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Jacobs Engineering Group Inc.                                                                            

T e c h n i c a l  M e m o r a n d u m  

Date: July 19, 2013 

Prepared For: File 

Prepared By: John D. Jenkins, P.E. 

Subject: Concept Utility Cost Estimate 

Project: Rockbridge Road From South Stone Mountain Lithonia Road To SR 10 
(Memorial Drive) Project No. STP00-0002-00(96),CSHPP-0008-
00(401); PI No. 0002906 and 0008401, DeKalb County ARC Project 
DK-342A 

The purpose of this technical memorandum is to summarize the potential utility involvement 
along the project, potential conflicts and/or necessary relocations, and to summarize the 
estimated utility relocation costs. The following is the utilities involved and a list of potential 
conflicts for each facility. 

Electric – Existing facilities located along the project include overhead electric service as well as 
street lighting.  A review of the known existing utility features indicate that approximately 80 
poles and 11,000 feet of overhead electric lines will need to be relocated.  There are 
approximately 90 existing street lights that will also need to be relocated. 

Telecommunications – As part of the Georgia Power pole relocations, approximately 10,750 feet 
of overhead telecommunication lines will need to be relocated with the Georgia Power Electric 
lines.  There is an existing underground telecommunication manhole and duct system (unknown 
size) within the project corridor; approximately 7,000 feet of this duct system will need to be 
either adjusted or relocated during prior to construction.  Along with the duct system relocations, 
approximately 28 manholes will need to be adjusted.

Gas – A conflict with an AGL gas line and proposed drainage structures and pipe may exist as 
part of this project.  If the design cannot be adjusted to avoid these conflicts, approximately 
7,300 feet of the gas line will need to be relocated. 

Sanitary Sewer – Potential conflicts with an existing sanitary sewer lines and proposed drainage 
structures and pipes may exist.  Potential design changes may avoid these conflicts.  However, 
approximately 12 sanitary sewer manholes will need to be adjusted or relocated as part of the 
project.  Also, approximately 1,225 feet of sanitary sewer lines will need to adjusted or 
relocated. 

Water - Several potential conflicts with an existing water lines and proposed drainage structures 
and pipes along the proposed concrete walls may exist.  Potential design changes may avoid 
these conflicts.  Of the possible conflicts there is approximately 8,900 feet of 6 inch water main, 
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3,750 feet of 8 inch water main, and 3,275 feet of 16 inch water main in conflict with the 
proposed drainage structures and pipes as well as the proposed concrete walls.   

Summary of Quantities and Costs: 
Electric-Georgia Power 
Relocated poles – 80 ea @ $1000/pole = $80,000 
Relocated overhead lines – 11,000 LF @ $50/LF = $550,000 
Relocated street lights, services lines, and conduit – 90 ea @ $750/light = $67,500 
Total Electric and Lighting = $697,500.00 
This utility cost estimate is based on the relocation work being within the existing right of way 
and therefore being non-reimbursable work. 

Telecommunications- AT&T Southeast 
Relocated overhead lines –10,750 LF @ $50/LF = $537,500 
Adjust MH to grade – 28 ea @ $875/MH = $24,500 
Relocated Duct System-7000 LF @ $100/ft = $700,000 
Total Telecommunications = $1,262,000.00 
This utility cost estimate is based on the relocation work being within the existing right of way 
and therefore being non-reimbursable work. 

Gas-AGL 
Relocated Gas Line – 7300 LF @ $50/LF = $365,000 
Total Gas = $365,000.00 
This utility cost estimate is based on the relocation work being within the existing right of way 
and therefore being non-reimbursable work. 

Sanitary Sewer-DeKalb County Watershed Management 
Relocated Sewer Main-1225 LF @ $75/ft = $91,875 
Adjust MH to grade – 12 ea @ $875/MH = $10,500 
Total Sanitary Sewer = $102,375.00 
This utility cost estimate is based on the relocation work being within the existing right of way 
and therefore being non-reimbursable work. 

Water- DeKalb County Watershed Management 
Relocated 6” water main – 8900 LF @ $75/ft = $667,500 
Relocated 8” water main – 3750 LF @ $85/ft = $318,750 
Relocated 16” water main – 3275 LF @ $125/ft = $409,375 
Total Water = $1,395,625.00 
This utility cost estimate is based on the relocation work being within the existing right of way 
and therefore being non-reimbursable work. 

FACILITY OWNER    NON-REIMBURSABLE REIMBURSABLE 
Georgia Power    $    697,500.00  $ 0.00 
AT&T Southeast    $ 1,262,000.00  $ 0.00 
AGL      $    365,000.00  $ 0.00 
DeKalb County Watershed Management $ 1,498,000.00  $ 0.00 
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Totals      $ 3,822,500.00  $ 0.00 
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Crash Summary 

Tables 1 and 2 present the historical crash and injury rates from 2007 to 2009 along Rockbridge 

Road from Memorial Drive (SR 10) to Stone Mountain Lithonia Road.  These tables compare the 

crash and injury rates (per 100 million vehicle-miles traveled (MVMT)) to the statewide 

averages for a similar roadway facility.  The statewide average for an urban minor arterial is used 

for the comparison.   

The crash data indicates that an annual average of 222 crashes occurred within the section of 

Rockbridge Road from Memorial Drive to Stone Mountain Lithonia Road.  The average crash 

rate along this section of Rockbridge Road is almost double the statewide average and that the 

injury rate is more than double the statewide average.  Of the 665 crashes during the three-year 

period, 367 crashes (55%) were read-end crashes.  

The large number of rear-end crashes in this segment of the Rockbridge Road indicates that 

many accidents are likely caused by turning traffic stopping to turn then being hit from the rear.  

The construction of a continuous center lane will significantly improve safety by removing left 

turning traffic from the through lanes.  The combination of a continuous center lane and the 

improved traffic intersection operations will likely reduce the number of crashes along the 

Rockbridge Road. 



Table 1: Average Accident Rates (2007-2009) 

Table 2: Collisions by Crash Type (2007-2009)

Collision Type 
2007 2008 2009 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Angle 61 23% 44 18% 25 16% 

Head On 7 3% 6 2% 8 5% 

Rear End 144 54% 133 55% 90 57% 

Sideswipe 42 16% 39 16% 28 18% 

Other 11 4% 19 8% 8 5% 

Total 265 241 159 

Rockbridge Road - Memorial Drive (SR 10)  to Stone Mountain Lithonia Road  

Year 
Annual 

Crashes 

Crash Rate 

(per 100 million vehicle-

miles (MVM)) 

Annual 

Injuries 

Injury Rate 

(per 100 million vehicle-

miles (MVM)) 

Annual 

Fatalities 

Fatality Rate 

(per 100 million 

vehicle-miles (MVM)) 

  

Road 

Segment 

Statewide 

Average  

Road 

Segment 

Statewide 

Average  

Road 

Segment 

Statewide 

Average 

2007 265 1029 514 95 369 126 0 0.00 1.47 

2008 241 951 471 87 343 116 0 
0.00 

1.46 

2009 159 640 463 54 217 114 0 
0.00 

1.07 

Average 222 873 483 79 307 119 0 
0.00 

1.33 
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Table 1: 2012 LOS Analysis Results 

Intersections along 

 Rockbridge Road 

2012 Condition 

AM Peak PM Peak 

Delay (sec) LOS Delay (sec) LOS 

Memorial Drive (SR 10) 27.1 C 35.4 D 

S. Indian Creek Drive 26.2 C 20.3 C 

Rays Road 18.3 B 32.3 C 

Hambrick Road 23.1 C 20.1 C 

Allgood Road 15.7 B 13.8 B 

Spring Drive 6.4 A 3.3 A 

Rowland Road 54.0 D 178.0 F 

S. Hairston Road 38.4 D 34.4 C  

Sheppard Road* 25.7 D 156.3 F 

Martin Road 8.5 A 10.9 B 

Ridge Avenue 22.0 C 26.0 C 

SSML Road 26.7 C 42.6 D 

                    *indicates unsignalized side street delay 

Table 2: 2017 No-Build and Build LOS Analysis Results 

Intersections along 

 Rockbridge Road 

2017 No-Build Condition 2017 Build Condition 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

Delay 

(sec) 
LOS 

Delay 

(sec) 

LOS Delay 

(sec) 
LOS 

Delay 

(sec) 
LOS 

Memorial Drive (SR 10) 42.5   D 50.4 D 28.5 C 32.1 C 

S. Indian Creek Drive 31.0   C 28.3 C 18.4 B 11.4 B 

Rays Road 18.5   B 37.5 D 19.9 B 34.8 C 

Hambrick Road 32.4   C 23.2 C 15.5 B 17.0 B 

Allgood Road 15.8   B 13.9 B 13.9 B 13.9 B 

Spring Drive 10.4   B 3.5 A 6.6 A 3.5 A 

Rowland Road 74.0   E 129.9 F 11.5 B 37.0 D 

S. Hairston Road 40.0   D 35.4 D 35.8 D 35.2 D 

Sheppard Road* 28.5*   D* 203.6* F* 26.9* D* 203.6* F* 

Martin Road 10.8   B 13.8 B 14.8 B 12.3 B 

Ridge Avenue 21.0   C 25.5 C 11.2 B 15.4 B 

SSML Road 28.2   C 54.1 D 26.8 C 32.8 C 

  *indicates unsignalized side street delay 



Page 2 

Table 3: Design Year 2037 No-Build and Build LOS Analysis Results 

Intersections along 

 Rockbridge Road 

2037 No-Build Condition 2037 Build Condition 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

Delay 

(sec) 
LOS 

Delay 

(sec) 

LOS Delay 

(sec) 
LOS 

Delay 

(sec) 
LOS 

Memorial Drive (SR 10) 44.8        D 61.4 E 39.5 D 40.9 D 

S. Indian Creek Drive 31.6   C 67.8 E 18.9 B 17.1 B

Rays Road 32.8   C 67.3 E 20.4 C 41.8 D 

Hambrick Road 67.2   E 35.4 D 16.4 B 28.7 C 

Allgood Road 22.4   C 22.4 C 16.2 B 22.8 C 

Spring Drive 11.1   B 6.1 A 6.0 A 5.9 A 

Rowland Road 87.3   F 331.4 F 23.6 C 53.7 D 

S. Hairston Road 49.7   D 39.4 D 42.1 D 42.0 D 

Sheppard Road* 39.5*   E* 445.8* F* 39.5* E* 445.8* F* 

Martin Road 15.7   B 26.6 C 13.2 B 22.3 C 

Ridge Avenue 39.7   D 42.3 D 12.3 B 22.2 C 

SSML Road 36.2   D 54.8 D 30.1 C 39.2 D 

  *indicates unsignalized side street delay 
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Level of Service Analysis 

A level of service (LOS) analysis was performed to evaluate the traffic operations of the study 

intersections using the SYNCHRO, Version 8 software.  Tables 1, 2 and 3 present the results of 

the intersection LOS under the existing and future conditions.   

Table 1: Existing LOS Analysis Results 

Intersections along 

 Rockbridge Road 

2012 Existing Condition 

AM Peak PM Peak 

Delay (sec) LOS Delay (sec) LOS 

Memorial Drive (SR 10) 27.1 C 35.4 D 

S. Indian Creek Drive 26.2 C 20.3 C 

Rays Road 18.3 B 32.3 C 

Hambrick Road 23.1 C 20.1 C 

Allgood Road 15.7 B 13.8 B 

Spring Drive 6.4 A 3.3 A 

Rowland Road 54.0 D 178.0 F 

S. Hairston Road 38.4 D 34.4 C  

Sheppard Road* 25.7 D 156.3 F 

Martin Road 8.5 A 10.9 B 

Ridge Avenue 22.0 C 26.0 C 

SSML Road 26.7 C 42.6 D 

                    *indicates unsignalized side street delay 

As indicated by Table 1, with the exceptions of one signalized intersection of Rockbridge Road 

at Rowland Road, and the unsignalized intersection of Rockbridge Road at Sheppard Road, the 

remaining intersections currently operate at an acceptable LOS (LOS D or better).  It is not 

uncommon for unsignalized intersections to experience a failing LOS for the stop sign approach 

in urban and suburban areas.  However, the volumes at this intersection are not expected to meet 

the warrants for a traffic signal. 

2017 No-Build and Build Analysis 

Table 2 presents the LOS analysis results under the 2017 No-build and Build conditions.  The 

No-build scenario assumes existing roadway and intersection geometry without any 

improvements along Rockbridge Road.  The 2017 Build scenario assumes the addition of a 

continuous center turn lane and the proposed improvements to the intersections along 

Rockbridge Road.   
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Table 2: 2017 No-Build and Build LOS Analysis Results 

Intersections along 

 Rockbridge Road 

2017 No-Build Condition 2017 Build Condition 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

Delay 

(sec) 
LOS 

Delay 

(sec) 

LOS Delay 

(sec) 
LOS 

Delay 

(sec) 
LOS 

Memorial Drive (SR 10) 42.5   D 50.4 D 28.5 C 32.1 C 

S. Indian Creek Drive 31.0   C 28.3 C 18.4 B 11.4 B

Rays Road 18.5   B 37.5 D 19.9 B 34.8 C 

Hambrick Road 32.4   C 23.2 C 15.5 B 17.0 B 

Allgood Road 15.8   B 13.9 B 13.9 B 13.9 B 

Spring Drive 10.4   B 3.5 A 6.6 A 3.5 A 

Rowland Road 74.0   E 129.9 F 11.5 B 37.0 D 

S. Hairston Road 40.0   D 35.4 D 35.8 D 35.2 D 

Sheppard Road* 28.5*   D* 203.6* F* 26.9* D* 203.6* F* 

Martin Road 10.8   B 13.8 B 14.8 B 12.3 B 

Ridge Avenue 21.0   C 25.5 C 11.2 B 15.4 B 

SSML Road 28.2   C 54.1 D 26.8 C 32.8 C 

  *indicates unsignalized side street delay 

In the 2017 No-build Scenario, with the exceptions of one signalized intersection of Rockbridge 

Road at Rowland Road, and the unsignalized intersection of Rockbridge Road at Sheppard Road, 

the remaining intersections are expected to operate at an acceptable LOS (LOS D or better).   

In the 2017 Build Scenario, with the exceptions of the unsignalized intersection of Rockbridge 

Road at Sheppard Road, the remaining intersections are expected to operate at an acceptable 

LOS (LOS D or better).   
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2037 No-Build and Build Analysis 

Table 3 presents the results of the LOS analysis under the 2037 No-build and Build scenarios.   

Table 3: Design Year 2037 No-Build and Build LOS Analysis Results 

Intersections along 

 Rockbridge Road 

2037 No-Build Condition 2037 Build Condition 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

Delay 

(sec) 
LOS 

Delay 

(sec) 

LOS Delay 

(sec) 
LOS 

Delay 

(sec) 
LOS 

Memorial Drive (SR 10) 44.8        D 61.4 E 39.5 D 40.9 D 

S. Indian Creek Drive 31.6   C 67.8 E 18.9 B 17.1 B 

Rays Road 32.8   C 67.3 E 20.4 C 41.8 D 

Hambrick Road 67.2   E 35.4 D 16.4 B 28.7 C 

Allgood Road 22.4   C 22.4 C 16.2 B 22.8 C 

Spring Drive 11.1   B 6.1 A 6.0 A 5.9 A 

Rowland Road 87.3   F 331.4 F 23.6 C 53.7 D 

S. Hairston Road 49.7   D 39.4 D 42.1 D 42.0 D 

Sheppard Road* 39.5*   E* 445.8* F* 39.5* E* 445.8* F* 

Martin Road 15.7   B 26.6 C 13.2 B 22.3 C 

Ridge Avenue 39.7   D 42.3 D 12.3 B 22.2 C 

SSML Road 36.2   D 54.8 D 30.1 C 39.2 D 

  *indicates unsignalized side street delay 

Under the 2037 No-build scenario, the following signalized intersections are expected to operate 

at an unacceptable LOS: 

• Rockbridge Road at Hambrick Road 

• Rockbridge Road at Rowland Road 

In addition to the above signalized intersections, the unsignalized intersection of Rockbridge 

Road at Sheppard Road are expected to operate at an unacceptable LOS.     

The 2037 Build scenario analysis reveals that the improvements proposed with this project area 

expected to allow all intersections to operate at LOS D or better with the exception of the 

unsignalized intersection of Rockbridge Road at Sheppard Road.  The traffic volumes at this 

unsignalized intersection are not expected to meet warrants for a traffic signal by 2037.  



Bridge Inventory Data Listing 
Processed Date:2/12/2013

Parameters: Bridge Serial Num

  Structure ID:*

200  Brdge Information:

*6A  Feature Int: 
*6B  Critical Bridge:

*7A  Route No Carried:

*7B  Facility Carried:

9      Location:

2      Dot District:

207  Year Photo:

*91   Inspection Frequency: Date:

92A Fract Crit Insp Freq:
Date:

92B Underwater Insp Freq: Date:

92C Other Spc. Insp Freq: Date:

* 4   Place Code:

089-5152-0

06

SNAPFINGER CREEK

0
SR00857

ROCKBRIDGE ROAD

3.4 MI SW OF STONE MTN.

7

2012

24 06/28/2012

0 02/01/1901

0 02/01/1901

0 02/01/1901

00000

*5   Inventory Route(O/U): 1

Type: 3

Designation: 1

Number:

Direction:

00857

0

*16  Latitude:

*17  Longtitude: 84 - 13.4740

33
-
47.1540

98   Border Bridge: 000

99   ID Number: 000000000000000

*100 STRAHNET: 0

12   Base Highway Network:

13A LRS Inventory Route:

13B Sub Inventory Route: 0

101 parellel Structure: N

*102 Direction of Traffic: 2

*264 Road Inventory Mile Post:

*208 Inspection Area: 7 Initials: EFP

        Engineer's Initials:
gmc

*    Location ID No: 089-00857D-008.18W

*104 Highway System:

*26  Functional Classification: 16

*204 Federal Route Type: F No: 61-1S

 105 Federal Lands Highway:

*110 Truck Route:

2006 School Bus Route:

217 Benchmark Elevation: 0000000

218 Datum: 0

*19 Bypass Length: 03

*20 Toll: 3

*21 Maintanance: 02

*22 Owner: 02

*31 Design Load: 6

37 Historical Significance: 5

205 Congressional District: 04

27 Year Constructed: 2005

106 Year Reconsrtucted: 0000

33 Bridge Medium: 0

34 Skew: 33

35 Structure Flared: 0

38 Navigation Control: N

213 Special Steel Design: 0

267 Type of Paint: 0

*42 Type of Service On: 5

      Type of Service Under:

214 Movable Bridge: 0

5

203 Type Bridge:

259 Pile Encasement

Z

3

*43 Structure Type Main: 1 02

45 No.Spans Main: 001

44 Structure Type Appr: 0 00

46 No Spans Appr: 0000

111 pier Protection

226 Bridge Curve Horz

0

107 Deck Structure Type: 1

108 Wearing Structure Type: 1

        Membrane Type:

        Deck Protection:

0

8

225 Expansion Joint Type:

HMMS Prefix:0

HMMS Suffix:0 MP:0.00

008.18

892793800

 0

0

15

242 Deck Drains: 0

243 Parapet Location: 0

       Height:  0

       Width:  0

238 Curb Height:  1

      Curb Material: 1

 239 Handrail 1 1

*240 Medium Barrier Rail: 0

241 Bridge Median Height:  0

*     Bridge Median Width:  0

230 Guardrail Loc. Dir. Rear: 3

      Fwrd: 3

      Oppo. Dir. Rear: 0

      Oppo. Fwrd:

244 Aproach Slab

0

3

224 Retaining Wall: 0

233Posted Speed Limit: 45

236 Warning Sign:

234 Delineator: 0.00

0.00

235 Hazzard Boards:  0

237 Utilities Gas: 00

       Water: 22

       Electric: 00

      Telephone: 00

      Sewer: 22

247 Lighting Street:  0

      Navigation:

      Aerial:

*248 County Continuity No.:

 0

 0

 1

 0

 1

00

Location & Geography
Signs & Attachments

Structure ID:089-5152-0 SUFF. RATING: 69.90

 0 Vert: 0

Dekalb

%Shared:00

Page 1 of 2   File Location: CF Conversions/BIMS

"The Information contained in this File/Report is the property of GDOT and may not be released to any other party without the written consent of the Data Custodian. Please dispose of this information by shredding or other confidential method."



Bridge Inventory Data Listing 
Processed Date:2/12/2013

Parameters: Bridge Serial Num

Structure ID:089-5152-0

Programming Data

201 Project No:

0000000000000000000000000

202 Plans Available: 0

249 Prop Proj No:

BRFLB-061-1(94)

250 Approval Status: 0000

251 PI Number: 0000000

252 Contract Date: 02/01/1901

260 Seismic No: 00000

75 Type Work: 00 0

94 Bridge Imp: Cost: $0

95 Roadway Imp. Cost:  0

96 Total Imp Cost:  0

76 Imp Length: 000000

97 Imp Year: 0000

114Furure ADT: 031980 Year:3930

Hydralic Data

215Waterway Data:

     High Water Elev: 0000.0 Year:0000

     Flood  Elev: 0000.0 Freq:000

     Avg Streambed Elev: 0000.0

     Drainage Area: 00000

     Area of Opening: 000000

113 Scour Critical 8

216Water Depth: 04.0 Br.Height:18.0

222Slope Protection: 1

221Slope Protection Fwd:0 0

219Fender System 0

220Dolphin: 0

223Current Cover: 000

      Type: 0

      No. Barrels: 0

*    Width:

*    Length:

 0.00 Height:0.00

 0 Apron:0

265 U/W Insp. Area 0 Diver:ZZZ

Location ID No: 089-00857D-008.18W

Measurements:

*29ADT 021320 Year:3910

109%Trucks:  0

* 28 Lanes On: 02 Under:00

210 No. Tracks On: 00 Under:00

* 48 Max. Span Length 0131

* 49 Structure Length:  131

51 Br. Rwdy. Width  32.80

52 Deck Width:  50.20

* 47 Tot. Horiz. Cl:

50 Curb / Sidewalk Width

 33

 6.00  6.00/

32 Approach Rdwy. Width

*229 Shoulder Width:

        Rear Lt:

032

 2.00 Type:1 Rt:2.00

        Fwd. Lt:
 2.00 Type:1 Rt:2.00

        Permanent Width:

        Rear:  28.00 Type:1

 28.00 Type:2

        Intersaction Rear:  1 Fwd:   1

36Safety Features Br. Rail: 1

      Transition: 1

     App. G. Rail: 1

     App. Rail End: 1

53 Minimum Cl. Over:  

     Under:

 99' 99"

99'  99 "

*228 Minimum Vertical Cl

     Act. Odm Dir::

    Oppo. Dir: 99' 99"

    Posted Odm. Dir: 00' 00"

    Oppo. Dir: 00' 00"

55 Lateral Undercl. Rt:

56 Lateral Undercl. Lt:  0.00

*10 Max Min Vert Cl: 99'  99" Dir:0

39 Nav Vert Cl: 000 Horiz:0000

116 Nav Vert Cl Closed: 000

245 Deck Thickness Main  8.00
        Deck Thick Approach:

 0.00
246 Overlay Thickness:  0.00

212 Year Last Painted: Sup:0000Sub:0000

Posting Data

65 Inventory Rating Mathod: 1

63 Operating Rating Method: 1

66  Inventory Type: 2 Rating: 19

64  Operating Type: 2 Rating: 19

231Calculated Loads:

      H-Modified: 19  0

      HS-Modified: 19  0

      Type 3: 18  0

      Type 3s2: 23  0

      Timber: 21 0

      Piggyback:  026

261 H Inventory Rating: 11

262 H Operating Rating 51

67 Structural Evaluation: 4

58 Deck Condition: 9

59 Superstructure Condition: 9

* 227 Collision Damage: 0

60A Substructure Condition: 7

60B Scour Condition: 8

60C Underwater Condition N

71 Waterway Adequacy: 8

61 Channel Protection Cond.: 8

68 Deck Geometry: 4

69 UnderClr. Horz/Vert: N

72 Appr. Alignment: 6

62 Culvert: N

70 Bridge Posting Required 5

41 Struct Open, Posted, CL: A

* 103 Temporary Structure: 0

232 Posted Loads

       H-Modified: 00

       HS-Modified: 00

       Type 3: 00

       Type 3s2: 00

       Timber: 00

       Piggyback 00

253 Notification Date: 02/01/1901

258 Fed Notify Date: 2/1/1901  12:00:00AM

N 0 0

Page 2 of 2   File Location: CF Conversions/BIMS

"The Information contained in this File/Report is the property of GDOT and may not be released to any other party without the written consent of the Data Custodian. Please dispose of this information by shredding or other confidential method."



DeKalb089-0137-0

BRIDGE INVENTORY DATA LISTING GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

 88.74SUFF. RATINGStructure ID:

089-0137-0
Structure I.D.No:

07Bridge Information

BARBESHELA CREEKFeature Int:

16Functional Classification:

Signs & Attachments

Expansion Joint Type:

*

225

242

243

238

239

240

241

230

244

224

233

236

234

235

237

247

248

*

*

Deck Drains:

Parapet Location:

Height:

Width:

Curb:

Handrail:

Median Barrier Rail:

Bridge Median Height:

 Width:

Guardrail Loc Dir  Rear:

      Fwrd:

      Oppo Dir Rear:

              Fwrd:

Approach Slab:

Retaining Wall:

Posted Speed Limit:

Warning Sign:

Delineator:

Hazard Boards:

Utilities Gas:

  Water:

Electric:

  Telephone:

  Sewer:

Lighting Street:

Naviagtion:

Aerial:

County Continuity No.:

00

0

0

 0.00

 0.00

 0.00 0

0 0

0

 0.00

 0.00

6

6

0

0

0

0

45

0

0

0

00

00

00

00

00

0

0

0

00

*

200

6A*

*

*

*

6B

7A

7B

* 9

2

207

91

92A

92B

92C

4

5

16

17

98

99

100

12

13A

13B

101

102

264

208

Location I.D. No.:

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

Critical Bridge:

Route Number Carried:

Facility Carried:

Location:

DOT District:
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Introduction 

The Rockbridge Road Widening Project in central DeKalb County is intended to create a safe 

environment for motorists, bicyclists and pedestrians and improve traffic flow without major capacity 

improvements.  The proposed improvements include constructing an urban curb and gutter three-lane 

typical section consisting of two 11-foot travel lanes and a 14-foot flush median. Four-foot bicycle lanes 

and six-foot concrete sidewalks will be constructed along both sides of the roadway. For funding 

purposes, the Rockbridge Road project is divided into two sections.  Segment 1 is approximately 4.2 

miles in length, begins at Memorial Drive (SR 10) and ends at South Stone Mountain Lithonia Road. 

Segment 2 is approximately 5.4 miles in length, begins at South Stone Mountain Lithonia Road and ends 

at Rock Chapel Road (SR 124). The entire corridor has been identified in the Transportation Investment 

Act of 2010 (TIA) project list as TIA-DK-048. This hydrology report includes analysis of the entire corridor. 

Storm Water Discharges Associated With Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) 

In addition to general hydrological analyses, this report proposes a plan for compliance with the General 

NPDES Stormwater Permit No. GAR041000 (Permit). The Permit applies to counties and cities 

designated as MS4 Permitted Areas, and regulates new and existing point source discharges of 

stormwater from roadways and facilities owned and operated by GDOT to waters of the state of 

Georgia.  Rockbridge Road is a county owned road; however, the Rockbridge Road Widening project is 

administered by GDOT and must meet the requirements of the Permit.  The Permit identifies four 

standard design criteria which must be satisfied at each point discharge location:  

1. Stormwater runoff quality and reduction – Demonstrate removal of 80% of the total 

suspended solids (TSS) from runoff generated by a 1.2 inch rainfall event.  Runoff for this 

event is referred to as the Water Quality volume (WQv). 

2. Stream channel protection – Detain the 1-year 24-hour rainfall event.  Runoff for this event 

is referred to as the Channel Protection volume (CPv). 

3. Overbank protection –Achieve a calculated post-construction peak discharge rate that is less 

than or equal to pre-construction rates, for the 25-year 24-hour rainfall event (Q25p). 

4. Extreme flood protection – Control the 100-year 24-hour flood such that flooding is not 

exacerbated (Qf).  

The existing Rockbridge Road project corridor consists of rural shoulder typical sections along the 

majority of the route with urban curb and gutter sections near the major intersections.  The majority of 

stormwater runoff currently leaves the roadway as sheet flow and is treated through vegetative filtering 

and infiltration. As stated, the proposed project improvements include constructing an urban curb and 

gutter typical section along the entire corridor.  Runoff that currently leaves the roadway as sheet flow 

will be collected in curb inlets post-construction and a new drainage system will be required to manage 

this runoff.  At this stage of the concept phase, the drainage system has not been designed and the 

exact locations of outfalls have not been determined. Proposed outfalls are approximations based on 

the information available at this time. 
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This document summarizes the proposed approach to address MS4 requirements at each proposed 

outfall, and identifies factors affecting infeasibility.  

Watershed Information 

The Rockbridge Road project corridor is located in the Upper Ocmulgee River Basin and crosses a total of 

three named and two unnamed streams.  As shown in Figure 1, the corridor crosses Snapfinger Creek, 

Barbashela Creek, and Stone Mountain Creek. The corridor also crosses a small unnamed tributary to 

Barbashela Creek and a small unnamed tributary to Stone Mountain Creek.  Drainage areas for the 

streams at their crossing with Rockbridge Road were delineated using the USGS quadrangle maps for 

DeKalb County.  

The water quality of major streams and water bodies is classified in Georgia’s 2010 Integrated 

305(b)/303(d) Report. Table 1 summarizes the classifications of the streams crossing the project 

corridor. Snapfinger Creek and Barbashela Creek are classified as impaired waters, while Stone 

Mountain Creek is classified as supporting its intended use.    

Table 1 - 305b/303d Streams Crossing Rockbridge Road 

Stream Water Use Evaluation and Criterion 

Snapfinger Creek Fishing Not Supporting - FC, Bio M 

Barbashela Creek Fishing Not Supporting - Bio F 

Stone Mountain Creek Fishing Supporting 

Twenty-one low points were identified using the preferred Rockbridge Road alternative roadway profile.  

Locations of all low points on the project corridor are shown in Figure 1.  The associated contributing 

drainage areas for the pre and post-development conditions were then defined for each low point: the 

existing impervious roadway, post-development impervious roadway and post-development total 

drainage areas were delineated in ArcGIS 10 using concept drawings and contours. Total drainage areas 

include areas outside of the right of way which contribute flows which are infeasible to divert or 

redirect.  Nine of the drainage areas were subdivided into east and west sections resulting in a total of 

30 study areas or outfalls.  The data show that for each of the outfalls, the widening of Rockbridge Road 

will result in an increase in net impervious area. Bounding stations, outfall stations, total drainage area 

and receiving waters for each drainage area are shown in Table 2.   
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Table 2 - Drainage Area Description 
 

Drainage 

Area 

Start Station Outfall 

Station 

Drainage Area 

Size (ac) Receiving Water Impaired 

1 102+16 102+16 1.4 Snapfinger Creek Y 

2W 108+33 126+50 5.3 Snapfinger Creek Y 

2E 127+00 128+00 5.3 Snapfinger Creek Y 

3 148+03 152+91 9.0 Snapfinger Creek Y 

5 177+35 196+14 6.3 Snapfinger Creek Y 

6 212+09 218+85 3.9 Barbashela Creek Y 

7W 222+92 247+60 5.9 Barbashela Creek Y 

7E 247+60 248+48 0.6 Barbashela Creek Y 

8W 250+80 254+70 1.1 Barbashela Creek Y 

8E 254+70 254+70 3.6 Barbashela Creek Y 

9W 274+65 283+26 1.3 Barbashela Creek Y 

9E 283+26 283+26 1.9 Barbashela Creek Y

10 295+55 299+93 13.7 Barbashela Creek Y 

11 322+10 333+65 3.7 Stone Mountain Creek N 

12 338+20 352+90 9.0 Stone Mountain Creek N 

14 362+87 392+16 11.4 Stone Mountain Creek N 

17 397+85 417+07 7.7 Stone Mountain Creek N 

18W 425+14 438+16 2.1 Stone Mountain Creek N 

18E 438+16 438+16 1.1 Stone Mountain Creek N 

19W 443+02 457+18 2.3 Stone Mountain Creek N 

19E 457+18 457+18 3.6 Stone Mountain Creek N 

20 478+49 490+78 17.1 Stone Mountain Creek N 

21 504+18 515+50 4.6 Stone Mountain Creek N 

22W 522+77 544+21 8.6 Stone Mountain Creek N 

22E 544+21 544+21 1.6 Stone Mountain Creek N 

23W 553+78 567+00 2.4 Stone Mountain Creek N 

23E 568+50 567+88 6.1 Stone Mountain Creek N 

24 584+16 588+50 4.0 Stone Mountain Creek N 

25W 593+18 603+06 4.8 Stone Mountain Creek N 

25E 603+06 603+06 0.6 Stone Mountain Creek N 

Calculation of Runoff Volumes and Peak Discharge Rates 

Runoff volume and peak discharge rates associated with the four standard design criteria defined in the 

Permit and described in Section 1 were calculated in accordance with the Georgia Stormwater 

Management Manual (GSMM) for each outfall.   

Composite curve numbers are determined for each drainage area using the weighted method.  Curve 

numbers are a function of ground cover and hydrologic soil group.  Ground cover is determined from 
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aerial photography and site visits. The majority of the project area consists of Group B soils, which have 

a moderate infiltration rate when thoroughly wet.   

Water Quality Volume (WQv) 

The Water Quality volume is associated with runoff from the average 85th percentile rainfall event for 

the state of Georgia.  Water Quality volume is calculated using formulas found in Section 2.1.7.1 of the 

GSMM.   

Channel Protection Volume (CPv) 

The Channel Protection Volume for the 1-yr storm is calculated using equations from TR-55 for a Type II 

rainfall distribution.  The equations are found in Section 2.2.5 of the GSMM.   

Overbank Protection (Q25p) 

Overbank Protection is achieved when post-development peak discharge rates are less than or equal to 

pre-development peak discharge rates for the 25-yr 24-hour storm event.  To estimate the pre-

development peak discharge for the 25-yr 24-hour storm event, outfalls and total contributing drainage 

areas in the pre-development condition are assumed to be the same as those defined for the post-

development condition.  In the pre-development condition, most runoff leaves the right-of-way as sheet 

flow; however, it was assumed that pre-development runoff and post-development runoff would 

accumulate at the same low points since the road elevation and surrounding topography does not 

change significantly during development.  Peak discharge rates for the 25-year 24-hour event are 

calculated using SCS procedures found in Section 2.1.5.7 of the GSMM.  The storage volume required for 

peak discharge reduction is calculated using equations from TR-55 found in Section 2.2.5 of the GSMM.   

For all drainage areas, the Channel Protection volume exceeded the peak discharge reduction volume 

for the 25-yr 24 hour storm event.  This means that by detaining the Channel Protection volume at each 

outfall, post-development peak discharge will be less than or equal to pre-development peak discharge.   

Extreme Flood Protection (Qf) 

For all drainage areas, extreme flood protection criteria are assumed not to be met; controlling the 100-

yr 24-hour flood is infeasible considering the site limitations of the project corridor.  Extreme flood 

protection was not required in Drainage Areas 2W, 2E, 23W and 23E where the outfalls discharge 

directly into a channel with a drainage area larger than 5 square miles. 

Selection of MS4 BMPs 

Using the calculated runoff volumes and peak discharge rates, each drainage area was analyzed to 

determine the feasibility of implementing structural BMPs.  Evaluation of the BMPs for each drainage 

area was driven by the following factors:  

! Physical specifications – Physical specifications include size, elevation and slope.  BMPs must 

be sized to infiltrate the necessary volume, and the proposed BMP sites must meet the 

physical specifications defined by the GSMM.   
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! Existing right of way along Rockbridge Road – Existing right-of-way varies from 50’ to 120’ 

throughout the corridor. An attempt was made to incorporate structural BMPs inside of the 

existing right of way where possible.   

! Limits for locating post construction MS4 structures - The project study corridor was defined 

as a 400-foot wide corridor (200 feet from existing centerline in both directions) along 

Rockbridge Road.  Post construction MS4 structures were considered outside of these limits 

only in special cases.    

! Proximity of residences and businesses –The minimum setback requirement for stormwater 

ponds is 10 ft from a property line when not specified by local ordinance. While there is no 

setback requirement for bioretention areas and enhanced swales, consideration is given to 

proximity of residences and businesses. 

! Historical and cultural resources –Structural BMPs are proposed in locations which do not 

impact contributing historic properties inside of the National Register Boundary of the 

Rockbridge Road Historic District.  Other historic properties along the corridor and cultural 

resources such as Stone Mountain Park are also considered to be sensitive areas. 

! Discharge Point – Locations with a defined path from the structural BMP to an existing live 

stream were preferred. 

! Maintenance access – Existence of a maintenance right-of-way was verified for all proposed 

BMPs.   

As recommended in the GDOT Guidelines for Design of Post-Construction BMPS, dual purpose BMPs 

were considered to be the preferred option.  The use of enhanced swales was considered first for each 

study area. Enhanced swales require more space than all other structural BMPs and in most drainage 

areas, space which meets the physical specifications is not available to implement enhanced swales.  In 

some locations, the width of the swales would result in the outside banks impinging on businesses and 

residences along the route.  In other cases, the slope of the ground is too steep to implement a properly 

designed enhanced swale with a maximum slope of 4%.  Finally, in some areas the frequency of 

driveways along the corridor prevented the use of swales. Stormwater ponds are a second dual purpose 

BMP which was ruled out for most drainage areas.  The smallest stormwater ponds, Micropool Extended 

Detention Ponds, require a minimum of approximately 10 contributing acres. Most drainage areas were 

too small to sustain a wet stormwater pond or lacked a suitable location.   

A determination of feasibility of MS4 BMP implementation was made for each of the drainage areas.  A 

summary of the determination of feasibility for each outfall is provided in Table 3.   
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Table 3 - Summary of Infeasibility Determinations 

Outfall Outfall 

Station 

Reason For Infeasibility Criteria found 

infeasible 

1 102+16 Implementation would result in the displacement of a business. 1,2,3,4 

2W 126+00  BMP cost is higher than 10% of the roadway cost. Detention is 

not required for outfalls discharging into streams with drainage 

areas of 5 sq. miles or more.   

1 

2E 128+00 BMP cost is higher than 10% of the roadway cost. Detention is 

not required for outfalls discharging into streams with drainage 

areas of 5 sq. miles or more.   

1 

3 152+91 There is no space for a pond with capacity to detain the 100-yr 

storm.  Only the CPv is diverted to the pond. 

4 

5 196+14 BMP cost is higher than 10% of the roadway cost.  1,2,3,4 

6 218+85 BMP cost is higher than 10% of the roadway cost.  1,2,3,4 

7W 248+48 BMP cost is higher than 10% of the roadway cost.  1,2,3,4 

7E 248+48 There is no space for BMPs. 1,2,3,4 

8W 254+70 There is no space for BMPs. 1,2,3,4 

8E 254+70 BMP cost is higher than 10% of the roadway cost. 1,2,3,4

9W 283+26 BMP cost is higher than 10% of the roadway cost.  1,2,3,4 

9E 283+26 BMP cost is higher than 10% of the roadway cost.  1,2,3,4 

10 300+17 There is no space for a pond with capacity to detain the 100-yr 

storm.  Only the CPv is diverted to the BMP. 

4 

11 333+65 Implementation would result in the displacement of a business. 1,2,3,4 

12 346+74 There is no space for a pond with capacity to detain the 100-yr 

storm.  Only the CPv is diverted to the BMP. 

4 

14 392+16 There is no space for a pond with capacity to detain the 100-yr 

storm.  Only the CPv is diverted to the BMP. 

4 

17 417+07 BMP cost is higher than 10% of the roadway cost.  1,2,3,4 

18W 438+16 BMP cost is higher than 10% of the roadway cost.  1,2,3,4 

18E 438+16 BMP cost is higher than 10% of the roadway cost.  1,2,3,4 

19W 457+18 BMP cost is higher than 10% of the roadway cost.  1,2,3,4 

19E 457+18 BMP cost is higher than 10% of the roadway cost.  1,2,3,4 

20 490+78 There is no space for a pond with capacity to detain the 100-yr 

storm.  Only the CPv is diverted to the BMP. 

4 

21 515+50 BMP cost is higher than 10% of the roadway cost.  1,2,3,4 

22W 544+21 BMP cost is higher than 10% of the roadway cost.  1,2,3,4 

22E 544+21 BMP cost is higher than 10% of the roadway cost.  1,2,3,4 

23W 567+88 BMP cost is higher than 10% of the roadway cost. Detention is 

not required for outfalls discharging into streams with drainage 

areas of 5 sq. miles or more.   

1 

23E 567+88 BMP cost is higher than 10% of the roadway cost. Detention is 

not required for outfalls discharging into streams with drainage 

areas of 5 sq. miles or more.   

1 

24 588+55 BMP cost is higher than 10% of the roadway cost. 1,2,3,4

25W 603+06 BMP cost is higher than 10% of the roadway cost.  1,2,3,4 

25E 603+06 Implementation would result in the displacement of a business. 1,2,3,4 
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Preliminary Cost Estimates  

The cost of MS4 structural BMPs relative to the cost of the roadway widening was considered in the 

feasibility determinations summarized in Table 3. The estimated cost of the roadway widening includes 

the combined cost for right-of-way, clearing and grubbing, grading, construction, drainage, signing and 

marking and utilities for each drainage area in question. The estimated cost of the structural BMPs 

includes right of way and a comprehensive construction cost which is assumed to include clearing and 

grubbing, grading, construction and drainage for the BMPs in the drainage area in question.    

A review of land sales near the project corridor was conducted to estimate right-of-way costs.  The 

average cost of land sold in the past two years was $50,000 per acre or approximately $1.15 per square 

foot.  Right-of-way costs for the roadway and for structural BMPs were estimated at $1.15 per square 

foot. 

The roadway costs were estimated using standard cost estimating methods for GDOT projects.  

Earthwork volumes for grading costs were calculated in CAiCE. Unit costs for construction, drainage, 

signing and marking and utilities are from the GDOT cost estimate system which bases cost on the 

amount of work required for the entire project.  Unit costs for Segment 1 and Segment 2 are estimated 

separately.  Drainage Areas 1 to 11 are located in Segment 1 and Drainage Areas 12 to 25 are located in 

Segment 2.  Cost estimates for all drainage areas are based on unit costs for their respective segments.   

Construction costs for stormwater BMPs vary greatly depending on site conditions. First, a distinction is 

made between new stormwater BMPs and retrofit BMPs.  Construction cost estimates for new 

stormwater BMPs assume:  sufficient land is available to allow for flexibility in BMP layout and design; 

relocation of utilities will not be necessary; and, additional drainage infrastructure (e.g. flow diverters, 

weirs) will not be required.  In the project corridor, the existing land use and drainage constraints due to 

the roadway profile do not allow for flexibility in BMP layout and design.  With limited flexibility, it may 

be impossible to avoid major utilities.  Additional drainage structures will be required.  The Channel 

Protection volume must be diverted to the BMPs; therefore, at a minimum, flow diversion structures 

will be required.  For these reasons, stormwater BMPs in the project corridor are estimated using 

retrofit costs.  

Construction costs for stormwater BMPs are estimated using various unit costs.  In most of the 

literature, the cost is given per impervious acre or per cubic foot of stormwater treated.   Estimated 

construction costs for the proposed BMPs in the project corridor are based on unit costs from the Urban 

Subwatershed Restoration Manual 3.  The estimated unit costs in the manual are the product of an 

analysis of nine existing cost studies.  All estimated costs for stormwater BMPs in the project corridor 

are based on the median cost of the stormwater retrofit.  All costs were adjusted to 2013 dollars. The 

estimated unit costs are supported by the relative costs put forth in the GSWMM as shown in Table 4.   

The cost per linear foot of dry swale as found in GDOT’s Item Mean Summary is shown in Table 4. A 

review of projects in GDOT’s cost estimating system reports the cost of dry swales as $50-$68/foot.  The 

GDOT dry swale cost was not used in the calculation of estimated costs for this project because 

insufficient information is available regarding width of the swale, site conditions, and whether or not 
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checkdams, flow diversion structures, underdrains and media replacement were included in the cost.  

Also, the GDOT cost for dry swales is reported in linear feet and the costs for stormwater ponds and 

bioretention areas are not measurable in units of linear feet.   For purposes of comparison and 

consistency, it is preferable to estimate costs of all stormwater BMPs using the same unit.   For these 

reasons, all costs are based on a unit cost per cubic foot of stormwater treated.   

Table 4 - Preliminary Cost Estimates for Retrofit Stormwater BMPs 

Structural Control Capital 

Cost
1

 

GDOT Item 

Mean Cost     

(per linear 

ft) 

2006 $ Range of 

Retrofit Costs  

(per cubic ft of 

stormwater)
2

 

2006 $ Median 

Retrofit Costs  

(per cubic ft of 

stormwater)
2
 

2013 $ Estimated 

Retrofit Cost for 

Rockbridge Road  

(per cubic ft of 

stormwater)  

Stormwater Pond Low  $1.00 – $10.00 $3.00 $3.50 

Bioretention Area Moderate  $7.50 – $17.25 $10.50 $12.00 

Enhanced Dry Swale Moderate  $50 - $68 $7.00 – $22.00 $12.50 $14.50 

1. Adapted from Table 3.1.2-1 of the GSMM Volume 2 

2. Adapted from Urban Subwatershed Restoration Manual 3 

The total cost of stormwater BMPs in each drainage area includes right-of-way cost plus construction 

cost.  Design and engineering and maintenance costs are not included in the estimated costs of the 

BMPs.  Design and engineering costs are estimated to be between 32% and 45% of the construction 

costs for the proposed BMPs.   Annual maintenance of the proposed BMPs is estimated to range from 

1% to 11% of the construction cost.   Maintenance is typically more expensive for the first few years as 

vegetation is established, and decreases thereafter.  

Table 5 shows the total roadway cost and total BMP cost for each drainage area. BMP cost is shown as a 

percentage of roadway cost for feasibility determination.  Implementation of post-construction BMPs is 

considered infeasible when BMP costs exceed 10% of the total roadway costs for a given drainage area.  
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Table 5 - Summary of BMP Cost as Percentage of Roadway Cost

    

Outfall Roadway Cost ($) BMP Cost ($)

% BMP Cost of 

Roadway Cost 

1 411846 0 

 2W 1186881 239806 20.2% 

2E 1375910 300646 21.9% 

3 1920208 130247 6.8% 

5 2197287 334417 15.2% 

6 724013 180850 25.0% 

7W 1596429 245173 15.4% 

7E 268738 0 

 8W 245577 0 

 8E 1261979 199916 15.8%

9W 613046 79119 12.9% 

9E 806957 133280 16.5% 

10 1722170 103182 6.0% 

11 1164045 0 

 12 1801687 107162 5.9% 

14 2597081 119469 4.6% 

17 2131665 293156 13.8% 

18W 1100493 177228 16.1% 

18E 382925 58174 15.2% 

19W 1013721 121074 11.9% 

19E 1541892 190986 12.4% 

20 1872235 145621 7.8%

21 1430616 241343 16.9% 

22W 1543400 304307 19.7% 

22E 695426 87850 12.6% 

23W 994398 122485 12.3% 

23E 1169457 221606 18.9% 

24 697983 128302 18.4% 

25W 766607 166725 21.7% 

25E 279869 0 
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M e e t i n g  M i n u t e s  

Date: November 25, 2013 

Location: GDOT District 7 Conference Room 

  

Meeting Date: November 21, 2013 

  

Time: 1:00 pm – 2:00 pm 

Prepared By: John D. Jenkins 

Subject: Concept Team Meeting Minutes 

Project: Rockbridge Road Between Memorial Drive and S. Stone Mountain 
Lithonia Road 

The purpose of these meeting minutes is to document the Concept Team Meeting discussion 

held for the referenced project and identify action items required from the discussion.  The 
following are the meeting minutes for the Concept Team Meeting: 

Vinesha Pegram opened the meeting and passed around a sign-in sheet (attached). The 
attendees went around the room for introductions with name and office/firm representing. 

Ms. Pegram continued the meeting with providing a description of the project. The proposed 

project consists of a series of improvements along 4.2 miles of Rockbridge Road located in 
central DeKalb County, Georgia, from SR 10/SR 154/ Memorial Drive to South Stone Mountain 
Lithonia Road. The proposed improvements will consist of two 11-foot travel lanes with a 14-foot 

flush median. Bicycle lanes and concrete sidewalks are to be constructed along both sides of 
the roadway. Ms. Pegram stated that DeKalb County’s intent for this project is to complete the 
Concept Phase and place the project on hold due to construction and right of way funding. With 

placing the project on hold, the Concept Report may need to be updated based on future design 
considerations and environmental/ history re-evaluation. Ms. Pegram then passed the 
discussion to John Jenkins for further description of the project. 

Mr. Jenkins continued with providing project information.  
  
The existing typical section consists of a rural two-lane roadway with minimal shoulders.  The 

roadway has been widened at the major intersections, and turn lanes have been constructed at 
the smaller intersections.  There are locations along the corridor that currently have sidewalks. 
There is an existing bridge over Snapfinger Creek, this structure will remain due to the fact that 

it has a sufficiency rating of 69.9.  Improvements will include constructing an urban curb and 
gutter typical section, consisting of two eleven-foot travel lanes and a fourteen-foot flush 
median.  Four-foot bicycle lanes and six-foot concrete sidewalks will be constructed along both 
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sides of the roadway.  Other proposed improvements will include the constructing a closed 
drainage system with enhanced swales and bio-retention areas along the corridor. 

Mr. Jenkins continued with providing the traffic data for the project; Current Year (2012)  AADT 
of 24,600, Opening Year (2017) AADT of 25,200, and Design Year (2037) AADT of 27,900. 
Presently, four of the twelve intersections along the corridor operate at a LOS D or LOS F. 

Without improvements, the LOS will continue to deteriorate, with six of the twelve intersections 
expected to operate at a LOS E or LOS F by the design year. 

This segment of Rockbridge Road has an average crash rate that is almost double the 
statewide average and an injury rate that is more than double the statewide average. 

Environmental and historical resource information was provided. There are numerous locations 
along the corridor that have potential hazardous material on site. Twenty-five of the sixty 
historical resources identified appear to be eligible or potentially eligible for the National 
Register. Regarding the historical resources along Rockbridge Road, the proposed 

improvements will include the construction of walls to lessen the impacts to these historical 
resources. 

Ms. Pegram then opened up the discussion for comments and questions. 

Mike Lobdell commented on the growth rate used to determine the design year AADT. He 

stated that there is not very much growth expected along the corridor. He also stated that the 
proposed improvements may not provide for additional capacity. 

Matt Sanders requested that a typical section be provided for the locations in which the 6-foot 

sidewalk is placed directly behind the curb and gutter.  Jacobs will provide the additional typical 
section as requested.  He asked why a 6-foot sidewalk is being proposed rather than a 5-foot 
sidewalk. He also stated that a VE study will not be need since the projected construction 

estimate is below the $50 million threshold. Jacobs will revise the Concept Report to note that a 
VE study is not needed. 

Nikki Reutlinger stated the 6-foot sidewalk is a DeKalb County preference and could possibly be 

reduced to a 5-foot width in the future if necessary.  She mentioned that there is another project 
within the City of Pine Lake (PI # 0008121 and 0012789) and this project will be constructed.  It 
will have the same typical section as the remainder of Rockbridge Road as shown in this 

concept report. 

Matt Sanders requested that an updated cost estimate be done with the concept report 

submittal. Vinesha Pegram will submit the request for cost estimate update. 

Mike Lobdell stated that there is justification for the two way left turn lane due to number of rear 
end collisions.  He questioned the pedestrian traffic along the corridor. Mr. Jenkins stated there 

is significant evidence of pedestrians utilizing the shoulders due to worn path along the 
roadway.  Mr. Lobdell also asked if there is evidence of middle block crossings along the 
corridor. Mr. Jenkins stated that middle block crossings are occurring near the subdivision 

entrances.  Mr. Lobdell proposed to possibly consolidate the bus stops to lessen these 
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crossings.  Once the project proceeds into design, DeKalb County will coordinate with MARTA 
regarding this issue. 

Keith Posey stated that the Concept Report overall looks good.  He did question that on page 8 
the report states that the project concept does not match the conforming plan model. This 
paragraph will be reworded to clarify that the concept matches the conforming plan model. 

Jacobs will follow up concerning project concept description and the conforming plan model. 

Vinesha Pegram requested that right of way funding be separated into the two respected 

projects. Nikki Reutlinger indicated that right of way funding will not be needed for P.I. 0002906. 
This project will encompass the sidewalk construction within the existing right of way.  Nikki 
Reutlinger will work with DeKalb to ensure this is shown correctly in the TIP.  Once the TIP has 

been updated the preliminary ROW estimate will be revised to show just the P.I. 0008401 
number. 

Nikki Reutlinger requested that TPRO information be updated for both projects. Vinesha 

Pegram will request the updates. 

Keith Posey asked if there are existing left turn lanes at the subdivision entrances.  Mr. Jenkins 

stated not for the majority of the subdivisions.  Mr. Posey acknowledged that the proposed two 
way left turn lane will address this need.  He also noted that he does not consider this project as 
a widening project.  Mr. Posey requested that generic limits be added to the typical section 

sheets.  For example, street to street limits applicable to each typical section.  Mr. Posey 
commented on the history section of the report.  He asked if a de minimis finding is expected for 

the project.  Also, the concept report should be revised to mention to expected determination. 
Jacobs will provide the additional typical section along with the generic limits.  Jacobs will also 

revisit the expected determination. 

Bobby Dollar questioned the need for an EA. He stated that a CE may be applicable.  Also, a 

Section 4f Evaluation may not be needed.  Jacobs will follow up regarding the need for a 
Section 4f Evaluation. 

Action Items: 

� Revise the Concept Report based on the CTM comments regarding the project 

description and the conforming plans model.

� Revisit the history section of the Concept Report pertaining to the expected 

determination.

� Revise the Concept Report to note that a VE Study is not necessary.

� Revise the Concept Report to note the CTM date.

� Provide a typical section depicting the areas where the sidewalk is placed directly 

behind the curb and gutter.  Provide generic limits (street to street) for the typical 
sections.

� Updated TPRO information for each project.

� Right of Way funding to be placed into P.I. 0008401.
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This is my understanding of the items discussed at the meeting.  If there are any questions, 

please contact John Jenkins for clarification. 

Attachments 

Sign In Sheet 
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Meeting Details 

August 14, 2008 
Pine Lake Baptist Church 
Stone Mountain, GA 
5:00 – 7:00 pm 

Meeting Objectives 
The main objectives of this first PIOH were to: 

• Inform the public about the project 

• Educate the public on the planning process and justification for the study 

• Provide an opportunity for the public to react and provide input 

Notification 

The public was notified about the PIOH by several means.  A flyer advertising the 
meeting was mailed to each individual included in the project database, which included 
residences, businesses, churches and other stakeholders along Rockbridge Road. The 
DeKalb DOT posted informational signs along the project study corridor in advance of 
the meetings.  A display ad was placed in the DeKalb Champion newspaper, and the 
Citizens Advisory Committee established for this project assisted by distributing flyers 
about the meeting.   

Attendance & Participation 
Meeting attendees were asked to sign in if they wanted to be included in the project 
mailing list; 118 people signed in.  Meeting attendees were also counted as they entered 
the meeting; 137 people were counted.     

Meeting Format 

The meeting was a public information open house – there was no formal presentation 
given.  Each person entering the meeting received a meeting handout that included a 
welcome letter, project area map, a meeting evaluation form, and a comment form.  
Attendees were encouraged to review the display boards, ask questions of staff, and to 
complete a comment form and meeting evaluation form during the open house.  There 
was also an option to mail or fax completed comment forms back to the public 
involvement team.   

Summary 

Attendees (stakeholders) were given the opportunity to comment on the project study 
corridor and to evaluate the meeting.  A total of 93 meeting evaluation forms were 
returned, and 93 project specific comment forms were returned.  

Project Specific Feedback
A large majority of stakeholders who submitted comments (95%) travel the Rockbridge 
Road corridor on both weekdays and weekends.   

Respondents primarily travel the corridor for shopping, closely followed by travel to 
work and church.  
Some respondents who chose “Other” indicated that they live on the corridor or use it to 
get to/from home.   
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Travel Purpose % of 
Responses 

# of 
Responses 

Work 20% 51 

Shopping 25% 65 

Restaurants 14% 37 

Church 17% 44 

School 7% 18 

Other 17% 43 

Stakeholders were asked to rank the project objectives in order of priority.  This 

information will be used to assess how the study team might better balance community 
desires and needs against the impacts associated with those desires and needs.  The 
result of this ranking is shown below in order of highest to lowest priority. 

Rank Objective Rank 
Score 

1 Reducing congestion 155 

2 Safety for drivers 172 

3 Safety for pedestrians and bicyclists 190 

4 Minimizing impacts to residential property 221 

5 Providing features to support transit 292 

6 Minimizing impacts to commercial property 338 

There was also an option in this exercise for respondents to rank “other” objectives, 
which they were asked to identify.  Four percent of respondents chose “other” and 
suggested the following objectives (note: the number in parentheses indicates the 
frequency of the response): 

� Meet federal standards 
� Adding lights/arrows at intersections 
� Reduce speed limit to 35 mph 
� [Add] sidewalks 
� Exiting subdivisions safely (2) 
� Clean up (2) 
� Encourage quality development 

The next question asked whether or not stakeholders would be in favor of sidewalks on 
both sides or on just one side of Rockbridge Road.  Of the 86 responses received, the 
majority (60%) would be in favor of sidewalks on both sides of the street to make is 

safer for pedestrians, reduce accidents, and to encourage walking.   

The remaining 40% would be in favor of sidewalks on one side of the street.  These 

respondents felt that reducing the sidewalks to only one side would reduce impacts to 
residential property (taking right-of-way), reduce costs, and would be enough to 
accommodate pedestrian traffic.   
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The response to the idea of a continuous center turn-lane was similar.  Of the 86 who 
responded, 61% are in favor of such a lane, while 39% are opposed.  Those in favor 

believe that a center turn-lane would reduce congestion/improve traffic flow and improve 
safety.  Those opposed felt that a center turn-lane would increase traffic, would essential 
widen the road and thus require the taking of property.  Some stated that a center turn-
lane is not needed, and that turn lanes at intersections would be sufficient.   

When asked about the addition of bike lanes on the corridor, 57% are in favor while 
43% are opposed (there were 92 responses to the question).  Those in favor felt that 

bike lanes would encourage biking, would enhance the quality of life in the area, and 
would provide a safer place for bikers.  On the other hand, those opposed felt that there 
is not enough interest in biking to justify the addition of bike lanes, that bikers on the 
roadway would be unsafe, and that bikes would get in the way of vehicular traffic.  

Stakeholders were asked to offer some short term solutions they would like to see 

implemented in the interim.  The responses were varied; however there were some 
common themes: 

� Repave and stripe Rockbridge Road 
� Begin sidewalk construction 
� Fix potholes 
� Coordinate traffic lights 
� Enforce speed limit 

Meeting Evaluation Feedback
The majority of meeting attendees was pleased with the meeting overall and rated it as a 
good meeting.       

Meeting Rating % of
Responses 

# of
Responses 

Very good 20% 17 

Good 49% 45 

Average 24% 20 

Poor 6% 5 

Very poor 1% 1 

A large majority (90% of 72 respondents) felt that the presentations and display board 
were informative and easy to understand and 91% (out 76 total responses) felt that 
the staff was helpful in answering questions about the project.   

When asked what they liked most about the meeting, stakeholders provided many 

responses but the most common were: 

� Graphics/displays/information provided 
� Staff/Consultant team 
� Opportunity to provide input 
� Meeting style/time 
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When asked how the meeting can be improved, stakeholders most expressed that 

they would have liked to hear an actual presentation.   

To assess the effectiveness of public outreach tools used for this round of meetings, 

stakeholders were asked how they were informed to the PIOH.  Most people checked 
“other” and wrote in that the DOT notification signs placed on the corridor were helpful.  
Reactions to all options are as follows: 

Meeting Rating % of
Responses 

# of
Responses 

Flyer/Mail 21% 22 

Newspaper 1% 1 

Word of Mouth 12% 12 

Other (signs) 52% 54 

Other (misc) 14% 15 

On both comment forms, stakeholders were asked to provide any additional comments

about the project.  Again, these responses were varied but some of the more common 
themes are as follows: 

� Concerns with impacts to property (right-of-way) and property values 
� Concerns with project funding and impacts to property taxes 
� Widen the road to 4 lanes 
� Show more options 
� Concerns with MARTA (increase length of route; do not increase length of route) 
� Address dangerous curves and blind spots along corridor 
� The project is over due 
� Please implement quickly 



R O C K B R I D G E  R O A D  

K I C K - O F F  M E E T I N G  S U M M A R Y  N O T E S  

DISCUSSION: 
1. Self introductions were made. 

2. There were no adjustments or revisions to the agenda.  Handouts included the agenda, a Project 
Management Plan, and drafts of potential make-up of the CAC and CAC meetings objectives. 

3. Ken Anderson overviewed the project: 
• The purpose of the project is to improve traffic flow, provide safety and pedestrian 

improvements, and improve operations without capacity improvements.  Bike lanes, 

planter/paved strips, and sidewalks are to be included.  A 3-lane section is envisioned.  Concept 

layout and environmental screening will be developed in order to request additional design 

funds for the project from state and local sources.   

• The contract and project are broken into two segments:  Rockbridge Road from Memorial Drive 

to South Stone Mountain Lithonia Road, and from South Stone Mountain Lithonia Road to SR 

124/Rock Chapel Road.  Separate work orders were executed by DeKalb County for each 

segment. 

• The basic scope of work includes: 

• Traffic studies 

• Environmental screening 

• Conceptual layouts 

SUBJECT: 
Rockbridge Road, DeKalb County 

     Memorial Drive to South Stone Mountain Lithonia Road 

     South Stone Mountain Lithonia Road to SR 124/ Rock Chapel Road 

DATE & TIME: Wednesday, November 28, 2007; 1:00 PM 

LOCATION: 
DeKalb County Transportation 

1950 West Exchange Place 

Northlake Quorum No. 1, Tucker, GA 30084 

ATTENDING: 
DeKalb – John Gurbal, Dave Pelton 

PBS&J – Steve Lindsey 

JJG – Ken Anderson, Beth Ferland, Lynette Baker, Pat Smeeton, Jenny Lee 

Fox Environmental – Catherine Fox 

Sycamore Consulting – Leah Vaughan 

PREPARED BY: Ken Anderson 
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• Public involvement 

• Coordinate with GDOT 

• Project cost estimates 

4. Pat Smeeton provided an overview of the traffic studies process.  Due to the holidays, the traffic 

counts will be scheduled for January 2008.  Counts will be taken at the major intersections, and 

the need for counts at other locations will be determined after input from the public involvement 

process. 

5. Lynette Baker provided an overview of the environmental screening process.  Emphasis will be 

on streams and wetlands, and history.  Files reviews will be conducted for USTs and 

archaeology. 

6. The Project Management Plan was reviewed, and administrative items were confirmed.  The 
contact address for Sycamore Consulting has changed.  All other contact information is correct.   
Elements of the PMP were overviewed, including: 
• Communication protocols 
• Health and safety 
• Invoicing and reporting – format, timing (Lindsey will confirm who at PBS&J the progress 

reports and invoices are to be sent to) 

7. Leah Vaughan overviewed the Public Involvement process.  Discussion included possible CAC 
candidates and/or contacts for candidates to the CAC, and timing of the CAC meetings and the 
PIOH.  There was discussion on providing a second PIOH meeting and eliminating a CAC 
meeting and possibly other meetings to compensate for the additional PIOH. 

8. The project schedule was reviewed.  Discussion items included the timing of the PIOH with 

respect to the CAC meetings, traffic count collection timing, and number and timing of the CAC 

meetings. 

ACTION ITEMS: RESPONSIBLE: 

1. Revise the PMP, make adjustments to the schedule, and 

redistribute. 

Anderson 

2. Prepare summary notes and distribute. Anderson 

3. Develop potential CAC membership list and provide to County for 

review and approval. 

Vaughan 

4. Provide Right of Entry letter for field work. Lindsey 
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K I C K - O F F  M E E T I N G  S U M M A R Y  N O T E S  

DISCUSSION: 

1. Discussed future construction by the City of Pine Lake.  North side of Rockbridge Road does 

not allow for bike lanes per electronic files supplied to JJG on Oct 2009 prepared for the City 

of Pine Lakes.    There is a bike lane provided in the plans on the South side of Rockbridge.  

Cannot drop bike lane completely North side of Rockbridge thru  Pine Lake , considered 

possible use of  shared bike lanes or replacing existing sidewalk along North side of 

Rockbridge Road  in order to add bike lane.  JJG will contact Dave Russell to check status of 

city plans & to push to incorporate bike lane on the North side of Rockbridge Road. 

2. Request was made to differentiate Historical ESA’s from Hazardous Material ESA’s. 

3. Look at road alignment in order to get off of historical property on the Southside of 

Rockbridge just East of Hairston. 

4. Determine if Wade Walker Park is a 6f property. 

5. Sidewalk is intruding onto the Stone Mountain Park.  Determine which is highest 

precedence, Stone Mountain Park or taking 3 houses in Historic District. 

6. From Sta 530+00 to Sta 535+00 left, use fill slopes instead of walls?  Will go into the 

properties, but will level out backyards.  Determine what is existing landscape in this area. 

7. Check 100 year flood elevations at Stone Mountain Creek & on all regulatory streams to 

verify if vertical profile will need to be raised. 

8. Discussed County bike lane project along SSMLR.  County was required to get design 

variance for intersection angle at SSMR & Rockbridge Road Intersection.  Possible to use 

design variance from bike lane project for Rockbridge Road project. 

SUBJECT: 
Rockbridge Road, DeKalb County 

     Memorial Drive to South Stone Mountain Lithonia Road 

     South Stone Mountain Lithonia Road to SR 124/ Rock Chapel Road 

DATE & TIME: Friday, May 21, 2010; 9:30 AM 

LOCATION: 
DeKalb County Transportation 

1950 West Exchange Place 

Northlake Quorum No. 1, Tucker, GA 30084 

ATTENDING: 
DeKalb – Dave Pelton 

PBS&J – Steve Lindsey, Nikki Reutlinger 

JJG – Ken Anderson, Beth Ferland 

PREPARED BY: Beth Ferland 
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ADDITIONAL ITEMS OBTAINED AFTER THE MEETING: 

1. Information on the regulatory streams along Rockbridge: 

• Snapfinger Creek (at approx Sta 127+00): 100 year flood elevation =  889.5’; finished 

ground elevation at 127+00  = 897.0; low point outside of creek elevation = 894.93; we 

are matching existing ground 

• Barbashela Creek (at approx Sta 254+65): 100 year flood elevation = 886.6’ (map is 

showing a lot of backwater on this one); Looks like there is an existing culvert about 8’ 

height i.e. approximate 875; finished ground elevation = 888.89; we are not meeting 

existing grade but have raised a foot or so.   

• Stone Mountain Creek(at approx Sta 567+40): 100 year  flood elevation = 757.5’; low 

point at creek finished ground elevation = 767.30’; we are matching existing grade. 

ACTION ITEMS: RESPONSIBLE: 

1. Walk project in sections June/July  PBS&J 

2. Post HRS on FTP site JJG 

3. Post electronic design files of Rockbridge Rd Concept JJG 

4. Request electronic files from consultants for following projects 

along Rockbridge: 

• Snapfinger Creek bridge/road plans 

• Rockbridge at N. Hairston Signal plans 

• Rockbridge at Wynbrook 

• Rockbridge at Stewart Mill 

• Rockbridge at Rowland/Poplar 

• DeKalb Trails project along Rockbridge Road area 

PBS&J 
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March 18, 2008 
Sue Kellogg Library 
Stone Mountain, GA 

Attendees: 
Joe Arrington, LeChateaux Neighborhood; South Deshon-Rockbridge Coalition 
Marvin Billups, DeKalb County Parks and Recreation 
Chief Joe Burge, DeKalb County Fire & Rescue 
Melissa Davis, DeKalb County School System 
Arthur Duncan, DeKalb County Planning 
Chief Brad Gray, DeKalb County Fire & Rescue 
Georgia Katsegianes, Rockborough Neighborhood (appt. by Mayor of Stone Mountan) 
Mike Tarnower, Pine Lake Downtown Development Authority 
Jim Tavenner, City of Stone Mountain 
Sean White, MARTA 
H. Omar Wiley, City of Stone Mountain Council 
Marcus Wilson, South Deshon-Rockbridge Coalition; Wynbrooke Neighborhood HOA 
Tom Wolfrom, Monteagle Homeowner’s Association 

Project Team Attendees: 
John Gurbal, DeKalb County Public Works 
Ken Anderson, Jordan, Jones & Goulding 
Lynette Baker, Jordan, Jones & Goulding 
Beth Ferland, Jordan, Jones & Goulding 
Jenny Lee, Jordan, Jones & Goulding 
Steve Lindsey, PBS&J (DeKalb Co. Program Managers) 
Pat Smeeton, Jordan, Jones & Goulding 
Taylor Wright, PBS&J (DeKalb Co. Program Managers) 
Catherine Fox, Fox Environmental 
Leah Vaughan, Sycamore Consulting, Inc. 
Jen Price, Sycamore Consulting, Inc.  
Roger Henderson, Kimley-Horn Associates (DeKalb Co. representatives for Context Sensitive Design)  

Handouts: 

• Agenda 

• Initial Project Goals & Objectives Summary 

• Rockbridge Road Fact Sheets  

• Corridor Map 

Welcome 
The Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) meeting began at 5:25 pm with a welcome by Ken Anderson, Project 
Manager from Jordan, Jones and Goulding.   Mr. Anderson led the attendees into self-introductions and 
provided an overview of the meeting agenda.  He also described the study area limits and the overall 
objectives of the study.  

Traffic & Safety  
Pat Smeeton provided an overview of traffic and safety on the corridor.  He stated that traffic volumes tapers 
off along the corridor to the west of Stone-Mountain Lithonia Road with some congestion near Deshon.    The 
corridor has many signalized intersections and high accident rates.  Mr. Smeeton expressed the need for the 
committee to let the study team know where congestion exists along the corridor.  

John Gurbal, DeKalb County Acting Associate Director of Transportation, provided some background history to 
the group about the proposed project.  He explained that studies have been completed in the past, but that this 
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study will differ in that it’s public involvement process will engage community stakeholders early on and 
throughout the process.  He also stated that Kimley-Horn has been hired to consider how context sensitive 
design principles can be applied to projects throughout the county.  This will feed into the concepts considered 
for the 10 mile long corridor.   

Topographic Constraints 
Ken Anderson used the large area plots to discuss the topography of the study corridor.  The area is very hilly 
with steep side slopes and over 500 driveways.   

Environmental Considerations 
Lynette Baker described the environmental features of the study area.  She explained that historic resources 
are described as those over 50 years old and that this study will make special efforts to avoid or minimize 
impacts to historic resources, streams, and potential habitat for endangered or threatened species.  Ms. Baker 
also stated that since the area has a high minority concentration, environmental justice principles will be 
incorporated into the study’s public involvement plan.   A few sites classified as potentially hazardous  were 
identified in the literature research.  Special considerations will be made to preserve natural resources.   

Anticipated Schedule 
Mr. Anderson gave an overview of the anticipated schedule for the project and outlined opportunities for public 
involvement including up to two additional CAC meetings and two public open house meetings.  

Initial Goals & Objectives 
Leah Vaughan lead the group in a discussion regarding the study’s goals and objectives.  She presented a 
list that the project team had developed and solicited input from the CAC on the goals and objectives, as 
well as any additions to the list.  These were listed as: 
• Improve safety for pedestrians and cyclists by adding sidewalks and/or bikelanes or multiuse path  
• Improve safety for motorists by adding turn lanes  
• Minimize impacts to residents and businesses  
• Minimize environmental impacts  
• Relieve traffic  
• Meet GDOT criteria so that existing funding can be utilized and additional funds can be obtained  

The following feedback was received: 
� Improve /provide for alternative transportation modes 
� Turning lanes would be helpful to Fire Department personnel 
� Sidewalks need to be aesthetically appealing 
� Improve sidewalks from Stone Mountain Lithonia Road to Deshon 
� Would want to induce more quality development on the corridor 
� There is a need for better/more appealing lighting
� There are traffic issues at Wynbrooke Elementary; buses are destroying landscaping by running 

over the curbs 
� There are parking issues at Wynbrooke Elementary  
� It would be helpful to provide a pull-out lane(s) for MARTA buses to prevent traffic from backing up 

when the bus stops to pick up passengers 
� Sidewalks need to be ADA compliant and easier for those in wheelchairs to navigate 
� Rockbridge Road has the potential to connect to the Memorial Drive BRT plans; there may be an 

opportunity for a multi-modal focus for the corridor 
� MARTA service ends at Stone Mountain Lithonia Road (going west) because residents have 

expressed opposition until sidewalks can be provided to make the area safer for pedestrians and 
bus patrons.   

� MARTA is working on potential fixed routes for the area and wants to be able to provide residents 
with alternative transit services. 

� If MARTA could work out the traffic signaling to alleviate back up due to bus stopping some 
congestion would be reduced 
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� MARTA should install shelters and re-design the standing bus stations to accommodate a wide 
variety of users who  may have physical limitations  

The City of Pine Lake is working on mixed-use development and planning so growth is done well.  
Context Sensitive Design should be at the top of the list for improvements  
� It is too dangerous to bike to Stone Mountain park; this should be made much easier 
� There are many cyclists that travel from Ridge Road to Stone Mountain Lithonia Road and onto 

Main Street 
� Options to reach the MARTA rail station should be considered. 
� There is a need to have adequate bike lanes/paths on Rockbridge Road since this will not be 

included in the Memorial Drive improvements; there may be an opportunity to connect bike lanes 
on Rockbridge to the PATH trails from Clarkston and into Stone Mountain Park.  

Leah then asked for the CAC to share any specific issues along Rockbridge Corridor.  The following feedback 
was received: 

� The area from Pennybrook to Stephenson is very neglected (pot holes, no sidewalks, poor lighting, 
heavy foot traffic).  

� Rockbridge Road is a major alternative route for cross-county traffic due to poor traffic signal 
timing on Memorial Drive.  

� Need to consider north/south streets that cross Rockbridge Road and signal timing for these 
streets.  The signals need to “communicate”, ie be interconnected, especially ones that are closely 
spaced. 

� The City of Stone Mountain is mostly concerned with increasing cut-through traffic off of 
Rockbridge and down Stone Mountain Lithonia Road/Main Street.  Pedestrian safety also a key 
issue. 

� A bike lane through the City of Stone Mountain would be a welcome improvement, not necessarily 
a bike path  

� DeKalb County Fire is concerned with the speeds on Rockbridge road and the safety of 
emergency personnel when attending to accidents on the roadway.  

� Left turns result in a large number of accidents.   
� On Pennybrook, pedestrian safety and lighting are important 
� Pedestrian safety as well as lighting around and on the way to bus stops is a priority for DeKalb 

County Schools.  The size and capacity of road affects school buses.  
� Stone Mountain Park needs to participate in this study 
� There are large parcels of undeveloped land between Wynbrooke and Stephenson that will 

probably be developed; the dangerous “S” curve on Rockbridge approaching Stephenson needs to 
be corrected before this development occurs.  

� Upgrades are needed west of Stone Mountain Lithonia Road to make the area safer and to extend 
MARTA service 

� Re: the study goals, it should also consider how these improvements will benefit the youth in the 
community 

� There is a plan for the DeKalb County Parks and Recreation department to make improvements to 
Wade Walker Park, including indoor pools, tracks, etc.  This plan should also make it easy to 
access the park. 

� Traffic is heavy in/out of Wade Walker Park on weekends and during special events.  Off-duty 
police is used to direct traffic 

� More signage is needed to direct traffic off of Hwy 78 and from I-20 to Stone Mountain Park 
� Rockbridge Road needs to serve as a multi-functional roadway to accommodate residential and 

through traffic. 
� The streetscape of the corridor is important 
� We don’t want what happened on South Hairston Road/Panola Road area – no cutting corners to 

get the traffic moving and should consider the residents and aesthetics  
� Allow areas to keep their own identity rather than corridor consistency. 
� Safe roads with lights and turn lanes are needed.  The area has not kept pace with development.   
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� Don’t force more traffic into Stone Mountain – protect Main Street. 
� Travel times are severely impacted by traffic.  
� Make all of the proposed improvements – residents don’t want to hear excuses. 
� Rockbridge Road is a major connector 
� Way-finding signage will create a sense of space.   

Next Steps 
Pat Smeeton discussed the next steps of the traffic elements of the study which will include an analysis of 
intersections and different improvement scenarios.   At the next CAC, the team will bring these scenarios to get 
feedback.  Leah Vaughan stated that an open house meeting will be held to introduce the study to the 
community at large, and that the study team will need the CAC’s help in getting the word out.  It was suggested 
by the CAC that 8 weeks lead time be given in order to give the local papers appropriate time to publish notices 
and generate interest about the study.   

The meeting was adjourned at 7:15 pm.   
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July 8, 2008 
Sue Kellogg Library 
Stone Mountain, GA 

Attendees: 
Marvin Billups, DeKalb County Parks and Recreation 
Nina Hall, DeKalb County Commissioner Burrell Ellis’ Office 
Georgia Katsegianes, Rockborough Neighborhood  
Fire Marshall Joe McKinnon, DeKalb County Fire & Rescue 
Dave Russell, City of Pine Lake  
Jim Tavenner, City of Stone Mountain 
Tom Wolfrom, Monteagle Homeowner’s Association 

Project Team Attendees: 
John Gurbal, DeKalb County Public Works 
Ken Anderson, Jordan, Jones & Goulding 
Lynette Baker, Jordan, Jones & Goulding 
Beth Ferland, Jordan, Jones & Goulding 
Jenny Lee, Jordan, Jones & Goulding 
Steve Lindsey, PBS&J (DeKalb Co. Program Managers) 
Pat Smeeton, Jordan, Jones & Goulding 
Catherine Fox, Fox Environmental 
Leah Vaughan, Sycamore Consulting, Inc. 
Jen Price, Sycamore Consulting, Inc.  

Handouts: 

• Agenda 

• Project Goals & Objectives Summary 

• Features/Impacts Ranking Worksheet 

Sign-in sheet attached 

Welcome & Introductions 
The Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) meeting began at 5:33 pm with a welcome by Ken Anderson, Project 
Manager from Jordan, Jones and Goulding.   Mr. Anderson led the attendees through self-introductions and 
introduced John Gurbal from DeKalb County Transportation.  Mr. Gurbal stressed the importance of community 
and stakeholder input.  Leah Vaughan from Sycamore Consulting, Inc. provided an overview of the meeting 
agenda and the initial objectives presented at CAC #1.   

Traffic Studies 
Pat Smeeton provided an overview of traffic and safety on the corridor.  He presented existing and future (year 
2034) daily traffic volumes.  He stated that a great increase is expected for the horizon year 2034 and that 
approximately 20,000 cars is the limit of what a 2-lane road can handle.  Projected traffic volumes either come 
close to or exceed this limit.   

Next, Mr. Smeeton explained the concept of Level of Service (LOS) as a method for quantifying the efficiency 
of a road; a LOS rating of D or better is the goal for roadways.  Traffic counts conducted to assess LOS for 
Rockbridge Road were completed during the school year at approximately 20 intersections.  According to Mr. 
Smeeton, all intersections assessed presented a future LOS of E or F under a future no-build condition (i.e., no 
improvements are made).  If improvements are made, year 2034 projections show improved LOS at all 
intersections with the exception of Hairston Road.  He explained that the Hairston Road intersection is at 
capacity and that to achieve a LOS D would require multiple additional laneage and would have significant 
impacts.   
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The majority of accidents on the corridor are rear-end accidents (52%) which are a usual indication of a 
congested roadway.  Mr. Smeeton stated that a part of the recommendation may be to implement a continuous 
center turn lane which would minimize rear-end collisions. 

Environmental Update 
Lynette Baker described the environmental features of the study area.  She explained that historic resources 
are described as those greater than 50 years old.  She stated that of the 60 properties identified for further 
analysis, 25 of are eligible or potentially eligible for historic status.  These findings will be compiled into a report 
that will be submitted to the State Historic Preservation Office.  Additionally, four neighborhoods may be 
eligible for listing on the historic register, as well as a railroad corridor and a road corridor.  The two parks along 
the corridor (Wade Walker Park and Stone Mountain Park) are Section 4(f) protected resources.   

Ms. Baker also discussed natural resources and identified five streams, among other significant features.  A 
total of 36 businesses classified as having the potential to release wastes that are regulated by the Georgia 
EPD were also identified in the study area.   

Break 
Ms. Vaughan led the group to a break and asked them to participate in an issues identification exercise by 
noting key areas on the corridor with specific issues in the following categories: 

• Bike/Pedestrian safety 

• Vehicle safety 

• Speed 

• Traffic congestion/queuing 

• Other 

Participants placed dots along the corridor map.  Dots were color coded to correspond to the above categories.  
Information gathered from this exercise will assist the study team in confirming locations with issues, and to 
identify areas not known to the team.   

Issues locations identified by the CAC members in attendance included: 

• Rays Road intersection – bike and pedestrian safety, traffic congestion 

• Allgood Rd to Rowland Rd – bike and pedestrian safety, vehicle safety, traffic congestion 

• Hairston Rd intersection – bike and pedestrian safety, traffic congestion including lane reductions 

• Ridge Ave intersection – speed, bike and pedestrian safety, traffic congestion 

• Entrance to Wade Walker Park – bike and pedestrian safety, vehicle safety, traffic congestion 

• West approach to South Stone Mountain Lithonia Road – bike and pedestrian safety, traffic congestion 
including lane reductions 

• Pennybrook Ave to Stonewycke Lane – bike and pedestrian safety, vehicle safety 

• Monteagle Trace/ Stephenson Road – speed, traffic congestion, vehicle safety 

Initial Layouts 
Mr. Anderson discussed the displays showing the vertical profile of the existing roadway.  He then showed the 
group a rendering of the existing 2-lane roadway followed by a preliminary rendering of the roadway with 
improvements.   The preliminary rendering showed a 3-lane section with bikelanes and sidewalks on both 
sides of the corridor.  He explained that this was a very early conceptual depiction of what the team heard from 
the committee at CAC #1 and that this scenario may apply throughout the corridor at different locations.  
Context sensitivity will always be considered.   

Group Discussion 
Mr. Anderson asked for initial reaction from the CAC on the preliminary concept and whether or not the team is 
heading in the right direction based on the previous input on goals and objectives. The overall consensus of 
the group was that the concept would address the needs of the corridor in the future but that some interim 
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solutions should be considered for implementation to improve safety and capacity issues in the short term.   
The group also indicated concern that the wider footprint of a 3-lane section with bikelanes and sidewalks 
would cause impacts to the residential areas. 

Other concerns expressed include: 

• The length of time until actual construction. 

• The possibility of placing trees in the grassy area between the bikelanes and sidewalks. 

• Impacts to homes and the need to purchase right-of-way. 

• The concern with how construction might change or exacerbate already-steep gradients on residential 
driveways and a desire to not create a situation similar to that on South Hairston Road.   

• There may be a need to minimize/eliminate grassy areas in the design for maintenance purposes. 

• To enhance the community, the team should consider softening landscaping if a low maintenance 
(hardscape) approach to landscaping is implemented, especially in residential areas. 

• Be sure to present other options to the public and to provide potentially effected parties with ample 
notice and opportunity to become involved.   

• This project will have to be completed in phases due to funding; a minimum 6 – 7 year timeframe from 
concept to construction can be anticipated. 

• Interim/short term improvements need to be completed in such a way that they can be implemented 
into the overall design easily. 

At the conclusion of this discussion, the group was asked to participate in a Features/Impacts ranking exercise.  
Participants received a worksheet which asked them to rank potential improvement objectives in order of 
priority.  Five responses were properly completed and submitted.  The results are summarized in rank order 
(from the highest priority to the lowest priority):

Ranking Objective

1 Safety for drivers 

2 Safety for pedestrians and bicyclists 

3 Reducing congestion 

4 Minimizing impacts to residential property 

5 Providing features to support transit 

6 Minimizing impacts to commercial property 

7 Other (please identify): Meet GDOT criteria 

Upcoming Activities 
Ms. Vaughan announced that a Public Information Open House meeting will be held on August 14 from 5 – 7 
pm at Pine Lake Baptist Church.  This will be a drop in meeting and no formal presentation will be given.  
Letters and flyers will be sent to the CAC to confirm the meeting logistics and to enlist support in reaching out 
to the community. 

The meeting was adjourned at 7:03 pm.  
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Meeting Handouts 

AGENDA
CAC Meeting # 2 

Stone Mountain - Sue Kellogg Library 
July 8, 2008 

5:30 pm to 7:30 pm 

  

1. Orientation and Review of Maps  

2. Welcome and Introductions       
Ground Rules/Expectations for Meeting       

3. Review of CAC #1        

4. Traffic Studies        

5. Environmental Update       

BREAK 

6. Initial Layouts        

7. Facilitated Group Discussion      

8. Upcoming Activities and Closure        
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Meeting Handouts 

PROJECT GOALS & OBJECTIVES from CAC #1 

Baseline Objectives 

• Improve safety for pedestrians and cyclists by adding sidewalks and/or bikelanes or multiuse path  

• Improve safety for motorists by adding turn lanes  

• Minimize impacts to residents and businesses  

• Minimize environmental impacts  

• Relieve traffic  

• Meet GDOT criteria so that existing funding can be utilized and additional funds can be obtained  

Expansion on Objectives 

• Incorporate context sensitive design, and support and enhance community cohesion and accessibility 

to community facilities, while allowing community subareas to maintain their own identity 

• Make improvements aesthetically appealing, including landscaping, better/more appealing lighting, 

way finding signage, etc. 

• Provide interconnection of signals to improve traffic flow 

• Improve /provide for alternative transportation modes 

• Support more quality development on the corridor 

• Improve access to parking  

• Seek to provide continuity with other pedestrian/bike features in the area  
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Meeting Handouts 

Features / Impacts Ranking 

The following list identifies objectives and features related to potential improvements in the corridor.  Please 
rank these in order of priority (1 being Highest Priority, 2 being Next Highest Priority, and so on) to assist us in 
assessing how to balance community desires and needs against the impacts associated with those desires 
and needs (principally property impacts). 

Your
Ranking Objective Primary Feature

Reducing congestion 
Adding and/or lengthening 
turn lanes at intersections 

Minimizing impacts to commercial property N/A 

Minimizing impacts to residential property N/A 

Safety for pedestrians and bicyclists Sidewalks, bike lanes 

Safety for drivers Adding turn lanes  

Providing features to support transit Pullouts for buses 

Other (please identify):  
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Sign In Sheet 

7/8/2008 Last Name First Name Organization Title Mailing Address City State Zip Phone Email 

 Allen Amy 
DLC Management Corporation 
(Rockbridge Place)  

1720 Peachtree Street NE, 
Suite 220 Atlanta GA 30309 404-817-3772  

 Arrington Joe 
LeChateaux Neighborhood; South 
Deshon-Rockbridge Coalition  466 South Rays Road 

Stone 
Mountain GA 30083 404-292-0541 joeba@earthlink.net

X Billups Marvin 
DeKalb County Parks and 
Recreation  

1300 Commerce Drive, 
Suite 200 Decatur GA 30030 404-371-4925 mfbillups@co.dekalb.ga.us

 Branscome G. Curtis Stone Mountain Park CEO  P.O. Box 689 
Stone 
Mountain GA 30086 770-498-5611 g.durham@stonemountainpark.org 

 Burge Joe DeKalb County Fire & Rescue Inspections Supervisor 
330 West Ponce de Leon 
Avenue Decatur GA 30030 404-371-2209  

 Cho Jasper Southland Country Club Manager 5726 Southland Dr 
Stone 
Mountain GA 30087 770-469-2717  

 Davis Melissa DeKalb County School System  1780 Montreal Road Tucker GA 30084 678-676-1479  david_guillory@fc.dekalb.k12.ga.us 

Duncan Arthur DeKalb County Planning  
330 West Ponce de Leon 
Avenue, Suite 500 Decatur GA 30030  afduncan@co.dekalb.ga.us

 Dunning Johnny MARTA  2424 Piedmont Road Atlanta GA 30324   

 Ellis Burrell DeKalb County Commission Commissioner, District 4 
1300 Commerce Drive, 6th 
Floor Decatur GA 30030 404-371-4907  

 Gray Brad DeKalb County Fire & Rescue Arson Supervisor  
330 West Ponce de Leon 
Avenue Decatur GA 30030 404-371-2209  

 Guillory David 
DeKalb County School System 
Transportation 

Executive Director: 
Transportation  1780 Montreal Road Tucker GA 30084 678-676-1566  david_guillory@fc.dekalb.k12.ga.us 

 Henson Michele  
PRISM (Pride Rings in Stone 
Mountain)  

Representative - District 
87 4140 Creek Stone Court 

Stone 
Mountain GA 30083 404.296.1442 michelehenson@earthlink.net

 Howland Phil City of Pine Lake Director of Administration P.O. Box 1325 Pine Lake GA 30072 404-292-4250 plboss@bellsouth.net

 Hudson Cedric DeKalb County Planning  
1300 Commerce Drive, 
Suite 200 Decatur GA 30030 404-371-2155  

X Katsegianes Georgia Rockborough Neighborhood  617 E. Rockborough Court 
Stone 
Mountain GA 30083 770-498-3469 usjagc59@bellsouth.net

 McClendon Ryland MARTA 
Director of Transit System 
Planning 2424 Piedmont Road Atlanta GA 30324  rmcclendon@itsmarta.com

X McKinnon Joe DeKalb County Fire & Rescue Fire Marshall 1950 W. Exchange Place Tucker GA 30084 678-406-7734  

 Melton James Indian Creek Baptist Church Properties Manager 3901 Rockbridge Road 
Stone 
Mountain GA 30083

404-292-6500 
404-292-7579  

 Pete Gary City of Stone Mountain Mayor 922 Main Street 
Stone 
Mountain GA 30083 770-498-8984 mayor@stonemountaincity.org

X Russell Dave 
Russell Engineering/City of Pine 
Lake  730 Crab Orchard Drive Roswell  GA 30076 (770) 587-3476 russellengineering@msn.com

 Stokes Connie  DeKalb County Commission 
Commissioner, Super 
District 7 

1300 Commerce Drive, 6th 
Floor Decatur GA 30030 404-371-3053 conniestokes@co.dekalb.ga.us

 Sudduth Elaine DDR Management  (Deshon Plaza)  
3500 Piedmont Road, Suite 
325 Atlanta GA 30305 404-504-6727  

 Swain Michael  Mountain Oaks HOA  679 Mountain Oaks Pkwy 
Stone 
Mountain GA 30087 404-463-5994 michaelbswain@bellsouth.net

 Tarnower Mike  
Pine Lake Downtown Development 
Authority Director PO Box 1058 Pine Lake GA 30072 404-292-4250 tarnower@pldda.org

 Tavenner Jim City of Stone Mountain Director of Public Works 922 Main Street 
Stone 
Mountain GA 30083 770-498-8994 publicworks@stonemountaincity.org

X Thompkins Karen R. DeKalb County Board of Health 
Community Administrator - 
South 

30 Warren Street 
Kirkwood Health Center - 
Rm 2057 Atlanta GA 30317 404-370-7376 krthompkins@gdph.state.ga.us

 Vickers Yolanda Water's Edge Neighborhood HOA Property Manager 7115 Waters Edge Drive, Stone GA 30087 770-413-1144  yvickers@gwmgt.com 
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7/8/2008 Last Name First Name Organization Title Mailing Address City State Zip Phone Email 

Suite B Mountain 

White Sean MARTA  2424 Piedmont Road Atlanta GA 30324   

 Wiley H. Omar   P.O. Box 450528  Atlanta GA 31145 404-966-3448 owali9@yahoo.com 

 Wilson Marcus  
South Deshon-Rockbridge Coalition; 
Wynbrooke Neighborhood HOA President 6881 Almont Cove 

Stone 
Mountain GA 30087 678-873-5864 

marcuskw@hotmail.com; 
Marcus.Wilson@pretechservices.com

X Wolfrom Tom  Monteagle Homeowner’s Association President 465 Monteagle Trace 
Stone 
Mountain GA 30087 770-498-4183 tbwolfrom@bellsouth.net

X Hall Nina DeKalb County Government 
Office of Commissioner 
Burrell Ellis 

1300 Commerce Drive, 6th 
Floor Decatur GA 30030 404-371-4907  
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Rockbridge Road Corridor Improvements Study 
Summary of Stakeholder Interviews  

  
Overview: In accordance with the Public Involvement Plan for the Rockbridge Road Corridor 
Improvements Study, interviews have been conducted with key stakeholders to help the team 
define issues, identify areas of concern, obtain data, and to share project progress with key 
stakeholders.  These interviews with key stakeholders will be conducted throughout all phases of 
the public involvement approach to ensure open and ongoing communication with key 
stakeholders.      
 
Key Stakeholders:  A variety of key stakeholders was sought to participate in the interview 
process.  Key stakeholders include municipalities, governmental offices, resident and homeowners’ 
associations and neighborhood coalitions.  These stakeholders are as follows: 
 

Organization 
City of Pine Lake 
City of Stone Mountain 
DeKalb County Commissioners Burrell Ellis & Connie Stokes 
DeKalb County Economic Development Department 
DeKalb County Planning 
DeKalb County School System Transportation 
Georgia House of Representatives (Districts 86, 88 & 94) 
Georgia Senate (Districts 41 & 55) 
Monteagle Homeowners’ Association 
Mountain Oaks Homeowners’ Association 
PRISM (Pride Rings in Stone Mountain)  
South Deshon-Rockbridge Coalition 
Stone Mountain Memorial Association 

 
Key stakeholders were selected in close consultation with the DeKalb County Transportation 
Division.  To date a total of five (5) interviews have been completed, which include the City of 
Pine Lake, the City of Stone Mountain, DeKalb County Commissioner Burrell Ellis’ office, the 
DeKalb County Planning Department, and the Mountain Oaks HOA.   While these interviews 
represent a variety of key stakeholders, additional key stakeholder interviews may be completed 
throughout the planning process.   
 
Interview Process:  The format for the stakeholder interviews has varied and includes face-to-
face meetings, email surveys and telephone interviews.  All potential interviewees received a 
copy of the study fact sheet and interview questions by email and were asked to either complete 
and return the survey to the public involvement team, or to arrange a time for an in-person 
interview.   
 
Interview Content:  The interviews were designed to gather input from key stakeholders 
regarding their use of the corridor, key issues and challenges encountered along Rockbridge 
Road, potential solutions to address the issues and challenges, and effective public involvement 
strategies.   
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Summary of Responses:  The first two questions of the interview are stakeholder identification 
questions, which ask respondents about frequency of use and primary destinations on Rockbridge 
Road.  All of the respondents stated that they drive the Rockbridge Road corridor on a daily 
basis.  Most people use the corridor to go to work (32%), to run errands (21%), to go home 
(21%), and to go to church (16%).  
 
The next set of questions was related to study area characteristics.  People were asked to express 
the three most significant issues/concerns on the Rockbridge Road corridor.  This question 
generated a wide range of responses.  The most common responses are summarized as follows: 

o Traffic congestion and bottlenecks  
o Maintenance of roadway 
o Safety for pedestrians (sidewalks) and cyclists 
o High traffic speeds 

 
When asked about potential solutions for the issues/concerns expressed, responses were also 
varied.  The most common solutions are summarized as follows: 

o Widening Rockbridge road to add a center turn lane 
o Resurface streets with paved shoulders on both sides 
o Sidewalks installed 
o Coordinated signal timing 

 
Interviewees were asked to share their vision for the Rockbridge Road corridor.  Responses 
varied greatly for this question, but common among several responses was a “pedestrian 
friendly” corridor.  When asked about the type of improvements that would not be supported 
for the corridor, the most common response was widening the roadway followed by increased 
commercial development.   
 
The last section of the key stakeholder interviews asked questions about successful public 
involvement techniques, key civic organizations and potential meeting locations.  Community 
meetings were expressed as the most successful public involvement technique used within the study 
area.  The Rockbridge Road study area is home to several neighborhoods and subdivisions with 
organized community groups and homeowners’ associations.  These groups were noted as the key 
civic organizations in the area as well as key groups the study team should meet or coordinate 
with to educate and inform them of the project.  Lastly, key stakeholders were asked to identify 
potential meeting locations in the study area.  DeKalb County schools were the most common 
choice for hosting community meetings followed by community club houses and recreation centers, 
and the DeKalb County public libraries in the study area.   
 
How Input will be used:  The information gathered from the interviews is being provided to the 
study team to validate preliminary data and findings about the study corridor.  The study team 
will use the information as input as guidance in the development of any infrastructure or policy 
improvements necessary to ensure efficient operation of the corridor into the future.  The Public 
Involvement Team will use key stakeholder input to tailor the Public Involvement Plan and to aid in 
planning public involvement opportunities for the study. 
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I. Project Background 

The DeKalb County Department of Transportation is proposing improvements to the 
Rockbridge Road corridor – a major east/west road providing connections from 
Memorial Drive to State Route 124 (Rock Chapel Road) in central DeKalb County.  This 
public involvement plan is intended to provide an overview of the regulatory 
requirements, goals, and timeline associated with public involvement for the traffic 
studies, environmental screening, concept development, and coordination with the 
Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT).   

Public involvement is a key component during the initial phases of the project.  The 
project will begin with concept development, which will include data collection efforts, 
the development of concept layouts and costs, and a presentation of preliminary 
concepts to the public. Potential impacts to the environment will be identified during the 
environmental screening process.  This public involvement plan (PIP) will outline 
mechanisms for keeping the public up to date on the project’s progress during the term 
of the current contract.   

Study Area Overview 

The Rockbridge Road corridor provides an important link between the busy Memorial 
Drive corridor to the east and the growing activity center of South Deshon Road and SR 
124/Rock Chapel Road to the west.  The corridor includes several key destinations, 
including the City of Pine Lake, Stone Mountain Park, and many neighborhoods and 
community schools.   
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Figure 1.  Rockbridge Road Project Area 

The corridor is viewed in two segments.  The first segment is defined as Rockbridge 
Road from Memorial Drive to Stone Mountain-Lithonia Road, while the second segment 
is defined as Rockbridge Road from Stone Mountain-Lithonia Road to SR 124/Rock 
Chapel Road.  However, for the purposes of public involvement, this project will be 
considered as one project.   
  

II. Regulatory Requirements 

Public involvement is an important part of any planning effort and as such, is mandated 
on the federal, state, and regional levels.  This project, while locally funded, may be 
continued using federal and state funds, and as such, public involvement activities 
undertaken will be within the regulatory requirements identified herein.   

Federal 

The FHWA and FTA regulations provide guidance on metropolitan planning processes 
in 23 CFR 450.  Specific reference to public involvement is made in Section 450.322(c).  
It states that there must be adequate opportunity for public officials, elected officials, 
agency representatives, citizens and other interested parties to be involved in the 
development of the transportation plan.  The procedures stipulate that involvement take 
place in the early stages of the plan development process.  The procedures also require 
publication and availability of the plan for public review and comment.   

The 23 CFR 450 regulations also provide guidance on statewide transportation planning 
processes.  For statewide projects, which include metropolitan and rural areas, public 
involvement should be proactive.  It should be initiated in the early stages of the project 
with reasonable and full public access to information, key decisions, and opportunities 
for involvement throughout the life of the project.  The public involvement for statewide 
transportation processes must also identify methods for considering the needs of 
populations traditionally underserved by transportation systems.  Reasonable 
notification of published draft and final documents must be given to ensure ample 
opportunity to respond and provide input.  

U.S. Executive Order 12898 defines environmental justice as the fair treatment and 
meaningful involvement of all people—regardless of race, ethnicity, income or education 
level—in transportation decision making.  Environmental justice programs promote the 
protection of human health and the environment, empowerment via public participation, 
and the dissemination of relevant information to inform and educate affected 
communities.  

State 

Planning activities in the State of Georgia are regulated by The Georgia Planning Act of 
1989. The statewide policies promote a planning framework for local government, 
coordination between adjacent jurisdictions, and strong initiatives on the local level. 
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Local governments in the state must work closely with individuals, special interest 
groups, the private sector, and the general public at all stages of the planning process. 

The Georgia Department of Transportation has adopted a comprehensive Public 
Involvement Plan and a Public Involvement Policy.  These documents represent a 
conscious effort to create more proactive programs and initiatives that form additional 
partnerships and provide greater opportunities to involve residents and other 
stakeholders in transportation planning and project development.

Regional 

The Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC) defines its commitment to public engagement 
in the transportation planning process in its Transportation Public Involvement Plan.  
ARC has several policy goals and aims for public involvement including opportunities for 
citizens to engage in early, open and accessible decision-making and for the 
commission to seek advice and guidance from low-income and ethnic communities.   
Specifically, the ARC strives to enhance the impact of participation on transportation 
decision-making and to increase the coordination of participation activities between 
ARC, local jurisdictions, and transportation agencies in the Atlanta Region to more 
effectively provide outreach mechanisms for sharing activities and results implementing 
shared agendas. 

III. Public Involvement Objectives 

Public involvement is an essential component of the Rockbridge Road Project and will 
occur throughout the study.  This Public Involvement Plan (PIP) is designed to involve 
agencies and the public as participants and to enable them to provide meaningful input 
to the process and outcomes of the Project.  The plan strives to establish new forums 
for information exchange while also taking advantage of existing groups and 
organizations.  Outreach efforts will educate, inform and involve the public as to the 
purpose and progress of the study by highlighting local issues, technical considerations, 
and potential impacts.  Outreach techniques are designed to encourage participation in 
the public process and to generate meaningful feedback. The PIP provides tools for 
both disseminating study-related information and gathering public input that reflects 
community concerns and interests. 

The public involvement process includes educating stakeholders to ensure full 
understanding of the study. Generating public awareness and creating partnerships with 
residents, elected officials, local agencies, businesses, educational organizations and 
civic associations is critical to the success of the Rockbridge Road Project.    

The goals of the public involvement for this project are: 

• To consult with community stakeholders and gather their ideas for 

solutions to transportation problems. This process is an opportunity for the 

community to voice their concerns and opinions about current and future travel 
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activity along Rockbridge Road between Memorial Drive and SR 124. 

Coordination with the users of this corridor will provide insight into existing travel 

conditions and patterns and will serve as a foundation for the project. 

• To inform and involve the public throughout the process. This plan intends 

to: 1) educate, 2) listen to, and 3) learn from the public early and throughout the 

study schedule. The success of this study depends on the cooperation and 

support of the public. It is our goal to ensure that those potentially impacted, 

influenced, inconvenienced or enhanced by this study are well aware of the 

goals, timelines and available information throughout the duration of the study. 

Target Audiences 

A working relationship will be established with community leadership through the 
identification of key stakeholders in the project area, including government officials, 
agency representatives, representatives of major employers in the business community, 
key civic and advocacy groups, the general public and identified environmental justice 
populations.    

The levels of experience and interest in transportation planning vary greatly across key 
stakeholder groups.  The techniques identified and outlined as part of the public 
involvement process address the needs of all stakeholders interested in the Rockbridge 
Road Project, taking into account their varying interest and experience levels.  

IV. Public Involvement Techniques 

The Rockbridge Road Project’s PIP approach will provide ongoing information 
dissemination to the public by way of a variety of meetings, both large and small public 
meetings and individual meetings/interviews. This focus on face-to-face distribution of 
information allows for public comment to be incorporated into the technical process in a 
meaningful way. The Rockbridge Road Project’s PIP includes a range of public 
meetings that meet the needs of each stakeholder group and allow for a real time 
exchange of information about the project.  

Planned pubic involvement techniques are described as follows. 

Citizens Advisory Committee 

A Citizen’s Advisory Committee (CAC) will serve as a core group responsible for overall 
direction and guidance in the Rockbridge Road Project.  This committee will include 
representatives from local jurisdictions, community organizations, churches, and 
business interests.  The committee will meet at up to three (3) key milestones in the 
study process.    Potential participants are summarized in Table 1.  
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Organization Contact Name

DeKalb County Transportation Division  
DeKalb County Planning Cedric Hudson 
City of Pine Lake Phil Howland 
DeKalb County School System Transportation David Guillory 
Stone Mountain Memorial Association G. Curtis Branscome 
Wynbrooke Neighborhood  Marcus Wilson 
Creekside Neighborhood   
Watersedge Neighborhood (HOA)  
DeKalb County Parks and Recreation Marvin Billups 
City of Stone Mountain Gary Pete 
DeKalb County Board of Health Carla Jeffries 
DeKalb County Commission Burrell Ellis 
Indian Creek Baptist Church Bill Owens 
DLC Management Corporation (Rockbridge Place) Amy Allen 
DDR Management  (Deshon Plaza) Elaine Sudduth 
DeKalb County Fire Station #25 Chief Joe McKinnon 
Deshon/Rockbridge Coalition Joe Arrington 
Southland Country Club   
MARTA Ms. Ryland McClendon 

Table 1.  Known Stakeholder List 

Local Government Briefings 

There are a variety of elected officials representing different areas of the project 
corridor.  To ensure that these officials, including but not limited to those officials from 
DeKalb County, City of Pine Lake, City of Stone Mountain, and Georgia State 
Representatives and Senators, the consultant team will conduct up to four briefings 
specifically for elected officials and staff.  The briefings will be held as needed but will 
coincide with key study milestones.   

Stakeholder Meetings/Interviews 

Up to 8 meetings or interviews will be conducted with key stakeholders to help the team 
define issues, identify areas of concern, obtain data, and to share project progress with 
key stakeholders.  Stakeholders will be selected in close consultation with the client.  
Meetings and interviews may include county and municipal staff, business leaders, 
neighborhood leaders, and/or civic organization representatives.  The format for these 
meetings will vary, depending on the availability of interviewees.  Where face-to-face 
meetings are not feasible, other interview methods may include an email/fax back 
survey or telephone interviews. These meetings with key stakeholders will be conducted 
throughout all phases of the PI approach to ensure open and ongoing communication 
with key stakeholders.      

Neighborhood Meetings 

The public involvement program for the Rockbridge Road Project will utilize a series of 
up to four (4) neighborhood or small group meetings as a central feature for information 
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sharing and discussion about the project.  Community groups will have the opportunity 
to request these meetings at any time throughout the project timeline.  The consultant 
team may also suggest neighborhood or small group meetings at key milestones, or to 
supplement the information sharing process.

These meetings will serve as opportunities for the consultant team to meet with groups 
in a more intimate setting where information shared can be more focused, thus ensuring 
that issues expressed by groups with very specific concerns are addressed.  The focus 
of neighborhood meetings will be to share information with and solicit input from 
stakeholders throughout the project study area.  The meetings will be designed to foster 
consensus among DeKalb County and a variety of stakeholders.  

Public Information Open Houses 

A Public Information Open House is an informal gathering, generally with no formal 
presentation, that allows an exchange of information between the public, the 
Department and the project team.  Up to 2 Public Information Open Houses will be held 
at technical milestones during the project duration to update the community on the 
project status and findings.   Flyers will be developed to advertise these meetings.  
Comment forms will be provided at the open houses to generate feedback on specific 
project related issues. 

Comment Analysis and Acknowledgement 

The project team will catalog comments received throughout the public involvement 
process and analyze the content for trends that will help DeKalb County to draw 
conclusions regarding public sentiment towards the Rockbridge Road project.  In 
addition to providing project-related feedback for inclusion in the environmental 
documentation, public comments can be invaluable in directing or re-directing the public 
involvement approach and determining effective methods of communication with the 
public.  Each public comment received will be acknowledged.  Acknowledgements will 
include responses to public comments developed in consultation with and approved by 
DeKalb County officials. A database of all comments and responses will be maintained. 

Stakeholder Database 

A stakeholder database is a collection of names of residents, businesses and property 
owners, elected officials, neighborhood organizations and others that are potentially 
affected by or interested in Rockbridge Road project.  A database of names, addresses, 
affiliations, phone numbers, and email addresses for all interested parties will be 
developed and maintained throughout the project. This list will assist DeKalb County in 
readily contacting people with announcements of upcoming events, meeting invitations, 
and other important project information, and will demonstrate that the County is 
attempting to reach, involve and communicate with many people impacted by the 
Rockbridge Road project.  During the course of the project, the list will be updated with 
contact information provided by sign-in sheets from public information open houses, 
comment forms, phone calls, emails and other correspondence.  The project team will 
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gather all contact information, design and maintain the database, and sort this list as 
required.  

Information Documentation 

Documentation of the public involvement activities is a key component to the public 
involvement plan.  All meetings, comments, issues, impacts, and commitments made to 
the public during the course of the project will be documented.  This information will be 
beneficial in development of the Environmental Assessment and will also serve as an 
accurate and comprehensive project review document for DeKalb County.  Items to be 
included are: 

• Study Database/Mailing List

• Public Meeting Minutes

• Public Comments and Responses

• Presentation Materials   

Anticipated Schedule 

A schedule of public involvement activities relative to the technical tasks of the project is 
included in Figure XX (all dates are tentative and subject to change). 

INSERT SCHEDULE HERE 



DeKalb County/Rockbridge Road                                                          DRAFT

Public Involvement Plan (PIP)  DeKalb County/Rockbridge Road Project 
December 2007 Page 9 

V. Public Involvement Plan Evaluation 

Evaluation of the effectiveness of public involvement efforts is a key aspect of 
developing a public involvement plan.  Spurred by federal interest, regional planning 
organizations and other agencies have started evaluating all public involvement efforts 
in order to determine which public involvement tools are effective for specific uses and 
under what circumstances they are not.  Evaluation measures are also important in 
documenting the level of public involvement achieved.  Key performance measures are 
indicated on Table2 

Technique Performance Measures 

Public Involvement Plan Successful implementation of strategies and 
techniques 
Participant feedback 

Identify stakeholders for 
Citizens Advisory Committee 

Number of Participants 
 

Citizens Advisory Committee 
Meetings 

Number of meetings 
Number of Committee members attending 

Inclusion of 
information/guidance provided 

Neighborhood Meetings 
Number of attendees 
Number of comments received 

Types of comments received 
Stakeholder Meetings Number of meetings 

Types of comments received 
Elected Officials Briefings Number of attendees 

Types of comments received 
Meeting Flyers 
 

Number of meeting flyers 
Timeliness of distribution 
Location of distribution 

Timeliness of distribution 
Meeting Flyers 
 

Number of meeting flyers 
Timeliness of distribution 
Location of distribution 

Table 2. Public Involvement Plan Performance Measures 

Based on plan performance, existing communication and outreach techniques will be 
modified and new techniques added to ensure plan success.  In order to evaluate the 
effectiveness of our outreach efforts, a debriefing will be held with the team after each 
meeting and input will be solicited from appropriate Project Team staff regarding the 
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meeting outcomes.  A brief synopsis of each meeting will also be developed.  An 
overview of the success of the public involvement program will be presented in the final 
public involvement report, in addition to supporting documentation. 
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