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Structure ID:  173‐0012‐0 
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PLANNING & BACKGROUND DATA 

Project Justification Statement:   

This bridge (Structure ID 173‐0012‐0; SR 64 over Ten Mile Creek) was built in 1961.  The bridge consists 
of five spans of reinforced concrete deck girders on concrete caps and concrete columns.  This bridge 
was designed using a truck configuration that weighs less than the current state legal truck weights.  
This bridge is currently posted.  The overall condition of this bridge would be classified as good to 
satisfactory; with the substructure members exhibiting some minor abrasion and cracking considered to 
be satisfactory.  The deck has minor cracking and abrasion wearing.  The superstructure has very minor 
cracking.  No rehabilitation work performed on the structure components would improve this bridge in 
so far as the posting of the structure is concerned.  Due to the structural integrity based on the design 
and that the bridge is currently posted, replacement of this bridge is recommended. 

Description  of  the proposed  project:  This project is the replacement of the existing bridge on SR 
64 @ Ten Mile Creek approximately 6.5 miles northwest of Lakeland, Georgia.  The current Bridge 
Sufficiency Rating is 69.30 and will be replaced with a wider bridge that meets current GDOT 
Guidelines.  The proposed approaches will consist of two‐11 ft. travel lanes, 8 ft shoulders with 4 ft. 
paved and open ditches.  Traffic will be maintained with an Off‐site Detour.  This project is located 
in the 10th Land District, Land Lots 356 & 357 and GMD 1300.  The proposed project will be 
approximately 0.27 miles in length. 
 
Description of Off‐Site Detour:  (See attached Detour Map) 
Eastbound Traffic:  Beginning at the intersection of SR 64 and SR 37 in Ray City, eastbound traffic 
will travel south along SR 37 for approximately 7.8 miles to the intersection with SR 135 in Lakeland, 
traffic will then travel north along SR 135 for approximately 6.9 miles to the intersection of SR 64 
east of the project. 
Westbound Traffic:  Beginning at the intersection of SR 64 and SR 135 traffic will travel south along 
SR 135 for approximately 6.9 miles to the intersection of SR 37 in Lakeland, traffic will then travel 
north along SR 37 for approximately 7.8 miles to the intersection of SR 64 in Ray City West of the 
project. 
 
Federal Oversight:   Full Oversight   Exempt  State Funded   Other 
 
MPO:       N/A    MPO ‐ Choose   

MPO Project TIP #            
 
Regional Commission:   N/A    RC – Southern Georgia RC   

RC Project ID #            
 
Congressional District(s):  8   
 
Projected Traffic:  AADT 
Current Year (2010):   400    Open Year (2018):   450  Design Year (2038):  600 
 
Functional Classification (Mainline):  Rural Major Collector  
 
Is this a 3R (Resurfacing, Restoration, & Rehabilitation) Project    No     YES  
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Is this project on a designated bike route?     No     YES  
 
Is this project located on a pedestrian plan?     No     YES   
 
Is this project located on or part of a transit network?   No     YES   
 

 
 
 
 
 
CONTEXT SENSITIVE SOLUTIONS 
 
Issues of Concern:   None 
 
Context Sensitive Solutions:  N/A 
 

DESIGN AND STRUCTURAL DATA 
 
Mainline Design Features:   
Roadway Name/Identification:  SR 64 
 

Feature  Existing  Standard*  Proposed 
Typical Section       
‐ Number of Lanes   2  2  2 
‐ Lane Width(s)  11.0’  11.0’  11.0’ 
‐ Median Width & Type  N/A    N/A 
‐ Outside Shoulder Width & Type  8’ Grass  8’ (4’ paved)  8’ (4’ paved) 
‐ Outside Shoulder Slope  6%  6%  6% 
‐ Inside Shoulder Width & Type  N/A    N/A 
‐ Sidewalks   N/A    N/A 
‐ Auxiliary Lanes   N/A    N/A 
‐ Bike Lanes  N/A    N/A 
Posted Speed  55 mph    55 mph 
Design Speed  55 mph  55mph  55 mph 
Min Horizontal Curve Radius  1146’  1060’  1146’ 
Superelevation Rate  6.0%  8.0% max  6.0% 
Grade  1.37%  7% max (Rolling)  1.36% max 
Access Control  By permit  By permit  By permit 
Right‐of‐Way Width  100’ – 250’  N/A  160’‐250’ 
Maximum Grade – Crossroad  N/A    N/A 
Design Vehicle  SU  SU  SU 
Additional Items as needed       

*According to current GDOT design policy if applicable 
 
Major Structures:   

Structure  Existing  Proposed 
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173‐0012‐0 
SR 64 over Ten 
Mile  Creek, 
Lanier Co. 

170’  x  26’  Concrete Bridge,  two‐11  ft. 
travel lanes with 2 ft shoulders. 
Sufficiency Rating= 69.30 

275’  x  38’  Concrete Bridge,  two‐11  ft. 
travel lanes with 8 ft shoulders. 

Detour Bridge  N/A  N/A 
Other  N/A  N/A 

 
Major Interchanges/Intersections:  N/A 
 
Utility Involvements:   Windstream & Slash Pine EMC 
 
 
 
Public Interest Determination Policy and Procedure recommended (Utilities)?    YES   NO  
 
SUE Required:      Yes     No 
 
Railroad Involvement:  None 
 
Right‐of‐Way:  
Required Right‐of‐Way anticipated:      YES     NO     Undetermined 
Easements anticipated:     Temporary   Permanent   Utility   Other 
 
 

Anticipated number of impacted parcels:    4 
Anticipated number of displacements (Total):  0 
  Businesses:  0 
  Residences:  0 
  Other:    0 
 

Location and Design approval:     Not Required   Required 
 
Off‐site Detours Anticipated:   No     Yes     Undetermined  
 
Transportation Management Plan [TMP] Required:     No     Yes  

If Yes:  Project classified as:         Non‐Significant   Significant 

TMP Components Anticipated:                    TTC    TO     PI 

 
 
Design Exceptions to FHWA/AASHTO controlling criteria anticipated: 

FHWA/AASHTO Controlling Criteria  YES 
Appvl Date 

(if applicable)  NO  Undetermined 
1. Design Speed          
2. Lane Width          
3. Shoulder Width          
4. Bridge Width          
5. Horizontal Alignment          



Project Concept Report – Page 6  P.I. Number:  0007181 
County:  Lanier 
 

     

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  YES 

Appvl Date 
(if applicable) NO  Undetermined

1.  Access Control  
‐  Median Opening Spacing 

DP&S          

2. Median Usage & Width  DP&S          
3. Intersection Skew Angle  DP&S          
4. Lateral Offset to Obstruction  DP&S          
5. Intersection Sight Distance  DP&S          
6. Bike & Pedestrian Accommodations DP&S          
7. GDOT Drainage Manual  DP&S          
8. Georgia Standard Drawings  DP&S          
9. GDOT Bridge & Structural Manual  Bridge 

Design 
        

10.  Roundabout Illumination   DP&S          
11. Rumble Strips  DP&S          
12. Safety Edge  DP&S          

 
 
VE Study anticipated:     No     Yes     Completed – Date:    
 

ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 
 
Anticipated Environmental Document: 
  GEPA:     NEPA:     Categorical Exclusion   EA/FONSI     EIS 
 
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 
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MS4 Compliance‐ Is the project located in an MS4 area?   No     Yes 
 
 
 
Environmental Permits/Variances/Commitments/Coordination anticipated:  

Permit/ Variance/ Commitment/ 
Coordination Anticipated  YES  NO  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      Possible SBV Needed 
6. Coastal Zone Management 

Coordination 
     

7. NPDES       
8. FEMA       
9. Cemetery Permit       
10. Other Permits       
11. Other Commitments      Need surveys to determine 
12. Other Coordination       

 
 
Is a PAR required?   No     Yes     Completed – Date:    
 
NEPA/GEPA:  Field Studies are complete. 
  
Ecology:   

• 1 perennial stream – Ten Mile Creek; stream buffer variance possibly required 
• 2 open waters: (1) Open Water 1 located in SW quadrant; (2) Open Water 2 located in NE 

quadrant 
• 2 wetlands (both these continue beneath the bridge): 1 located in SW and SE quadrants; 1 

located in NW and NE quadrants  
• Potential suitable habitat for the wood stork (Mycteria americana) 
• No migratory bird species or nests found during field surveys 
• Invasive species: Chinese privet, Japanese climbing fern, Chinese tallow, Japanese honeysuckle 

(not observed in a mass greater than or equal to 1,000 square feet at any one location) 
 
 
History:  Bridge is historic (1961), but is not eligible. 
 
Archeology:  No resources were found. 
 
Air & Noise:  N/A 
 
Public Involvement:  PIOH Detour Meeting will be held. 
 
Major stakeholders:  Traveling public, landowners within project limits. 
 



Project Concept Report – Page 8  P.I. Number:  0007181 
County:  Lanier 
 

     

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

PROJECT RESPONSIBILITIES 
 
Project Activities: 

Project Activity  Party Responsible for Performing Task(s) 
Concept Development  GDOT District 4 Design 
Design  GDOT District 4 Design 
Right‐of‐Way Acquisition  GDOT 
Utility Relocation  Utility Owners 
Letting to Contract  GDOT 
Construction Supervision  GDOT 
Providing Material Pits  Contractor 
Providing Detours  GDOT 
Environmental Studies, Documents, & Permits  GDOT Task Order 
Environmental Mitigation  GDOT 
Construction Inspection & Materials Testing  GDOT 
 
 
 
 
Lighting required:        No       Yes 
 
Initial Concept Meeting: N/A 
 
Concept Meeting:  June 24, 2013 
 
Other projects  in  the area:   CSBRG‐0007‐00(182), PI 0007182,  Lanier County, SR 64 @ Five Mile 
Creek 
 
Other coordination to date:  None 
 
Project Cost Estimate and Funding Responsibilities:   

  Breakdown 
of PE  ROW  Utility CST*

Environmental 
Mitigation  Total Cost

By Whom  GDOT  GDOT GDOT GDOT GDOT   
$ Amount  $129,041.20  $463,000.00 $0.00 $2,011,887.05 $36,000.00  $2,639,928.25

Date of 
Estimate 

5/6/2009  3/25/2013  2/19/2013 4/8/2013  4/8/2013   

*CST Cost  includes: Construction, Engineering and  Inspection, and Liquid AC Cost Adjustment. 
 
ALTERNATIVES DISCUSSION 
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Alternative selection:  The preferred alternative for this project is to replace the existing bridge at the 
existing location and maintain traffic on an Off‐Site detour . 
 
Preferred Alternative:  Replace bridge at existing location with traffic maintained on an Off‐site detour.

Estimated Property Impacts:  4  Estimated Total 
Cost:

$2,011,887.05   

Estimated ROW Cost:  $463,000.00 Estimated CST Time: 12 Months
Rationale:  This alternative addresses the need and purpose of the project with the least amount of 
impacts to property and ESA’s.   The total length of the off‐site detour for through traffic is 
approximately 14.2 miles. 
 
No‐Build Alternative:   

Estimated Property Impacts:  $0.00 Estimated Total Cost: $0.00
Estimated ROW Cost:  $0.00 Estimated CST Time: 0 Months

Rationale:  The No‐Build Alternative will not address the purpose of the project which is to replace the 
existing bridge. 
 
Alternative 1:  Replace bridge at existing location and maintain traffic on an On‐site Detour. 

Estimated Property Impacts:  4  Estimated Total Cost: $2,887,952.67
Estimated ROW Cost:  $470,000.00 Estimated CST Time: 18 months

Rationale:  Due to the additional R/W & Easement cost and environmental impacts resulting from 
construction of an on‐site detour this Alternative was abandoned.  An additional 1.50 acres temporary 
easement will be needed to construct an On‐site detour.
 
Accident History:  There has been one (1)  vehicle accident reported in the area of the project within the 
last four years.  (2009‐2013)  The accident involved a single vehicle leaving the roadway  outside the 
project limits south of the project.  The accident involved 1 injury and no fatalities. 
 
Comments:  GDOT Office of Roadway Design Policy directs that Highway Safety Manual (HSM) analysis is 
not accomplished for bridge replacement projects with 0.5‐mile or less of roadway construction on each 
bridge approach.  This project has less than 0.11‐mile of roadway construction proposed on each approach 
thus a HSM analysis is not included. 
Attachments: 

1. Concept Layout 
2. Typical Sections 
3. Detailed Cost Estimates 

Construction 
Fuel & Asphalt Price Adjustment 
Right‐of‐Way 
Utilities 
Mitigation 

4. Traffic Counts 
5. Bridge Inventory 
6. Meeting Minutes 
7. Sign‐In Sheet 
8. Local Government Responsibilities Letter 
9. Off‐Site Detour Map 

















GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

PRELIMINARY ROW COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Date: 3/25/2013 Project: CSBRG-0007-00(181)

Revised: County: Lanier

PI: 0007181

Description: SR 64 @ Ten Mile Creek 6.6 mile NW of Lakeland

Project Termini: SR 64 @ Ten Mile Creek 6.6 mile NW of Lakeland

Existing ROW: Varies

Parcels: 4 Required ROW: Varies

$375,000.00

Proximity Damage $0.00

Consequential Damage $0.00

Cost to Cures $0.00

Trade Fixtures $0.00

Improvements $50,000.00

$4,000.00

$40,200.00

$8,000.00

$0.00

$35,500.00

$462,700.00

$463,000.00

Preparation Credits Hours Signature

Prepared By: CG#: (DATE)

Approved By: CG#: (DATE)

NOTE: No Market Appreciation is included in this Preliminary Cost Estimate  

Administrative

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS (ROUNDED)

Land and Improvements

Valuation Services

Legal Services

Relocation

Demolition

allsop

286999
286999

03/25/2013
03/25/2013







 
Department of Transportation 

State of Georgia 
__________________________________________

_____________  
 

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE 
 

FILE             CSBRG-0007-00(181), Lanier County              OFFICE Planning 
                  P.I. # 0007181 
                                                                                                              DATE     December 21, 2011 
 
FROM          Cindy VanDyke, State Transportation Planning Administrator 
 
TO               Bobby Hilliard, P.E., State Program Delivery Engineer  
   Attention: Ryan Fernandez  

 

SUBJECT  Traffic Link Volume for S.R. 64 @ Ten Mile Creek 6.5 MI Northwest of 
Lakeside. 

 

  Traffic Link Volume for the above project is attached below: 
 

            Traffic Count # 147  
                                        BUILD = NO BUILD 
 

                2010 ADT = 400 
             2018 ADT = 450 
             2038 ADT = 600 
          2010 DHV = 40 
          2018 DHV = 45 
          2038 DHV = 60 
                          D = 60% 
              K = 10% 
              T = 9.5% 
         S.U. = 6.5% 
                                            COMB. = 3%    
           24 HR. T. = 11%  
          S.U. = 7.5% 
                                            COMB. = 3.5%     
                  If you have any questions concerning this information please contact  
  Abby Ebodaghe at (404) 631-1923. 

 
 
CLV/AFE 
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Department of Transportation 
State of Georgia 

 
 

Concept Meeting Minutes 
June 24, 2013 

 
 

Project No. CSBRG-0007-00(181), Lanier County 
PI No. 0007181 
Description Bridge Replacement: SR 64 @ Ten Mile Creek 6.5 MI Northwest of 

Lakeland 
 
Project No. CSBRG-0007-00(182), Lanier County 
PI No. 0007182 
Description Bridge Replacement: SR 64 @ Five Mile Creek 5 MI North of 

Lakeland 
 
                                    
A concept meeting for the two subject projects was held on June 24, 2013. The meeting 
was requested by Matt Bennett, GDOT Project Manager and conducted by Ralph “Sandy” 
Griffin, GDOT District Design Engineer. The meeting was held at the GDOT District Office in 
Tifton, Georgia.  The meeting began at 10:30 A.M. with an introduction of the personnel present 
for the meeting and brief project introductions.  A sign in sheet was passed around and will be 
made a part of these minutes.  Mr. Griffin named Jason Wiggins, GDOT Design Engineer 
3, as the designer for the two aforementioned projects.  Mr. Griffin read the Planning & 
Background Data section of the Bridge Replacement for SR 64 at Ten Mile Creek’s 
concept report. 
 
Mr. Griffin asked if anyone anticipated any issues of concern relating to context sensitive 
design.  Tony Collins, Lanier County Manager, expressed his concern with the required 
right-of-way (r/w) extents.  Mr. Griffin, Mr. Wiggins, and Joe Sheffield, GDOT District 
Engineer, mentioned the minimum design standards presented in the GDOT Bridge and 
Structures Design Manual.  Under the heading Design and Structural Data of the report, 
Mr. Griffin clarified an issue with the Off-site Detours Anticipated subsection.  Mr. Griffin 
stated that an off-site detour is anticipated for the project. 
 
Mr. Griffin questioned Tim Warren, GDOT District Utilities Engineer, on existing utility 
owners in the project limits.  Mr. Warren answered with two utility owners, Windstream 
and Slashpine EMC.  Mr. Bennett verified with Mr. Warren that Public Interest 
Determination Policy and Procedures are not recommended for the proposed project. 
 
Mr. Griffin and Mr. Bennett asked Paul Alimia, GDOT Environmental Planning Specialist 
- NEPA, via conference call, if the Office of Environmental Services had any additional 
comments.  Mr. Sheffield asked if the project would maintain an off-site detour and 
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questioned the length of the proposed detour.  Mr. Sheffield also asked if both bridges 
would be closed at the same time during construction.  Mr. Collins inquired about the use 
of roads other than state routes when designating an off-site detour.  Construction had no 
additional comments at this point in the meeting. 
 
Mr. Bennett posed the question, when will we be ready to hold the detour meeting?  Mr. 
Bennett anticipates a late May approval of the environmental task order.  Shane Pridgen, 
GDOT District Planning & Programming Engineer, and Brent Thomas, GDOT District 
Preconstruction Engineer, stated that a detour map is sufficient for the meeting, and that 
construction plans for a detour meeting are not needed for minor projects.  Mr. Collins 
mentioned the management r/w date of October 2014, while Shane Pridgen answered a 
question posed by Mr. Bennett concerning policy changes for PIOH Detour Meetings.  Mr. 
Thomas stressed the need to hold the detour meeting as early as possible, and Mr. Pridgen 
responded that late September is the earliest available date on his calendar.  Mr. Pridgen 
also stated that the detour meeting shall be held prior to the approval of the environmental 
document. 
 
Mr. Bennett and Mr. Pridgen discussed a possible STIP issue concerning the 2014 r/w date 
and Mr. Bennett explained that the baseline schedule for the project had not changed.  Mr. 
Griffin explained that under the Project Responsibilities heading of the report, the 
responsible party for providing detours should be changed to GDOT.  Mr. Griffin asked 
Mr. Bennett if today’s meeting was an initial concept meeting, and inquired if an 
additional concept meeting for the project will be held at a later date.  Mr. Thomas and Mr. 
Griffin both asked about the escalated r/w costs.  Mr. Bennett explained that Lashone 
Alexander, RW Cost Estimator/Appraiser, was examining the preliminary r/w cost 
estimate. 
 
Mr. Griffin asked Van Mason, District Traffic Engineer, if he had any concerns with the 
signing and marking of the project.  Mr. Mason requested that design look into any issues 
with the beginning and ending striping of the project to ensure passing and no passing 
zones are distinguishable and linked appropriately, and that sight distance requirements are 
met.   
 
Mr. Griffin ended the concept meeting for the Bridge Replacement for SR 64 at Ten Mile 
Creek by asking each GDOT office or attendee if they had additional comments that 
needed to be addressed.  Mr. Pridgen mentioned the future detour meeting and reminded 
Mr. Bennett about scheduling the meeting in late September, or after.  Mr. Thomas 
reminded Mr. Bennett of revising the r/w cost estimate.  Mr. Sheffield was concerned that 
if a house is positioned between the two bridges that are proposed to be replaced, then the 
residents would be unable to leave their property.  Lanier County officials will evaluate the 
problem and if one exists, then the two projects will require sequencing during 
construction and construction time may extend to twenty-four months. 
 
Mr. Bennett questioned if the two projects should be joined under one P.I. number and one 
contract.  He mentioned that there will only be one environmental task order, and that the 
scope will encompass both projects.  Mr. Sheffield warned of the possibility of reaching an 
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upper threshold of wetland and/or stream buffer impacts if the projects are combined.  Mr. 
Sheffield and Scott Chambers, GDOT District Construction Engineer, stated that from a 
contract standpoint, the projects will be easier if combined.  Mr. Bennett stated that he will 
get HTNB, the environmental consultant, onboard with the project by holding a startup 
meeting. 
 
This marked the end of the concept meeting for the Bridge Replacement for SR 64 at Ten 
Mile Creek. 
 
Matt Bennett, GDOT Project Manager, began the second concept meeting for the Bridge 
Replacement for SR 64 at Five Mile Creek by stating that the two projects are similar in 
scope and that the two concept reports vary little in contextual information.  Ralph 
“Sandy” Griffin, GDOT District Design Engineer, began reading the second concept report 
by emphasizing the differences of the two projects. 
 
The length and width of the proposed bridge over Five Mile Creek was questioned by 
Lanier County.  Mr. Griffin stated that the bridge dimensions would be determined at a 
later date by the GDOT Office of Bridges and Structures.   
 
Mr. Griffin mentioned the error in not recording an off-site detour for the project over Five 
Mile Creek in the concept report.  The concept report will be revised to include the need 
for an off-site detour.  Brent Thomas, GDOT District Preconstruction Engineer, declared 
that the public involvement section of the report should contain the detour meeting.  Mr. 
Bennett and Mr. Griffin discussed the large amount of preliminary engineering funds for 
the Bridge over Five Mile Creek. 
 
The GDOT Office of Construction didn’t have additional comments for the second concept 
report.  The GDOT Office of Utilities requested the addition of the same utility owners, as 
stated above, to the second concept report.  The GDOT District Traffic Engineer, the 
GDOT District Planning & Programming Engineer, the GDOT District Preconstruction 
Engineer, and the Lanier County Manager stated their same concerns from the previous 
project and concept report, as stated above for the Bridge over Ten Mile Creek.  Mr. 
Thomas questioned an error in the concept report under the heading Project 
Responsibilities.  He stated that GDOT will be the party responsible for providing the off-
site detour, and that the items required for the detour shall be presented in the Summary of 
Quantities and the Detour Plan within the future construction plans. 
 
Mr. Griffin ended the reading of the second concept report for the Bridge over Five Mile 
Creek.  Mr. Bennett asked if anyone wanted to join him at the project site in Lanier 
County.  Several GDOT employees and local officials from Lanier County began reading 
the provided mainline construction plans after the two concepts reports were finished.  Mr. 
Griffin asked Donna Garrison, GDOT Office of Engineering Services, if she had anything 
to add to the discussion of the two bridges.  Tony Collins, Lanier County Manager, asked 
if an adjacent county road was within the project limits of the Bridge over Five Mile 
Creek.  Jason Wiggins, GDOT Design Engineer 3, stated that the project in question begins 
immediately after the intersection of the two roadways. 
















