprovements 4120,000.00

Valuation Services $6,000.00
Legal Services . $40,875.00
Relocation $10,000.00
D;emolithn $0.00
Administrative $45,000.00
TOTAL ESTIMATED CQOSTS | $309,412.00

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS (ROUNDED) $310,0Q0.00

Preparation Credits Hours Stgnatura

Prepared By: @ﬁ\\\‘m %/0&5‘_,\ oGl aﬂ\gc\ C{O\ 0.7\ &‘7\9\\\ >
N

Approved By: 2

NOTE: No Market Appreciation Is Indudad in this Prellmlnary Caost Estimate




DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

FILE CSBRG-0007-00{156) Banks Co, OFFICE Galnesville
B.L No. 0007166 )

SR 88 @ Hickory Leve! Creak DATE May 21, 2012

FROM @ Ferguson

District Ufliitles Englneer

TO Suzanne Dunn, Project Manager

SUBJECT PRELIMINARY UTILITY COST ESTIMATE '
As requested by your office, we are furnishing you with a Preliminary Utllity Cost Estimate for the

subject project,

FAGILITY OWNER NON-REIMBURSABLE RElMBURSABLE
Georgla Power Co, $60,000.00 $80,000.00
Windstream Communications $46,000.00 . $ 17,600.60
Tofals $106,000.00 ’ $97,600.00

If you have any questions, please contact Allen Ferguson at 770-532-5610.

RAF

C: Jeff Baker, State Utlllttes Engineer
Angie Rabinson, Offlce of Financlal Management
Rob Mabry, Area Engineer
File .




Crash Summaries

Historical crash data was obtained for the latest avaitable 3 years (2007-2003) for SR 98. Within
approximately 0.2 miles porth and south of the bridge over Hickory Level Creek, there was 1 crash. The
crash on SR 98 was an angle collision located 0.16 miles south of the bridge and involved a vehicle

turning teft and a vehicle passing.

Crash rates were calculated for SR 98 and were compared to statewide averages of state highways with
the same functional class. SR 98 is classified as a Rural Major Collector. The crash data and comparison
for SR 98 crash rates with the statewide averages are summarized in Table 1 below. The historical crash
data Indicates that no crashes occurred in 2007 and 2008. in 2009, 1 crash and 2 injuries occurred. The
data shows that the overall crash rate and injury rate in 2003 exceed the statewide averages. No
fatalities occurred during the three year period. '

Table 1: Crash History and Comparison with Statewide Averages (SR 98)

No. of Crashes Injuries Fatalities
Year Statewide | Statewide Statewide
Crashes | injuries | Fatalities ] Rate Average Rate Average Rate Average
2007 0 0 0 0 203 0 109 0 3.55
2008 0 0 0 0 194 0 100 0 3.39.
2009 1 2 0 433 191 866 99 0 2.72
Total 1 2 0

*Rates are per 100 Million Vehicle Miles

A detalled analysis of the crash and the accident rate calculation for years 2007, 2008, and 2009 are
included in the next pages,
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ACCIDENT RATE CALCULATION for year(s) 2007,2008,2009

[Yoar]Connty]Rt Type|[Route Num|[Low Milclog|[High Milelog]| ADT|Distance]Vehicle Mileg
2007 Benks] 1 | 009800 ] 260 I 300 630 040 | 652 |}

==

Total Vehicle Miles: 652 || Total Accidents: oJ Accident Rate: 0
Average ADT: 1,630 Total Injuries: 0 |} Injury Rate: 0
Length in Miles: 0.40 Total Fatalities: 0 || Fatality Rate: 0.00

NOTE: Rates are per 100 Million Vehicle Miles

]Yeaﬂ[éz:mtﬂ Rt Type”Route Numl

Low Milelog]

igh Milclog“ADTI

Distance"Vehicle Mﬂcsl

NOTE: Rates are per 100 Million Vehicle Miles

[2008] Banks] 1 | 009800 || 260 | 300 J1630] 040 | 652 |
Total Vehicle Miles: 652 || Total Accidents; 0 || Accident Rate: 0~
Average ADT: 1,630 Total Jnjuries: 0 (| Injury Rate: 0
_ Lengthin Miles: 0.40 Total Fatelities: 0 || Fatality Rate: 0.00
NOTE: Rates are per 100 Million Vehicle Miles
Year]|County]|[Rt Type|[Route Num|[Low Milelog|[High Milelog|| ADT | Distancej[Vehicle MilcsT
“{Roo9|Banks]| 1 009800 || 260 | 3.00 1581 040 | 632 |}
' Total Vehicle Miles: 632 || Total Accidents: 1 |} Accident Rate: 433
Average ADT: 1,581 Total Injuries: 2 Injury Rate: 866
Length in Miles; 0.40 Total Fatalities: 0 || Fatality Rate: 0,00




‘Department of Transportation
State of Georgia

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESF;O-ND_ENCE

" FILE CSBRG-0007-00(156), Banks County OFFICE Planning

P.l. # 0007156 _
. DATE November 4, 2011

FROM Cindy VanDyke, State Transportation Planning Administrator

TO Bobby Hilliard, P.E., State 'Program Delivery Engineer
Attention: Suzanne Dunn

suBJECT Traffic Link Volume for S.R. 88 @ Hickory Level Cregak; '
Traffic Link Volume for the above project is attached below:

Traffic Count # 149 (2011 COUNTS)
BUILD = NO BUILD

2011 ADT = 1450
2017 ADT =1700
2037 ADT = 2550 *
2011 DHV = 175
2017 DHV = 205
2037 DHV =305
D =60%
K=12%
T =13%
SU. =13%
COMB. = 0%
24HR.T.=8.5%
S.U.=8.5%
COMB. = 1%
If you have any questions concerning this mformabon p}ease contact
Abby Ebodaghe at (404) 631- 1923

CLVIAFE
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OFFICE OF ROADWAY DESIGN

Road User Cost Report
for
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Figure 1: Bridge Replacement on State Route 98 over Hickory Level Creek
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P.l. No. 0007156

Project Description:

This project is the replacement of a load limited bridge on SR 98 over Hickory Level Creek, 3.5 miles southwest
of Homer, Georgia. The existing bridge, constructed in 1967, has a sufficiency rating of 48.39. The
construction proposes a new 130’ long by 43.25’ wide concrete bridge over Hickory Level Creek at the existing
bridge site. Traffic will be maintained during construction utilizing an on-site detour bridge.

Justification Statement:

This bridge (Structure ID 011-0013-0; SR 98 over Hickory Level Creek) was built in 1967. The bridge consists of
three simple steel beam spans on concrete caps and columns and spread footing (bent 2) and pile footings
(bent 3). The bridge was designed using truck configurations that weigh less than the current legal state truck
weights. This bridge is currently posted. The overall condition of this bridge would be classified as
satisfactory; with the deck exhibiting minor popouts and moderate scaling. No rehabilitation work performed
on the deck would improve this bridge in so far as the posting of the structure is concerned. Therefore due to
the structural integrity and based on design, replacement of this bridge is recommended.



Road User Cost Report
CSBRG-0007-00(156) Banks County
P.l. No. 0007156

December 5, 2012

Page 4

Figure 2: Comparative Routes for Road User Cost (RUC) Calculations
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Table 1: Summary of Calculated Road User Cost (RUC)

. % Traffic that Vehicles . Total
D A T
Roadway uration Detours Affected dded Time RUC
Closure
months % ea hr S
Bridge over
Hickory Level 12 50 850 0.18 $1,120,000
Creek
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Table 2: Summary of Laneage and Relative Traffic Volumes by Roadway Segment

Segment Description Laneage Traffic Volumes - 2011
MIIZtPOSt Mile Post Traffic Traffic
L. at Ending | Segment | Location at Beginning of No. of ADT Posted Travel
Segment County | Beginning ADT per .
of of Length Segment Lanes (two Speed lane Time
Segment Segment way)

mile mile mile each vpd mph vpd/lane | hr/veh

Banks 0.00 0.41 0.41 SR 98 @ SR 164 2 1370 35 685 0.012

Banks 0.41 0.63 0.22 Speed Change 2 1370 45 685 0.005

Banks 0.63 0.90 0.27 Speed Change 2 1370 55 685 0.005

Banks 0.90 3.26 2.36 Exit Homer City Limits 2 1370 55 685 0.043

. Banks 3.26 5.38 2.12 CR 22 2 1210 55 605 0.039
ggjtc; Banks 5.38 5.65 0.27 | Enter Maysville City Limits 2 1210 45 605 0.006
Banks 5.65 5.91 0.26 Speed Change 2 1210 35 605 0.007

Banks 5.91 5.93 0.02 CR 23 2 2270 35 1135 0.001

Banks 5.93 6.19 0.26 Speed Change 2 2270 25 1135 0.010

Banks 6.19 6.23 0.04 Lane Change 3 2270 25 757 0.002

Banks 6.23 6.23 0.00 SR 98 @ SR 52 3 2270 25 757 0.000

Travel Length w/out Detour (mile) 6.23 Travel Time w/out Detour (hr/veh) 0.13

Banks 5.14 5.14 0.00 SR 52 @ SR 98 2 3120 35 1560 0.000

Banks 4.87 5.14 0.27 Speed Change 2 3120 35 1560 0.008

Banks 4.36 4.87 0.51 Speed Change 2 3120 45 1560 0.011

Banks 4.34 4.36 0.02 Exit Maysville City Limits 2 3120 55 1560 0.000

Banks 3.37 4.34 0.97 CR 42 2 3120 55 1560 0.018

Banks 0.37 3.37 3.00 Enter Gillsville City Limits 2 2930 55 1465 0.055

Banks 0.00 0.37 0.37 Exit Banks County 2 2930 55 1465 0.007

Hall 25.44 25.44 0.00 Enter Hall County 2 2650 55 1325 0.000

Hall 25.35 25.44 0.09 Speed Change 2 2650 55 1325 0.002

Hall 24.99 25.35 0.36 Speed Change 2 2650 45 1325 0.008

Hall 24.65 24.99 0.34 Speed Change 2 2650 35 1325 0.010

Hall 24.50 24.65 0.15 SR 52 @ SR 323 2 2650 45 1325 0.003

Equivalent Hall 9.29 9.31 0.02 SR 323 @ SR 52 2 1270 45 635 0.000
Detour Hall 9.31 9.31 0.00 Exit Hall County 2 1270 45 635 0.000
Route Banks 0.00 0.23 0.23 Enter Banks County 2 940 45 470 0.005
Banks 0.23 0.27 0.04 Speed Change 2 940 55 470 0.001

Banks 0.27 3.18 291 Exit Gillsville City Limits 2 940 55 470 0.053

Banks 3.18 4.79 1.61 CR 22 2 1010 55 505 0.029

Banks 4.79 4.79 0.00 SR323 @ SR 51 2 1010 55 505 0.000

Banks 6.08 9.26 3.18 SR 51 @ SR 323 2 2950 55 1475 0.058

Banks 9.26 9.32 0.06 Enter Homer City Limits 2 2950 55 1475 0.001

Banks 9.32 9.76 0.44 CR 24 2 3400 55 1700 0.008

Banks 9.76 10.07 0.31 Speed Change 2 3400 45 1700 0.007

Banks 10.07 10.58 0.51 Speed Change 2 3400 35 1700 0.015

Banks 10.58 10.58 0.00 SR 51 @ SR 164 2 3400 35 1700 0.000

Banks 0.00 0.55 0.55 SR 164 @ SR 51 2 6700 45 3350 0.012

Banks 0.55 0.55 0.00 SR 164 @ SR 98 2 6700 45 3350 0.000

Travel Length with Detour (mile) 15.94 Travel Time with Detour (hr/veh) 0.31

Added Travel Length (mile) 9.71 Added Travel Time (hr/veh) 0.18

Note: Assume that Detour Route segments will not exceed capacity when added traffic volume is in place during time of construction.
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Table 3: Circuity (Detour) Delay

Travel Travel Time Added Travel
Travel Length . Add Travel . Travel Time Time to
. Length with without .
without Detour Length with Detour Travel
Detour Detour
Detour
mile mile mile hr/veh hr/veh hr/veh
6.23 15.94 9.71 0.13 0.31 0.18
Table 4: Escalation Factors
Cost Factors 1970 Current Escalation
CPI-U! CPI-U? Factor
\dling & VOC 375 220 5.87
(transportation)
Time Value 38.8 231 595
(all items)

' From NCHRP Report 133 as indicated in NJ DOT Road User Cost Manual.
’As reported from Bureau of Labor Statistics for October 2012 "transportation" and "all items" categories.

Table 5: Cost Rates

1970" Current
Vehicle Class Time Value Idling Cost VOC Cost Time Value Idling Cost v R
Cost Rate Rate? Rate? Cost Rate Rate OC Cost Rate
$/veh-hr $/veh-hr S/mile $/veh-hr $/veh-hr $/mile
Car 3.00 0.1819 0.06 17.86 1.07 0.35
Truck 5.00 0.2092 0.12 29.77 1.23 0.70

'From NCHRP Report 133 as indicated in NJ DOT Road User Cost Manual.
’Average of SU and Combination truck values from NCHRP Report 133 as stated in the NJ DOT Road User Cost Manual.
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Table 6: Road User Cost Summary

. Percent Total Added Added Cost Road Total Road User
Cost Component Vglhlcle Class | Vehicles Travel Time Rat? User Cost
ass %) *#) Length (hriveh) ($/veh-hr, Cost ($/day)
(mile/veh) $/mile) ($luser)
Queue Delay CAR 90.5 0 0.00 17.86 0 0
(Added Time) | TRUCK | 9.5 0 0.00 29.77 0 0
Queue Idling VOC CAR 90.5 0 0.00 1.07 0 0
(Added Cost) | TRUCK | 9.5 0 0.00 1.23 0 0
Work Zone Delay CAR 90.5 0 0.00 17.86 0 0
(Added Time) | TRUCK | 9.5 0 0.00 29.77 0 0
Circuity Delay CAR 90.5 850 0.18 17.86 3.2 2488
(Added Time) TRUCK 9.5 850 0.18 29.77 54 435
Circuity VOC CAR 90.5 850 9.71 0.35 3.4 2629
(Added Cost) | TRUCK | 9.5 850 9.71 0.70 6.8 552
Total Vehicles that Travel Queue: 0 Daily Road User Cost $6,105
Total Vehicles that Travel Work Zone: 0 Calculated Road User Cost (CRUC)? $3,052
Total Vehicles that Travel Detour™: 850 Number of Work Zone Days 365
Percent Passenger Cars: 90.5 Total Road User Cost $1,114,101
Percent Trucks®: 9.5 Total Road User Cost $1,120,000

Traffic ADT and 24 hour truck percentage from report provided by State Transportation Planning Administrator, Traffic Link Volume
for S.R. 98 @ Hickory Level Creek, dated 11-04-2011. Assumed 50% of traffic would use alternate route other than detour.
*Calculated Road User Cost (CRUC) is calculated by multiplying the Daily Road User Cost by a 50% reduction factor that is used to
accommodate for variations in traffic data, roadway capacities, and cost rates as stated in the NJ DOT Road User Cost Manual.
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Meeting Minutes

BY: Suzanne Dunn

DATE: August 16, 2012
SUBJECT: Draft Concept Report Review PI#0007156, Banks County

ATTENDEES:

Suzanne Dunn  GDOT Program Delivery Jason Dykes GDOT D1 Utilities

Jan Hilliard GDOT Roadway Design Rob Mabry GDOT D1 Area Engineer
Tor Brinkley =~ GDOT Roadway Design Heather Perrin Mulkey— NEPA Lead
Derek Lindsay ~ GDOT Eng. Services Conference Call:

Lisa Deaton GDOT D1 Environmental Ben Rabun GDOT Bndge Design

This meeting is being held to review the Draft Concept Report for the bridge replacement project
located on SR 98 @ Hickory Level Creek in Banks County.

o TBrinkley presented the Draft Concept Report, reviewing the Project Justification
Statement and the Description of the proposed project.

» BRabun advised that this bridge is ot structurally deficient, just load Jimited.

o Roadway Design is recommending an on-site detour as the off-site detour options are
~ 13.4 and 14 miles,

o It is projected that there would be impacts to 5 parcels with no displa'cements.’

» HPerin presented the environmental information collected so far;

(o]
(o]

O

The creek branches off on the west side to 3 tributaries.

There will be either a nationwide or individual permit required depending on the
acreage impacted. An individual penmt would add 3-6 months to the schedule.
Habitat for one endangered species is present. The survey will be this month to

see if the species is present. This survey will define what type of Section 7 will be

required,

Parcel] #2 has a historic resonrce, however it is located far enongh from the bridge
site that there should not be an impact.

This site is outside the attainment areas so Mulkey does not predict any air/noise
issues.

Archeology has not begun yet as the site survey has not yet been performad

This project is located inside the boundary for the Indiana Bat.

A CE is anticipated. .
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Draft Concept Report Mig.
Banks Co. Bridge Replacement

o IDykes stated that the only utilities present are Windstream and Georgia Power, which
are Jocated on the east side of the existing bridge, The telecommunications are

underground.
s There are no utilities attached to the existing bridge requiring relocation.

IDykes stated that the GDOT utilities office will ensure that the power and
telecommunications will be relocated outside of the impact footprint to ensure that there
will be no conflicts with the crane mstal]mg the temporary bridge which will be located
to the east of the existing bridge.

(3

s IDykes stated that this project does not quah'fy for PID.
s This project will not require a PIOH or Public Detour meeting.

» BRabun stated that he would like to see documentation of the off-site detour option, even
if it is not the preferred option.

s D1 stated that this road has a lot of truck traffic and chicken farms that would be
significantly disrupted if there was an off-site detour.

» BRabun stated that the hydraulic study will start in December.
s BRabun stated that the temporary bridge cost estimate of $96,000 was reasonable.
» * The temporary detour bridge design was discussed. JHilliard thonght that the bridge

conld only be designed for 10 mph under the posted. 55 mph, however BRabun stated the
"design speed car be for as Jow as 25 mph. .

Please review these meeting minutes and advise of ang inaccuracies or additions that you require
to be docomented. Please respond by Friday, August **, 2012 or it will be assumed the minutes

are accurate as distributed.




BY:

DATE: .

' Meeting Minutes- Rev 1.

-Suzanne Dunn
November 21, 2011

SUBJECT: Scoping Meeting for PH0007 156, 0007157 and 0007158, Banks County

ATTENDEES:

Program Deﬁm District One By Video:

. Suzanne Dunn
Russell McMurry ~ Engineering Kim Coley D1- Planning / Env. Services
Ken Thompson State Location Burean Lisa Deaton D1- Environmental Services
Jeff Fletcher State Location Bureau Robert Mahoney D1- Preconstruction
Jan Hilliard Roadway Design
Tori Brinkley Roadway Design
Teresa Lannon . Roadway Design - i Ve
Albert Welch Roadway Design ' /v
Brent Story Design Policy & Support
Andy Casey Roadway Design
Darrell Richardson =~ Roadway Design

Ben Rebun : Bridge Design

This meeting was being held to discuss the scoping of three bridges in Banks County, it was
agreed to discuss each bridge individually.

Bridge PI# 0007156:

It was previously decided that Design will be performed inhouse. This bridge is assigned

to Jan Hilliard’s group.

Design showed two potential detour options, one approximately 14 miles heading North -
and one approximately 13 miles heading south. Neither include dirt roads.
TheZOllADTlsMSO“ i

The existing road and bridge alignment is very strmght, so it would be preferred not to
build the replacement bridge offset from the existing as this would canse the new

alignmient to have a, kink in it.
Design will look at the impact of a dstour on school buses and emergency vehicles.

Survey stated that the project would require the standard bridge survey of 1000 feet each
direction from the end of the existing bridge and 500 feét up and down stream.

There is also a stream paralle] to.the NW side which will have to be considered.

The current ROW budget is $23,000, if an onsite temporary.bridge is built the ROW
budget will need to increase.

District stated that parcels close to the bridge may have driveway access issues.
Environmental Services plans to have the work completed by Task Order.
Environmental stated that Ecology was probably their highest risk component,
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A public meeting would need to be held if 2 detour is used, otherwise no PIOH would be
required.

It appears from photographs and the Bridge Inventory Data Listing sheet that there are no
utilities attached to the bridge. This will be confirmed with site visit.

It was agreed that if a long detour is required, that it would be best to try to schedule the
bridge closure to coincide with the school summer holiday as much as possible to -

minimize the impact on the school buses.

Bridge PI# 0007157:

It was prevmusly decided that Design will be pcrformad in house. This bridge is ass1gned

to Fletcher Miller’s group. .

The design group was not represem‘ﬂd at this meeting,

Ben Rabun discussed the current condition of the bridge and the fact that therc is no cost
effective way to renovate a bridge of this type.

The 2010-ADT is 1000.
This bridge is located on a large sweeping curve, therefore a parallel alignment may be

appropriate for this bridge. (To the west)
No potential detour routes were discussed.
An offsite detour will be investigated.

" There is a landfill located neaf this bridge, so ﬂhasu'uoktaﬂ'ic

Environmental Services plans to have the work completed by Task Order.

Bridge PI# 0007158:

It was previously decided that Design will be performed in house. This bndge is

assigned to Albert Welch’s group. :
Ben Rabun discussed the current condition of the bridge and the fact that this bridgé has a

concrete T-Beam design means there is no cost effective way to renovate the bridge.

The 2010 ADT is 1500.
No potential detour routes were discussed.
An offsite detour will be investigated, although thc area appears very rural and has the

_potential for limited routes available.

This bridge may require a change in the curve, Whlch would then require a larger survey

area, more design work and a larger ROW budget.

Tt appears from photographs that there are no utilities attached to this bridge. This will be
confirmed with a site visit.

From the photographs it appears as if there is more potential for environmental issues on

this project than the other two, - .
This bridge may be impacted by hydraullc issues and may need to be Jonger than the

‘othcr two.
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All Three Bridges:

The current baseline schedule template is yet accurate for dates. The schedule start will
depend on Design start availability. :
Survey asked if there was a priority as all three surveys will be completed in sequence
and they need to know if one of the three needs to be completed first. They gave a
preliminary estimate of the last survey being completed by October of 2012.

Ben Rabun stated that strocturally, none of the bridges required priority over the others.
Russell stated that the SME’s needed to remember to state their available start time in
their man-hour estimates, It is permissible to have a gap in the schedule,

Russell stated that if the SME’s do not have the availability to work within a 2016 Let
Date that they should recommend the work be contracted to a consultant, '

The Right of Way on all three projects should each take 8-12 months. )

The PE funds should be approved and available shortly as internal approvals are
complete and request has been forwarded to FHEWA.

Suzanne will send the Cost Estimate template to Russell for distribution to the attendaes.
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BY: Suzanne Dunn

DATE: - April 11, 2012
SUBJECT: Environmental Kick-off Meeting for PI#0007156, 0007157 and 0007158,

-Banks County
ATTENDEES: -
Suzenne Dunn  GDOT Program Delivery - District One By Video:

Jan Hilliard ‘GDOT Rdway Design- 7156 Kim Coley  GDOT Planning/Env. Services
Tori Brinkley GDOT Rdway Design- 7156 Lisa Deaton- GDOT Environmental Services

Fletcher Miller  GDOT Rdway Design- 7157.
Albert Welch GDOT Rdway Design- 7158
Amos Jenking ~ GDOT Rdway Design- 7158
Ted Cashin GDOT Bridge Design

Britt Hennessey Mulkey

Aaron Caldwell Mulkey

. Heather Perrin =~ Mulkey- 7156, 7157
MarkRay = Mulkey- 7158

" This meeting was being held to introduce the Design and Environmental teams to each other and
discuss the basic start-up of the three projects, it was agreed to discuss each bridge individually,

Suzanﬁp Duann is the GDOT Project Manager for all three projects and Lisa Deaton is the GDOT
District Environmentalist for all three projects. ,

Britt Hennessey is the Mulkey Contract Manager for all three projects and Aaron Caldwell from
Mulkey is the overall Project Liaison for-all three projects.

Bridge PI# 0067156:

The GDOT Roadway Design Team for this bridge is Jan Hilliard end Tori Brinkley, the
Mulkey Environméntalist will be Heather Perrin. ,
This bridge will be replaced using an on-site detour.

The temporary on-site detour bridge will most likely be placed on the Bast side of SR98.
Des1gn is planning on keeping the same centerline for the new bridge.
Mulkey can start the Ecology and History surveys now.
Mulkey will requite the site survey with the existing bridge location and apprommatc
. temporary bridge location before they-can complete the Archeology study.

o There is a farm house north of the bridge on SR98 at Quail Road that may be historical.
e Tori will provide Mulkey with the GDOT Bridge Inventory Sheet.
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Heather asked for clarification on the schedule as the Concept Approval (03000) is
shown as occurring before the PIOH (09300), 10/10/12 vs. 11/22/12. Suzanne will
confirm that the PIOH Activity label should actually be for a Detour Open House (if an
off-site detour is used), and that a PIOH is not required for a bridge replacement.
Confirmation; per initial meeting minutes from 11/21/11 meeting, no PIOH will be
required, and if no off-site detour, then no detour meeting is required either,

Bridge P1# 0007157:

The GDOT Roadway Designer for this bridge wﬂl be Fletcher Mﬂler, the Mulkey
Bovironmentalist will be Heather Perrin.

This bridge will be replaced using an on-site detour

The temporary on-site detour bridge will most likely be located to the Northwest side of
SR323, as there is a stream running parallel to the roadway on the Southeast side of
SR323.

Design is planning on keeping the same ccntcr]mc for the new bridge.

Mulkey can start the Ecology and History surveys now.

Mnulkey will require the site survey with the existing bridge location and approximate

- temporary bridge-location before they can complete the Archeology study.

Mulkey stated that the reservoir north of the bridge Jocation is far enough away it should

not have any environmental impact,
The bridge was built in 1952 so Mulkey will investigate whether it has a historical

designation.
The stream located to the Southeast of SR323 (parallel) creates the potential for Wetlands

on this project.

Bridge P4 0007158:

The GDOT Roadway Designer for this bridge wﬂl be Albert “Butch” Welch, the Mulkey
Environmentalist will be Mark Ray. .
This bridge will be replaoe.d using an off-site dctour

The preliminary detour route using all State Routes would require the detour to bc 19
miles long. Due to this Jength, GDOT will need to investigate whether it is more
appropriate to designate a shorter detour route or local roads and go through the process
of having these roads designated as Temporary State Routes for the duration of the
project. '

Due 10 the length of the detour it was also noted that the local Volunteer Fire Services
must be consulted to ensure they have acceptable alternate routes.

Roadway Design will attempt to keep the same centerline for the new bndge. however it
may not be possible on this. pro;ect
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The site survey for this project has extended limits as there is a culvert just north of the
stream crossing and there are also high voltage power lines crossing SR63 just-north of
the bridge as well,

Mulkey can start the Ecology and History surveys now.

Mulkey will require the site survey with the existing bridge location and approximate
new bridge location before they can complete the Archeology study.

The aerial photographs for this project show that there are wetlands and flood plains near
the bridge location which will need to be considered.

As this bridge will most likely be more complicated than the other two, Britt asked
whether Mulkey has the Public Meeting/Public Involvement scope for this project,
District One stated that Mulkey did not.

All Three Bridges:

The official baseline Schedule in Artemis was not yet available for distribution, Suzanne
will distribute when it becomes available, .

Mulkey asked who is responsible for the UST scope, District One stated that GDOT
District One. will complete the UST scope.

Mulkey stated that they are able to work on all three projects simultaneously.

Suzanne will confirm the site survey schedule and distribute as soon as possible.

Please review these meeting minutes and advise of any inaccuracies or additions that you require
to be documented. Please respond by Friday, April 27% 2012 or it will be assumed the minutes
are accurate as distributed. _ : '




