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PLANNING AND BACKGROUND 
Project Justification Statement:  I-95 is a primary north-south interstate roadway in coastal 

Georgia.  In the section between Chatham County/metro Savannah to the north and Liberty County 

to the south, access to I-95 is currently provided by full movement interchanges at SR 25/US 17 

and SR 144 in Bryan County and at SR 38/US 84 in Liberty County.  SR 25/US 17 and SR 144 are 

the two primary surface street facilities providing mobility within Bryan County. 

 

Belfast Keller Road currently crosses over I-95 approximately 4.6 miles south of the existing SR 

25/US 17 interchange and 6.4 miles north of the existing SR 38/US 84 interchange, but does not 

provide access to the interstate. 

 

Bryan County identified a need to provide improved access to the southern section of the County in 

order to accommodate expected residential and commercial growth and foster economic 

development.  This project was identified in the Bryan County Comprehensive Aland Use Plan and 

the Bryan County Transportation Study.  If constructed, the interchange will provide direct access to 

the approximate 1,000+ acre development known as the Belfast Commerce Centre, which is 

approved for approximately 10 million square feet of industrial, manufacturing, warehousing, 

distribution, office and commercial property.  The Belfast Commerce Centre site already has direct 

rail access to the Port of Savannah. 

 

I-95 has a total of six travel lanes at Belfast Keller Road and is functionally classified as a rural 

interstate principal arterial, except within Richmond Hill City limits where it is an urban interstate 

principal arterial.  Belfast Keller Road is an existing two-lane collector crossing over I-95 that 

connects SR 25/US 17 to SR 144 and the developing residential areas in between. 

 

The crash history for the three (3) most recent years of available crash data was analyzed for all 

roadways located within the proposed project corridor.  With a few exceptions, most of these non-

interstate roadways have experienced crash, injury and fatality rates similar to, or lower than, the 

statewide averages for similar facilities. 

 

The proposed new interchange is needed to accommodate the expected growth in southern Bryan 

County.  It would provide additional access to I-95 in southern Bryan County which is currently 

served by two existing interchanges and provide improved access to I-95 hurricane evacuation and 

emergency services.  The new interchange would also support existing and future economic growth 

and development by providing improved access to I-95, US 17 and the existing rail line that directly 

connects to the Port of Savannah. 

 

Existing conditions: The Belfast Keller Road overpass of I-95 is located in southern Bryan 

County, Georgia approximately 5.5 miles southwest of the city of Richmond Hill, Georgia.  I-95 

currently is a 6-lane (3 lanes in each direction) facility divided by an approximately 125 foot 

depressed median.  Belfast Keller Road is a rural 2-lane roadway with grass shoulders.  Belfast 

Keller crosses I-95 via a 2-lane, 406’ long bridge.  A new Georgia Transmission power line has 

recently been installed through the project area on the east side of I-95. 
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Other projects in the area:   
SR 144 from south of CR 100 to south of CR 154, STP00-0630-00(010), PI No. 532370- 
I-95 from Jerico River to 0.8 miles south of US 17 – 8Lanes, NHIM0-0095-01(140), PI No. 
511155- 

MPO: N/A - Project not in MPO      TIP #: N/A 
    
TIA Regional Commission: Coastal Georgia RC   RC Project ID (if TIA project)   N/C 
 
Congressional District(s):  1 
 
Federal Oversight:  PoDI   Exempt State Funded   Other 
 
Projected Traffic:  ADT or AADT 

Current Year (2010):   2440 Open Year (2019):   7000 Design Year (2039):  17700 

Traffic Projections Performed by:   Thomas and Hutton 

 
Functional Classification (Mainline):  Rural Major Collector  
 
Complete Streets - Bicycle, Pedestrian, and/or Transit Standard Warrants:                        

Warrants met:   None          Bicycle         Pedestrian       Transit 

Bryan County revised their 2035 Transportation Study to include bicycle and pedestrian improvements for 
the project in their March 11, 2014 Board of Commissioners.  The City of Richmond Hill and Bryan 
County identified the need to provide a bike and pedestrian connection between the residential areas 
west of I-95 with the commercial areas east of I-95. 
 
Is this a 3R (Resurfacing, Restoration, & Rehabilitation) Project?  No   Yes 
 
Pavement Evaluation and Recommendations 

Preliminary Pavement Evaluation Summary Report Required?    No   Yes 
Preliminary Pavement Type Selection Report Required?    No   Yes 
Feasible Pavement Alternatives:    HMA  PCC                 HMA & PCC 
 

DESIGN AND STRUCTURAL  
Description of the proposed project: 
The proposed project is the construction of a new interchange along I-95 at Belfast Keller Road in 
southern Bryan County, Georgia.  Belfast Keller Road currently crosses I-95 via a two lane overpass 
bridge.  The project will construct a new overpass bridge over I-95 on Belfast Keller Road and 
roundabouts at the ramp intersections.  The only work along I-95 will be the construction of the bridge 
and the tie-ins of the new ramps for the interchange.  The project length is approximately 0.5 miles along 
I-95 and 0.5 miles along Belfast Keller Road.  The project is located approximately 2.6 miles 
northeasterly of the Bryan County/Liberty County line.   
 
Major Structures:   

Structure Existing Proposed 

029-0015-0 
Belfast Keller 
Rd. over I-95 

Bridge is 406’ in length with 2 travel 
lanes (1 in each direction) that are 11’ 
wide with 6’ shoulders.  Sufficiency 
rating is 45.54. 

338’ bridge carrying 2- 12’ lanes of 
traffic.  A 24’ median, 10’ sidewalk and 
5.5’ sidewalk for a total width of 
69’11”.   

Retaining walls  None 100’ Reinforced Earth Wall along 
end bents of bridge. 

Other None  None  
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Mainline Design Features: Mainline Belfast Keller Rd. Rural Major Collector and Roundabouts 
 

Feature Existing Standard* Proposed 

Typical Section    

- Number of Lanes  2 2 2 

- Lane Width(s) 12 12 12/16 

- Median Width & Type None 20 feet  24 feet 

- Outside Shoulder or Border Area Width  8’ (Grassed) n/a n/a 

- Outside Shoulder Slope 4:1 n/a n/a 

- Inside Shoulder Width n/a n/a n/a 

- Sidewalks  n/a 5 feet 5-10 feet 

- Auxiliary Lanes  n/a 12 feet 12/16 feet 

- Bike Lanes n/a n/a n/a 

Posted Speed 55 mph  35/25 mph 

Design Speed 55 mph  35/25 mph 

Min Horizontal Curve Radius 4200 feet 711 feet none 

Maximum Superelevation Rate none 4% none 

Maximum Grade 3% 4% 3% 

Access Control By permit Controlled Controlled/Limited 

1000’ from ramps 

Design Vehicle SU SU WB-67 

Pavement Type Asphalt  Asphalt Asphalt/Conc. 

Additional Items as warranted    

*According to current GDOT design policy if applicable 
 
Ramp Design Features: I-95 On/Off Ramps 
  

Feature Existing Standard* Proposed 
Typical Section    

- Number of Lanes  n/a 1 1 

- Lane Width(s) n/a 16 16 

- Median Width & Type n/a None  None 

- Outside Shoulder or Border Area 
Width  

n/a 12 feet (10 
feet paved) 

12 feet (10 
feet paved) 

- Outside Shoulder Slope n/a 4% 4% 

- Inside Shoulder Width n/a 8 feet (4 feet 
paved) 

8 feet (4 feet 
paved) 

- Sidewalks  n/a none none 

- Auxiliary Lanes  n/a none none 

- Bike Lanes n/a none none 
Posted Speed n/a  none 
Design Speed n/a 60/45 mph 60/45 mph 
Min Horizontal Curve Radius n/a 1200/587 feet 1230/660 feet 
Maximum Superelevation Rate n/a 8% 8% 
Maximum Grade n/a 4% 4% 
Access Control n/a  Controlled Controlled 
Design Vehicle n/a WB-67 WB-67 
Pavement Type n/a Asphalt Concrete 
Additional Items as warranted    

 
Major Interchanges/Intersections:  This project is to provide a new interchange along i-95 at Belfast 
Keller Road. 
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Lighting required:     No     Yes 
Lighting commitment letter from City of Richmond Hill is attached. 
 
Off-site Detours Anticipated:   No   Undetermined   Yes  
Off-site detour is needed to remove and replace the bridge as well as construction of concrete pavement 
between the ramp intersections while using the current alignment.  Local officials have agreed to detour. 
(see attached email) Little commuter traffic currently uses route and commercial property adjacent to 
project is still under construction.  Detour will be provided at PIOH on November 20, 2014.  West bound 
traffic will be detoured to Belfast River Rd. then to Harris Trail Rd. and finally to U.S. 17.  East bound traffic 
will take the reverse route back to Belfast Keller Rd. 
 
Transportation Management Plan [TMP] Required:    No   Yes  

If Yes: Project classified as:      Non-Significant  Significant 
TMP Components Anticipated:   TTC   TO   PI 

 
Design Exceptions to FHWA/AASHTO controlling criteria anticipated: 

FHWA/AASHTO Controlling Criteria No 
Undeter- 

mined Yes 
Appvl Date 

(if applicable)  
1. Design Speed     

2. Lane Width     

3. Shoulder Width     

4. Bridge Width     

5. Horizontal Alignment     

6. Superelevation     

7. Vertical Alignment     

8. Grade     

9. Stopping Sight Distance     

10. Cross Slope     

11. Vertical Clearance     

12. Lateral Offset to Obstruction     

13. Bridge Structural Capacity     

 

Design Variances to GDOT Standard Criteria anticipated:  

GDOT Standard Criteria 

Reviewi
ng 

Office No 
Undeter- 
-mined Yes 

Appvl Date 
(if applicable) 

1. Access Control/Median Openings DP&S     

2. Intersection Sight Distance DP&S     

3. Intersection Skew Angle DP&S     

4. Lateral Offset to Obstruction DP&S     

5. Rumble Strips DP&S     

6. Safety Edge DP&S     

7. Median Usage DP&S     

8. Roundabout Illumination Levels DP&S     

9. Complete Streets DP&S      

10. ADA & PROWAG  DP&S     

11. GDOT Construction Standards DP&S     

12. GDOT Drainage Manual DP&S     

13. GDOT Bridge & Structural Manual Bridges     
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VE Study anticipated:    No   Yes    Completed – Date:    
 

UTILITY AND PROPERTY 
Temporary State Route needed:    No   Yes   Undetermined 

 
Railroad Involvement: None 
 
Utility Involvements:  

• Power  
o Coastal EMC 
o Georgia Transmission Corp. 

• Telephone 
o Century Link 

• Cable 
o Comcast 

• Gas 
o Atlanta Gas Light 

 
SUE Required:    No   Yes   Undetermined 
 
Public Interest Determination Policy and Procedure recommended? No   Yes  
 
Right-of-Way (ROW):  Existing width:  100 ft. Proposed width:  120 ft. 
Required Right-of-Way anticipated: None   Yes Undetermined 
Easements anticipated:  None   Temporary   Permanent    Utility   Other 

Anticipated total number of impacted parcels:     7 
Displacements anticipated: Businesses:    0 

 Residences:    0 
 Other:    0 

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

ROUNDABOUTS  
 
Roundabout Lighting Agreement/Commitment Letter received:   No  Yes  
 
Roundabout Planning Level Assessment: Roundabouts are planned at both south bound and north 
bound I-95 ramp intersections on Belfast Keller Rd.  Traffic on the minor road (I-95 ramps) is 30% for the 
east roundabout and 20% on the west roundabout.  The ADT in the design year is less than 25,000 for 
both intersections therefore a single lane roundabout is anticipated.  Roundabouts on the project meet 
the following favorable conditions: 
• Intersections where construction of turn lanes for a signal would have significant impacts on 

adjacent property. 
• Ramp terminals for freeway interchanges 

• Intersections where future traffic growth is expected to be high and future traffic patterns are 
uncertain 

• Intersections where signalization provides an unacceptable delay 
• Intersections at a gateway or entry point to an urban area 
 
No unfavorable conditions are found for roundabouts at this location.  The purpose of the roundabouts is 
to provide a safe and efficient configuration for the proposed project through the 2039 design year.  
Based on the approved traffic report, neither ramp intersection with Belfast Keller Rd could operate 
acceptably under stop control through the design year.  Construction costs for roundabouts at these 
intersections are also projected to be lower than signalized intersections with turn lanes. 
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Roundabout Feasibility Study: Not required during concept for linear projects where roundabout(s) are 
proposed.  This project is linear and includes two roundabouts. 
 
Roundabout Peer Review Required:    No   Yes   Completed – Date:    
 

CONTEXT SENSITIVE SOLUTIONS 
Issues of Concern:   No impacts have been identified that will require Context Sensitive Solutions.  If 
any concerns or issues come up during the design process, they will be addressed at the time. 
 
 
Context Sensitive Solutions Proposed:  If any concerns come up during the design process, they will 
be addressed at that time. 
 
 

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

Permit/ Variance/ Commitment/ 

Coordination Anticipated No Yes Remarks 

1.  U.S. Coast Guard Permit     

2. Forest Service/Corps Land    

3. CWA Section 404 Permit    

4. Tennessee Valley Authority Permit    

5. Buffer Variance    

6. Coastal Zone Management Coordination    

7. NPDES    

8. FEMA    

9. Cemetery Permit    

10. Other Permits    

11. Other Commitments    

12. Other Coordination    

 
Is a PAR required?  No   Yes    Completed – Date:    

 
Environmental Comments and Information: 

NEPA/GEPA:  Special studies are under development and review for the project. Wetlands, 
protected species and critical habitats, as well as historic and archaeological resources have 
been assessed.  The wetland boundaries were verified by Corps of Engineer on October 21, 
2011.  This verification will expire October 21, 2016.  No significant NEPA/GEPA issues have 
been identified.   

 
Ecology:  Habitat assessments of the project area were conducted during multiple field 
investigations, review of available printed material and wildlife regulatory agency coordination 
responses.  No listed state or federally protected species were found within the proposed project 
area.  Habitat that may be utilized by the bald eagle and the wood stork for foraging does exist within 
the proposed project corridor.  These habitats are mentioned primarily due to the generic habitat 
description used for the bald eagle and the wood stork that in essence, does not allow for discounting 
most forested roadway corridors in coastal Georgia.  There are no special geomorphic areas located 
within the project area defined as “Critical Habitat”. No tidally influenced wetland areas are located 
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within the proposed project area therefore this proposed project is not in jeopardy of directly affecting 
any EFH.  Ecology Resource Survey Report was submitted to GDOT for final review October 9, 2014. 

History:  No known historic structures were identified in the survey area during the GNAHRGIS 
search, or were determined to be present during the Historic Resources Survey conducted by Nancy 
McReynolds of Terracon Consultants, Inc. for the current project.  The proposed project will have no 
physical or visual effect on any significant historic structures. The Finding of No Historic Properties 
Affected document was approved by GDOT on September 24, 2014 for this project. 

 
Archeology: During the field investigation for the Phase I archaeological investigation five 
archaeological sites and four isolated finds were recorded.  None of the five newly recorded sites 
meet the criteria for NRHP eligibility.  In the opinion of ESI, the proposed interchange at I-95 and 
Belfast Keller Road survey area does not contain significant cultural resources and it is 
recommended that no further archaeological studies are necessary based upon the information 
contained in the Phase I archaeological investigation.  SHPO concurrence is required but has not 
been received. It is unknown until GDOT and SHPO concur whether or not any of the five 
archaeological sites recorded during the phase I survey will require additional testing at the 
Phase II level. 
 
Air Quality: 
Is the project located in a PM 2.5 Non-attainment area?   No   Yes 
Is the project located in an Ozone Non-attainment area?   No   Yes 
Is a Carbon Monoxide hotspot analysis required?   No   Yes 

 
Noise Effects:  Classified as a type I project.  Per 23 CFR Part 772 (772.17) and as outlined in 
the GDOT Noise Abatement Policy, these undeveloped parcels were modeled to provide local 
officials with information that can help them to be aware of incompatible land uses near state 
highway systems.  Large undeveloped lands without building permits along the project corridor 
were modeled at 50-feet and then foot intervals from the nearest edge of pavement.  No impacts 
were identified for this project. 
 
Public Involvement:  Public Information Open House will be required.  Detour route will be 
provided at the PIOH.  Adjacent subdivision will be contacted to provide date of the PIOH.  The 
PIOH has been scheduled for November 20, 2014.  
 

Major stakeholders: Bryan County, City of Richmond Hill, Travelling Public, TerraPointe Services Inc. 
 

CONSTRUCTION 
Issues potentially affecting constructability/construction schedule:  Construction of the north bound 
ramps and the bridge over I-95 will be in close proximity to the overhead power transmission lines.  
Clearance during construction will be monitored closely.  Closing the roadway during construction has 
been determined to be most beneficial because of the time and money required to maintain traffic during 
construction compared to the current user.  
 
Early Completion Incentives recommended for consideration:   No  Yes   
 

COORDINATION, ACTIVITIES, RESPONSIBILITIES, AND COSTS  
Initial Concept Meeting: Initial Concept Meeting was held December 11, 2013. The contacts from GDOT, 
City of Richmond Hill, Bryan County, TerraPointe and Thomas and Hutton were introduced.  The project was 
identified as important to the economic development for the region and the potential for environmental 
impacts were discussed.   See attached minutes for detailed information. 

Concept Meeting:  Concept meeting was held July 1, 2014. During the meeting logical termini concerns with 
a four lane project connecting to a two lane existing roadway, were discussed.  The initial concept has been 
revised to address the logical termini concerns.  See attached minutes for detailed information. 
 



Project Concept Report – Page 10  P.I. Number: 0012659 

County:  Bryan 

 

 

 

Other coordination to date:  Meetings with major stakeholders on typical section and roundabouts have 
been held on August 5, 2019 and August 28, 2014.  Group agreed two lane roadway with roundabouts at the 
ramp intersections is the most beneficial concept for the project. 

 
Project Activity Party Responsible for Performing Task(s) 

Concept Development Bryan County, Thomas and Hutton Engineering Co. 
Design Bryan County, Thomas and Hutton Engineering Co. 
Right-of-Way Acquisition Bryan County 
Utility Relocation Bryan County 
Letting to Contract GDOT 
Construction Supervision GDOT 
Providing Material Pits Contractor 
Providing Detours Contractor 
Environmental Studies, Documents, & Permits Bryan County, Thomas and Hutton Engineering Co. 
Environmental Mitigation Bryan County 
Construction Inspection & Materials Testing GDOT 

 

Project Cost Estimate Summary and Funding Responsibilities:   

 
Breakdown of 

PE ROW 
Reimbursable 

Utility CST* 

Environme
ntal 

Mitigation Total Cost 
 Funded 

By 
Bryan Co. Bryan Co. Bryan Co. GDOT/Bryan 

Co. 
Bryan Co.  

$ Amount 1,800,000.00 1,237,500.00 1,721,000.00 8,652,949.00 102,795.00 18,678,104.00 
    5,163,860.00   

Date of 
Estimate 

9/3/2013 3/3/15 6/20/2014 10/21/2014 1/30/2014  

*CST Cost includes: Construction, Engineering and Inspection, Cont ingenc ies  and Liquid AC Cost 

Adjustment.  GDOT committed to $8,652,949.00.  Bryan County responsible for remaining $5,163,860.00 

construction cost.  Lighting will be added to the project, but is not included in CST cost at this time.  The 

estimated construction cost is $750,000.00. 

 

ALTERNATIVES DISCUSSION 

Alternative selection:  Compare and contrast the various alternatives studied in summary and reason(s) why 

each alternative was or was not selected.   Discussion should include no-build and preferred alternatives, and 

should compare various factors such as total cost, environmental and social impacts, time requirements, PE 

requirements, etc. as appropriate to the decision process.  Please use the following format: 

Preferred Alternative: I-95 Interchange with roundabouts at ramp intersections with Belfast Keller Rd. and 

Retaining walls along the end bents of the bridge over I-95. 

Estimated Property Impacts: 7 Estimated Total Cost: 18,678,104.00 

Estimated ROW Cost: $1,237,500.00 Estimated CST Time: 27 months 

Rationale:  This alternative is preferred because it provides the lowest level of wetland impacts, lowest 

possibility for utility conflicts, and an acceptable level of service for the project life span and has the 

lowest construction cost.   

 

No-Build Alternative:  2 lane Belfast Keller Rd. overpass  of I-95 (existing conditions) no interchange  

Estimated Property Impacts: 0  Estimated Total Cost: 0 

Estimated ROW Cost: 0 Estimated CST Time: 0 
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FILE P.I. No. OFFICE

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

DATE October 21, 2014

From:

To: Lisa L. Myers, State Project Review Engineer

Subject: REVISIONS TO PROGRAMMED COSTS

MGMT LET DATE 10/23/2017

PROJECT MANAGER

MGMT ROW DATE 7/26/2017

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

CONSTRUCTION $ 8,652,949.00 DATE 5/1/2013

RIGHT OF WAY $ 1,500,000.00 DATE 5/1/2013

UTILITIES $ 1,721,000.00 DATE 6/20/2014

REVISED COST ESTIMATES

CONSTRUCTION* $ 13,816,808.25                     

RIGHT OF WAY $ 1,500,000.00

UTILITIES $ 1,721,000.00

  *Cost Contains 10  % Contingency

REASONS FOR COST INCREASE AND CONTINGENCY JUSTIFICATION:

Page 1 REVISIONS TO PROGRAMMED COSTS TEMPLATE - REVISED SEPTEMBER 4, 2014

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

STATE OF GEORGIA
-----------------------------

Program Delivery

I-95@Belfast Keller Rd. New Interchange

Construction cost based on concept for bridge replacement and new construction of interchange.

12659

Michelle Wright



A.
CONSTRUCTION           

COST ESTIMATE:
$ Base Estimate From CES

B.
ENGINEERING AND 

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

C. CONTINGENCY: $ Base Estimate (A) +  E & I (B) x 10 %

See % Table in "Risk Based Cost 

Estimation" Memo

D.
TOTAL LIQUID AC 

ADJUSTMENT:
$  Total From Liquid AC Spreadsheet

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

ATTACHMENTS:

Detailed Cost Estimate Printout From TRAQS

Liquid AC Adjustment Spreadsheet

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

CONTINGENCY SUMMARY

 $                                                                        1,365,000.00 

 $                                                                           260,000.00 

 $                                                                             96,000.00 

REIMBURSABLE COST

Georgia Transmission Corp

Coastal EMC

Century Link

TOTAL  $                                                                        1,721,000.00 

11,786,714.78 

                589,335.74 

UTILITY OWNER

REIMBURSABLE UTILTY COSTS

          13,816,808.25 

203,152.68

            1,237,605.05 



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

P.I. NO. 

DATE

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

REG. UNLEADED Oct-14 3.312$        

DIESEL 3.718$        

LIQUID AC 615.00$      

LIQUID AC  ADJUSTMENTS

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

Asphalt

Price Adjustment (PA) 194832 194,832.00$                 

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month placed (APM) Max. Cap 60% 984.00$             

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month project let (APL) 615.00$             

Total Monthly Tonnage of asphalt cement (TMT) 528

ASPHALT Tons %AC  AC ton

Leveling 1000 5.0% 50

12.5 OGFC 5.0% 0

12.5 mm 5.0% 0

9.5 mm SP 460 5.0% 23

25 mm SP 900 5.0% 45

19 mm SP 8200 5.0% 410

10560 528

BITUMINOUS TACK COAT

Price Adjustment (PA) 8,320.68$          8,320.68$                      

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month placed (APM) Max. Cap 60% 984.00$             

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month project let (APL) 615.00$             

Total Monthly Tonnage of asphalt cement (TMT) 22.54927984

Bitum Tack

Gals gals/ton tons

5250 232.8234 22.5492798

BITUMINOUS TACK COAT (surface treatment)

Price Adjustment (PA) 0 -$                               

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month placed (APM) Max. Cap 60% 984.00$             

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month project let (APL) 615.00$             

Total Monthly Tonnage of asphalt cement (TMT) 0

Bitum Tack SY Gals/SY Gals gals/ton tons

Single Surf. Trmt. 0.20 0 232.8234 0

Double Surf.Trmt. 0.44 0 232.8234 0

Triple Surf. Trmt 0.71 0 232.8234 0

0

TOTAL LIQUID AC ADJUSTMENT 203,152.68$                 

0012659

10/21/2014

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

JOB DETAIL ESTIMATE 

JOB NUMBER : 0012 659 SPEC YEAR: 13 
DESCRIPTION: BELFAST SIDING ROAD INTERCHANGE AT I-95/SR 404 

BRYAN 

LINE ITEM 

0003 
0004 

0005 
0010 
0015 
0020 
0025 
0030 
0035 

0040 
0045 
0050 
0055 
0060 
0065 
0070 

0075 
0080 
0085 
0090 
0095 
0105 
0109 
0110 
0115 
0120 

0130 
0134 
0135 
0143 
0144 
0145 
0150 
0154 
0155 
0159 
0160 
0165 

627-1100 
627-1010 

150-1000 
153-1300 
201-1500 
163-0232 
163-0240 
163-0300 
163-0527 

163-0550 
165-0010 
165-0030 
165-0041 
165-0101 
165-0105 
167-1000 

167-1500 
171-0010 
171-0030 
205-0001 
206-0002 
310-5100 
310-5120 
318-3000 
402-1812 
402-3103 

402-3192 
402-3121 
413-1000 
430-0195 
430-0200 
433-1100 
436-1000 
439- 0022 
441-0004 
441-0104 
441-0204 
441-0748 

ALT UNITS 

LF 
SF 

LS 
EA 
LS 
AC 
TN 
EA 
EA 

EA 
LF 
LF 
LF 
EA 
EA 
EA 

MO 
LF 
LF 
CY 
CY 
SY 
SY 
TN 
TN 
TN 

TN 
TN 
GL 
SY 
SY 
SY 
LF 
SY 
SY 
SY 
SY 
SY 

ITEMS FOR JOB 0012659 

DESCRIPTION 

COPING A, WALL NO - WALL 1 
MSE WALL FACE, 10 - 20 FT HT, WALL NO -
WALL 1 
TRAFFIC CONTROL - PI NO. 012659 
FIELD ENGINEERS OFFICE TP 3 
CLEARING & GRUBBING - PI NO 012659 
TEMPORARY GRASSING 
MULCH 
CONSTRUCTION EXIT 
CNST/REM RIP RAP CKDM,STN P RIPRAP/SN 
BG 
CONS & REM INLET SEDIMENT TRAP 
MAINT OF TEMP SILT FENCE, TP A 
MAINT OF TEMP SILT FENCE, TP C 
MAINT OF CHECK DAMS - ALL TYPES 
MAINT OF CONST EXIT 
MAINT OF INLET SEDIMENT TRAP 
WATER QUALITY MONITORING AND SAMPLING 

WATER QUALITY INSPECTIONS 
TEMPORARY SILT FENCE, TYPE A 
TEMPORARY SILT FENCE, TYPE C 
UNCLASS EXCAV 
BORROW EXCAV, INCL MATL 
GR AGGR BS CRS lOIN INCL MATL 
GR AGGR BS CRS 12IN INCL MATL 
AGGR SURF CRS 
RECYL AC LEVELING,INC BM&HL 
REC AC 9.5 MM SP,TPII,GP2, INCL BM & H 
L 
RECYL AC 19 MM SP,GP lOR 2,INCL BM 
RECYL AC 25MM SP,GP1/2,BM&HL 
BITUM TACK COAT 
PLN PC CONC PVMT/CL1C/ 9.5 TK 
PLN PC CONC PVMT/CL1C/ 10 TK 
REF CONC APPR SL/INCL CURB 
ASPH CONC CURB - PI NO. 012659 
PLN PC CONC PVMT CL3 10 THK 
CONC SLOPE PAV, 4 IN 
CONC SIDEWALK, 4 IN 
PLAIN CONC DITCH PAVING, 4 IN 
CONC MEDIAN, 6 IN 

QUANTITY 

210 . 000 
3900.000 

1 . 000 
1.000 
1 . 000 

50 . 000 
150.000 

8 . 000 
80.000 

8 . 000 
19200 . 000 

7000 . 000 
1200.000 

8.000 
8.000 
4 . 000 

24.000 
19200.000 

7000 . 000 
30000.000 

200000 . 000 
12000.000 
40000 . 000 

100.000 
1000 . 000 

460.000 

8200.000 
900 . 000 

5250.000 
40000.000 
5250.000 

550.000 
3200.000 
1250.000 
1000 . 000 
2500.000 
4000.000 
160.000 

PRICE 

91.05 
30.82 

500000.00 
86412.67 

2000000.00 
616.56 
186.01 

1381.23 
299.06 

182.36 
0.37 
0.56 
1.13 

544.42 
65.12 

367.67 

516.05 
1. 99 
3.05 

12.94 
4. 60 

19.64 
22.65 
28.75 
87.71 
92 . 35 

70.00 
83.78 
2.73 

36.38 
38.25 

171.93 
7.27 

83.44 
42.93 
34.76 
30.20 
47.92 

AMOUNT 

19121.97 
120232.05 

500000 . 00 
86412.68 

2000000 . 00 
30828 . 22 
27901.69 
11049 . 89 
23925 . 52 

1458.88 
7199.23 
3964.66 
1359 . 95 
4355.40 

521.03 
1470 . 72 

12385.24 
38279.04 
21390.53 

388425.30 
920308 . 00 
235720.08 
906175 . 60 

2875 . 45 
87713 .32 
42482 . 29 

574000.00 
75406.82 
14348.62 

1455200.00 
200812.50 

94562.97 
23267.97 

104302.79 
42935 . 25 
86917.38 

120821.08 
7667 . 57 



DATE : 10/21/2014 
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0167 
0168 
0169 
0170 

0175 

0180 
0185 

0190 
0195 
0200 
0205 
0210 
0215 
0220 
0225 
0230 
0235 
0240 
0245 
0250 
0253 
0254 
0255 
0260 
0265 
0270 
0275 
0280 
0285 
0290 
0295 
0300 
0305 
0310 
0315 
0320 
0325 
0330 
0335 
0340 
0345 
0350 
0355 
0360 
0365 
0370 
0375 
0380 
0385 

441-5025 
441-6022 
441-6720 
446-1100 

456-2012 

540-1101 
543-9000 

550-1180 
550-1240 
550-1300 
550-1360 
550-4218 
550-4224 
550-4230 
550-4236 
576-1018 
603-2018 
603-7000 
610-1055 
610-1075 
626-0320 
634-1200 
636-1020 
636-1029 
636-1033 
636-1072 
636-2070 
636-2080 
636-2090 
636-3000 
641-1100 
641-1200 
641-5001 
641-5012 
643-4000 
653-0120 
653-1501 
653-1502 
653-1704 
653-4501 
653-6004 
653-6006 
654-1001 
654-1003 
668-2100 
700-6910 
700-7000 
700-8000 
700-8100 

LF 
LF 
LF 
LF 

GLM 

LS 
LS 

LF 
LF 
LF 
LF 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
LF 
SY 
SY 
LF 
EA 
CY 
EA 
SF 
SF 
SF 
SF 
LF 
LF 
LF 
LB 
LF 
LF 
EA 
EA 
LF 
EA 
LF 
LF 
LF 
GLM 
SY 
SY 
EA 
EA 
EA 
AC 
TN 
TN 
LB 

STATE HIGHWAY AGENCY 

JOB DETAIL ESTIMATE 

CONC HEADER CURB, 4 , 
CONC CURB & GUTTER, 
CONC CURB & GUTTER/ 
PVMT REF FAB STRIPS, 

TP 9 
6X30TP2 
6X30TP7 
TP2,18 INCH WIDTH 

INTENT. RUMB. STRIPS - GRND-IN-PL 
(CONT) 

REM OF EX BR, STA NO - PI NO. 012659 
CONSTR OF BRIDGE COMPLETE - PI NO. 
012659 
STM DR PIPE 18,H 1-10 
STM DR PIPE 24,H 1-10 
STM DR PIPE 30,H 1-10 
STM DR PIPE 36,H 1-10 
FLARED END SECT 18 IN, ST DR 
FLARED END SECT 24 IN, ST DR 
FLARED END SECT 30 IN, ST DR 
FLARED END SECT 36 IN, ST DR 
SLOPE DRAIN PIPE, 18 IN 
STN DUMPED RIP RAP, TP 1, 18 
PLASTIC FILTER FABRIC 
REM GUARDRAIL 
REM GUARDRAIL ANCH, ALL TYPES 
MSE WALL BACKFILL MATERIAL 
RIGHT OF WAY MARKERS 
HWY SGN,TP1MAT,REFL SH TP3 
HWY SGN,TP2 MATL,REFL SH TP 3 
HWY SIGNS, TP1MAT,REFL SH TP 9 
HWY SIGNS,ALUM EXTRD PNLS, RS TP 3 
GALV STEEL POSTS, TP 7 
GALV STEEL POSTS, TP 8 
GALV STEEL POSTS, TP 9 
GALV STEEL STR SHAPE POST 
GUARDRAIL, TP T 
GUARDRAIL, TP W 
GUARDRAIL ANCHORAGE, TP 1 
GUARDRAIL ANCHORAGE, TP 12 
WOVEN WIRE FENCE 
THERM PVMT MARK, ARROW, TP 2 
THERMO SOLID TRAF ST 5 IN, WHI 
THERMO SOLID TRAF ST, 5 IN YEL 
THERM SOLID TRAF STRIPE,24,WH 
THERMO SKIP TRAF ST, 5 IN, WHI 
THERM TRAF STRIPING, WHITE 
THERM TRAF STRIPING, YELLOW 
RAISED PVMT MARKERS TP 1 
RAISED PVMT MARKERS TP 3 
DROP INLET, GP 1 
PERMANENT GRASSING 
AGRICULTURAL LIME 
FERTILIZER MIXED GRADE 
FERTILIZER NITROGEN CONTENT 

760 . 000 
3100 . 000 
4600.000 
2000 . 000 

2 . 000 

1.000 
1 . 000 

2500 . 000 
1000.000 

500 . 000 
500.000 

6.000 
4.000 
4.000 
4 . 000 

400 . 000 
200 . 000 
200.000 

2800.000 
8 . 000 

3033.000 
40.000 

300.000 
50.000 

150 . 000 
1000.000 

150.000 
600 . 000 
300.000 
600.000 
200 . 000 

8000.000 
6 . 000 

14 . 000 
12000.000 

24 . 000 
43028.000 
20000.000 

70.000 
2 . 000 

700.000 
600.000 

60.000 
300.000 

8.000 
50.000 
50 . 000 
50.000 

2500.000 

13.48 
11.45 
13.54 

4.37 

973.70 

250000.00 
2400000.00 

35.42 
44.84 
60.03 
68.75 

588.70 
699.63 
801.16 

1103 . 29 
41.15 
35.84 
3.53 
2. 71 

181.61 
10.00 

104.95 
14.36 
15.48 
16.87 
25.09 

6.92 
8.48 
6.06 
5.77 

51.74 
16.59 

765 . 41 
2028.92 

6.35 
79.50 

0.35 
0.38 
7.19 

1011.91 
4.09 
3.99 
4.70 
3.69 

1914.91 
1070.96 

73.76 
551.62 

2.04 

10244 . 80 
35505.70 
62284 . 00 

8751.54 

1947.41 

250000.00 
2400000.00 

88566.23 
44848.87 
30019- 61 
34378.68 

3532.20 
2798.53 
3204.67 
4413 . 17 

16463 . 99 
7168 . 00 

706 . 58 
7612 . 50 
1452 . 95 

30330 . 00 
4198.27 
4308 . 94 
774.46 

2531.95 
25097.04 

1039.04 
5090.81 
1820.90 
3466.44 

10348.73 
132753 . 12 

4592. 51 
28404.90 
76251.96 

1908.22 
15076 . 58 

7741.60 
503 . 83 

2023 . 83 
2869.99 
2396.80 
282.37 

1109.93 
15319.31 
53548.37 

3688.07 
27581.27 

5105.68 
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INFLATED ITEM TOTAL 

TOTALS FOR JOB 0012659 

ESTIMATED COST: 
CONTINGENCY PERCENT ( 10 .0 ) : 
ESTIMATED TOTAL: 

TASKS FOR JOB ITEM LINE NUMBER: 0003 

STATE HIGHWAY AGENCY 

JOB DETAIL ESTIMATE 

TASK: BID 001 TYPE: BID-BASED ACTIVE?: Y 
REGRESSION: 91.05 
MODEL: 6 WORKTYPE: ASEW AREA: SE SEASON: SUMM HIGHWAY TYPE: INTE URBAN/RURAL: RURL QUANTITY LEVEL: 2 
COMMENT: REGRESSION MODEL 6 

TASKS FOR JOB ITEM LINE NUMBER: 0004 

TASK: BID 001 TYPE: BID-BASED ACTIVE?: Y 
REGRESSION: 30.92 
MODEL: 5 WORKTYPE: ASEW AREA: SE SEASON: SUMM HIGHWAY TYPE: INTE URBAN/RURAL: RURL QUANTITY LEVEL: 3 
COMMENT: REGRESSION MODEL 5 

TASKS FOR JOB ITEM LINE NUMBER: 0005 

TASK: REF 001 TYPE: REFERENCE PRICE ACTIVE?: N 
VALUE: 10000.00000 
FORMULA: 
COMMENT: ADHOC REFERENCE PRICE 

TASK: REF 002 TYPE : REFERENCE PRICE ACTIVE?: Y 
VALUE: 500000.00000 
FORMULA: 
COMMENT: ADHOC REFERENCE PRICE 

TASKS FOR JOB ITEM LINE NUMBER: 0010 

TASK: BID 001 TYPE: BID-BASED ACTIVE?: Y 
AVERAGE: 96412.67 
MODEL: 31 WORKTYPE: ASEW AREA: SE SEASON: SUMM HIGHWAY TYPE: INTE URBAN/RURAL: RURL QUANTITY LEVEL: 5 
COMMENT: AVERAGE MODEL 31 

11796714.79 

11796714.80 
1179671.48 

12965386.29 



GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

PRELIMINARY ROW COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Date: 3/3/2015 Project: 0012659

Revised: County: Bryan

PI: 0012659

Description: New Interchange along I-95 @ CR 90/Belfast Keller Rd

Project Termini: New Interchange along I-95 @ CR 90/Belfast Keller Rd

Existing ROW: Vary

Parcels: 7 Required ROW: Vary

$1,237,500.00

Proximity Damage $0.00

Consequential Damage $0.00

Cost to Cures $0.00

Trade Fixtures $0.00

Improvements $375,000.00

$110,000.00

$79,725.00

$14,000.00

$0.00

$64,000.00

$1,505,225.00

$1,506,000.00

Preparation Credits Hours Signature

Prepared By: CG#: (DATE)

Approved By: CG#: (DATE)

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

Land and Improvements

Valuation Services

Legal Services

Relocation

Demolition

Administrative

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS (ROUNDED)

allsop

286999

286999

03/06/2015

03/06/2015



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

STATE OF GEORGIA 

 

INTERDEPARTMENT  CORRESPONDENCE 

 

 

    
FILEFILEFILEFILE                P.I. # 0012659P.I. # 0012659P.I. # 0012659P.I. # 0012659, , , , BryanBryanBryanBryan    CountyCountyCountyCounty                                                                                                                                                                                                                            OFFICE   OFFICE   OFFICE   OFFICE   JesupJesupJesupJesup        

                                    
                                                                                                                                                                                                DATEDATEDATEDATE            6666----20202020----2012012012014444                

FROM  FROM  FROM  FROM              Dallory RozierDallory RozierDallory RozierDallory Rozier, , , , DistrictDistrictDistrictDistrict    Utilities EngineerUtilities EngineerUtilities EngineerUtilities Engineer    

    
TO       TO       TO       TO                                               MicheMicheMicheMichellllle Wrightle Wrightle Wrightle Wright, Project Manager, Project Manager, Project Manager, Project Manager    

                    
                                                                                        
    

SUBJECT  SUBJECT  SUBJECT  SUBJECT              PRELIMINARYPRELIMINARYPRELIMINARYPRELIMINARY    UTILITY COST ESTIMATEUTILITY COST ESTIMATEUTILITY COST ESTIMATEUTILITY COST ESTIMATE    (Revised)(Revised)(Revised)(Revised)    

    
                                                                                            As requested by your office, As requested by your office, As requested by your office, As requested by your office, we are fuwe are fuwe are fuwe are furnishing you with a Preliminaryrnishing you with a Preliminaryrnishing you with a Preliminaryrnishing you with a Preliminary    Utility CostUtility CostUtility CostUtility Cost        

                                                                                            EstimateEstimateEstimateEstimate    of of of of eacheacheacheach    utility with facilities potentially located within the utility with facilities potentially located within the utility with facilities potentially located within the utility with facilities potentially located within the above above above above project limitsproject limitsproject limitsproject limits.      .      .      .          
    
    

                                                                                                                     
Facility OwnerFacility OwnerFacility OwnerFacility Owner    NonNonNonNon----ReimbursableReimbursableReimbursableReimbursable    ReimbursableReimbursableReimbursableReimbursable    CommentsCommentsCommentsComments    

Century Link       $160,000.00    $      96,000.00  

Coastal EMC       $150,000.00    $    260,000.00  

Comcast       $144,000.00    $               0.00  

Atlanta Gas Light       $320,000.00    $               0.00  

Georgia Transmission Corp.       $           0.00    $1,365,000.00  

                                                            TotalsTotalsTotalsTotals                            $$$$777777774,0004,0004,0004,000.00.00.00.00                                                   $$$$1,721,0001,721,0001,721,0001,721,000.00.00.00.00     

Total ReimbursementTotal ReimbursementTotal ReimbursementTotal Reimbursement          $            0.00             $$$$1,721,0001,721,0001,721,0001,721,000.00.00.00.00     

    
    

    
CC;CC;CC;CC;    Lee UpkinsLee UpkinsLee UpkinsLee Upkins, , , , Assistant State Utilities EngineerAssistant State Utilities EngineerAssistant State Utilities EngineerAssistant State Utilities Engineer  
                            District Office FileDistrict Office FileDistrict Office FileDistrict Office File    
                            Utilities Office FileUtilities Office FileUtilities Office FileUtilities Office File 
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M E M O R A N D U M 

 
 
TO:    Abby Ebodaghe, Office of Planning, GDOT 

        

FROM:   Jeff Ingham, PE, Thomas & Hutton 

 

DATE:   November 22, 2013 

 

SUBJECT:   PI# 0012659, Traffic Methodology, Interchange at I-95 and Belfast Siding Road,  

 

JOB NO.: 24601 

 

 

 

This memorandum outlines the proposed procedure for completing the GDOT traffic analysis 

requirements of the Plan Development Process.  Please confirm the approach, or provide a 

recommendation regarding the procedure we should use.  Thanks. 

 

Introduction 

The project would place a new interchange on Interstate 95 at Belfast Siding Road in Bryan 

County.  An Interchange Justification Report (IJR) was approved in 2012 (completed by others) 

that included an extensive traffic analysis.  The approved IJR is attached. 

 

Traffic figures and volumes will include Interstate 95 and Belfast Siding Road.  The “build” volumes 

will include turn movements and volumes for the interstate ramp intersections with Belfast Siding 

Road.  The No-build scenario will not have ramp volumes.   

 

The traffic submittal requirements are anticipated to fall under the category of “Capacity 

Project w/ Turning Movements,” provided by the Office of Planning.  The assumptions that we 

plan to use are as follows.  A formal submittal with volume diagrams will follow. 

 

Existing traffic data 

The IJR was provided to us by GDOT.  Volumes and counts were shown but raw data was not 

included.  Page 21 notes procedure used to collect the traffic data.  Page 22 and 23 provide 

the 2010 peak hour volumes.  A description of the procedure to calculate future traffic volumes 

begins on page 26.   

 

The IJR was a very detailed study that focused primarily on traffic analysis.  It was approved by 

GDOT and FHWA.  With that in mind, we propose utilizing much of the traffic info contained in 

the study. 

 

 

 

 

 



Existing Current AADT (Average Annual Daily Traffic)  

2014 ADT 

 I-95 at Belfast siding Road  

 Belfast Siding Road  

 

o Will be taken from GDOT count station data  

o Count station volumes from 2010 (when IJR counts were taken) to 2012 showed 

little to no change on Belfast Siding and a slight drop on I-95 

 

Existing Current DHV (Design Hourly Volume)  

2014 AM & PM Traffic  

 I-95 at Belfast siding Road  

 Belfast Siding Road  

 

o Will be based on 2010 counts (pp 22-23), adjusted to 2014 using the growth rates  

for “no interchange” scenario (p36) 

 

Build/Open Base Build Year ADT  

2019 ADT   

 I-95 at Belfast siding Road  

 Belfast Siding Road  

 Ramp intersections 

 

o Will be estimated using 2014 ADT adjusted to 2019 using the growth rates  for “with 

interchange” scenario (p37) 

 

Design Year Build ADT  

2039 ADT  

 I-95 at Belfast siding Road  

 Belfast Siding Road  

 Ramp intersections 

 

o Will be estimated using 2035 ADT (p43) adjusted to 2039 using the growth rates  

for “with interchange” scenario (p37) 

 

Build Base Year DHV  

2019 (AM & PM) 

 I-95 at Belfast siding Road –  

 Belfast Siding Road –  

 Ramp intersections -  

 

o Will be estimated using 2014 AM and PM Traffic adjusted to 2019 using the growth 

rates  for “with interchange” scenario (p37) 

 

Build Design Year DHV  

2039 (AM & PM) 

 I-95 at Belfast siding Road –  

 Belfast Siding Road –  

 Ramp intersections -  

 

o Will be estimated using 2035 ADT (p40,41) adjusted to 2039 using the growth rates  

for “with interchange” scenario (p37) 

 

 



No Build Base Year ADT  

2019 ADT   

 I-95 at Belfast siding Road  

 Belfast Siding Road  

 

o Will be estimated using 2014 ADT adjusted to 2019 using the growth rates  for “no 

interchange” scenario (p36) 

 

No Build Design Year ADT  

2039 ADT  

 I-95 at Belfast siding Road –  

 Belfast Siding Road –  

 

o Will be estimated using 2035 ADT (p42) adjusted to 2039 using the growth rates  

for “no interchange” scenario (p36) 

 

No Build Base Year DHV  

2019 (AM & PM) 

 I-95 at Belfast siding Road –  

 Belfast Siding Road –  

 

o Will be estimated using 2014 AM and PM Traffic adjusted to 2019 using the growth 

rates  for “no interchange” scenario (p36) 

 

No Build Design Year DHV  

2039 (AM & PM) 

 I-95 at Belfast siding Road –  

 Belfast Siding Road –  

 

o Will be estimated using 2035 no build volumes (pp 38-39), adjusted to 2039 using 

the growth rates  for “no interchange” scenario (p36) 

 

The 24 Hour and Peak hour Truck percentages  

 Available data regarding truck percentages for the Interstate traffic will be gathered 

from GDOT sources.  Much of the anticipated development along Belfast Siding Road is 

anticipated to be industrial.  Truck percentages on Belfast Siding Road will be calculated 

based on a review of the expected land uses. 
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Ingham, Jeffrey

From: Ebodaghe, Abby <aebodaghe@dot.ga.gov>

Sent: Friday, November 22, 2013 11:10 AM

To: Ingham, Jeffrey; Wright, Michelle

Cc: Kelley, Doyle

Subject: RE: P.I. # 0012659

Good morning Jeffrey, 

 

We reviewed the methodology for the above project and these are our comments: 

 

• We can’t not use counts from 2010 to adjust to 2014 ADT. An Existing volume is an actual collection/raw counts 

smoothed out not calculated. Therefore we can show both 2010, 2011 or 2012 on the Existing diagram. 

• Same comment for DHV, we have to use actual years of collection. 

 

I also wanted to point out that we are waiving the need to recount this project only, but for future submittals the counts 

have to be more current. 

 

Thank you! 
 
Cheers, 
Abby F. Ebodaghe 
Office of Planning  
5th Floor, One Georgia Center 
(404) 631-1923 Office 
(404) 631-1957 Fax 
JOH 14:13-14 
JOH 15:5-9 

 

From: Ingham, Jeffrey [mailto:ingham.j@thomasandhutton.com]  

Sent: Friday, November 22, 2013 10:35 AM 

To: Ebodaghe, Abby 
Cc: Kelley, Doyle 

Subject: RE: PI 0012659 

 

Hi Abby, 

I’ve attached a methodology memo you referenced below.  Obviously, a full submittal with figures and diagrams will 

follow.  At this point, I’d just like to get some feedback regarding my approach to the traffic portion of this project.  If it 

looks like an appropriate procedure, let me know and we’ll move ahead. 

Thanks again. 

 
Jeff Ingham, PE 

Thomas & Hutton 

ingham.j@thomasandhutton.com 

(P) 843-725-5266  (F) 843-849-0203 

Website | vCard 

 

From: Ebodaghe, Abby [mailto:aebodaghe@dot.ga.gov]  

Sent: Tuesday, October 22, 2013 2:35 PM 

To: Ingham, Jeffrey 
Subject: RE: PI 0012659 

 



2

Hello Jeff, 

 

I checked and the previous work was never approved by our office. I have attached list of deliverables above. Please see 

what we discussed earlier today: 

 

• Prepare methodology sheet to include the following items 

• Review the 2010 counts previously collected and compare to traffic counters along the corridor for 2011/2012 

data on GDOT website 

• Calculate K & D factors proposed for Build & No Build 

• Calculate 24 hour truck percentages 

• Calculate peak hour truck percentages 

• Proposed growth rate for Build and No Build 

• Calculate Existing ADT & DHV  

 

Here are helpful websites: 

 

• This website actually gives you the hourly breakdown of all the counts and some directional hourly counts 

(TCDS). 

• The Traffic Polling & Analysis System (TPAS) Which connects to the ATR sites. 

• The STARS. 

 

Thank you! 
 
Cheers, 
Abby F. Ebodaghe 
Office of Planning  
5th Floor, One Georgia Center 
(404) 631-1923 Office 
(404) 631-1957 Fax 
JOH 14:13-14 
JOH 15:5-9 

 

From: Ingham, Jeffrey [mailto:ingham.j@thomasandhutton.com]  

Sent: Tuesday, October 22, 2013 12:58 PM 

To: Ebodaghe, Abby; Ebodaghe, Abby 
Subject: PI 0012659 

 

Abby,  

Thanks for speaking with me earlier today about this project.  I’ve attached a location map for your reference.   

 

As we discussed, there was a good bit of traffic work recently completed for this project in 2012.  I’ll be going through 

the data already gathered to see what might be useful moving forward.  Then I’ll outline a proposed methodology for 

the concept report study.  If you can send me the checklist you mentioned (items/procedures you’re going to be looking 

for), that would be appreciated. 

 

Thanks again. 

 
Jeff Ingham, PE, PTOE 

Transportation Engineer 

Thomas & Hutton 

ingham.j@thomasandhutton.com 

(P) 843-725-5266  (F) 843-849-0203 

Website | vCard 

 

"Relationships and Solutions for Success" 
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INTERSTATE 95 AND  

CR 90 / BELFAST KELLER ROAD  

 

TRAFFIC ENGINEERING REPORT 

 

 

BRYAN COUNTY, 

GEORGIA 
 

 

 

 

 

 

PREPARED FOR: 

GDOT 

 

J – 24601 

 

FEBRUARY 2015 

 

 

PREPARED BY: 

 

THOMAS & HUTTON 
 

WWW.THOMASANDHUTTON.COM 
 



 

 

TRAFFIC ENGINEERING REPORT 
 

For the intersection of: 

Interstate 95 and CR 90 / Belfast Keller Road 

In Bryan County  

 
 

Report prepared by: 

 

Jeff Ingham, PE, PTOE 

Traffic Engineer 

Thomas & Hutton 

(843) 725-5266 

Ingham.j@thomasandhutton.com 

 

Date report prepared: February 20, 2015 

 

 

Location 
 

Project P.I. 0012659 plans to construct a new interchange on I-95 at CR 90/Belfast Keller 

Road.  The project is located in southern Bryan County approximately 2.6 miles northeast 

of the Bryan County/Liberty County Line.  A location map is included in the Appenidix. 

 

 

Reason for the investigation 
 

The proposed new interchange is needed to accommodate the expected growth in 

southern Bryan County.  This analysis is conducted as part of the design process. 

 

 

Description of the intersections 
 

I-95 has a total of six travel lanes at Belfast Keller Road and is functionally classified as a 

rural interstate principal arterial, except within Richmond Hill City limits where it is an 

urban interstate principal arterial.  Belfast Keller Road is an existing two-lane collector 

crossing over I-95 that connects SR 25/US 17 to SR 144 and the developing residential 

areas in between. 

 

The new on and off ramps constructed by the project will create two new intersections, 

one on each side of I-95. 

 

mailto:Ingham.j@thomasandhutton.com
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Traffic volumes  
 

Build year (2019) and design year (2039) traffic volumes were approved by the GDOT 

Office of Planning on 3/27/14.  The traffic volume figures are attached in the Appendix. 

 
 

Existing Traffic Control 

 
The project will create new intersections on Belfast Keller Road.   

 

 

Speed limits 
 

The current posted speed limit on Belfast Keller Road is 45 MPH.  The project design speed 

on Belfast Keller Road is also 45 MPH. 

 

 

Pedestrian movements 

 
The project will create a new facility (interstate ramps).  Pedestrians and bicycles are 

prohibited on Interstate ramps.  Pedestrian / bicycle volumes along Belfast Keller Road 

are very minor.   

 

 

Other modes of transportation present 
 

Currently, there are no transit facilities on Belfast Keller Road.   

 

 

Parking 
 

There is no parking included in the interchange design. 

 

 

Collision History 

 
The project will create new intersections on Belfast Keller Road.  There is no collision 

history for the yet to be constructed intersections. 

 
 

Adjacent Signalized Intersections 
 

There are no signals on Belfast Keller Road.  The Belfast Keller Road approach to SR 25 / 

US 17, approximately 3.25 miles north, is controlled by a stop sign. 
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Signal Warrant Analysis 
 

A signal warrant analysis is completed as part of the design alternative evaluations.  

Signal warrants are evaluated under two future scenarios, the build year (2019) and 

design year (2039).  The Belfast Keller Road intersections with both north and south bound 

I-95 ramps are evaluated. 

 

The following is applied with regard to the signal warrant analyses: 

 

 Warrant analyses are evaluated based on the build year and design year traffic 

volumes approved by GDOT on 3/27/14 (see Appendix).   

 The peak hour warrant is evaluated using the AM and PM DHV for 2019 and 2039. 

 The eight hour warrant is evaluated using the AM and PM ADT for 2019 and 2039; 

it is assumed 5.6% of the daily volume represents the 8th highest hourly volume 

 Volume thresholds will be based on a two lane major road. Belfast Keller Road is 

assumed to have a one through lane and a turn lane approaching the ramp 

intersections. 

 The speed limit is 45 MPH, warrants are evaluated based on both the 70% and the 

100% volume thresholds. 
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Warrant 1: 8 Hour Vehicular Volume Warrant 

 

Volumes used are shown in figure 10-0002 (2019 and 2039 Build ADT), which is attached in 

the Appendix.  The 8th highest hour is assumed to be 5.6% of the daily volume.  For 

example, the major road volume at the intersection of the southbound ramp and Belfast 

Keller Road in 2019 are 3,100 vehicles westbound and 1,400 vehicles eastbound.  The 8th 

highest hour is 252 vehicles (4,500 x 0.056). 

 

The anticipated volumes are applied to the MUTCD thresholds for Warrant 1.  Table 1 is 

applicable for the intersection of the southbound ramp and Belfast Keller Road. 

 

Table 1: Warrant 1 – 8 hour Vehicular Volume, Southbound ramp  

 

8th Highest Hour 
100% Volume Thresholds 70% Volume Thresholds 

Condition A – Met? Condition B – Met? Condition A – Met? Condition B – Met? 

Minor St right turns 

excluded – 1 lane 

minor approach 

Major 

Road 

(>600 

vph) 

Minor  

Road 

(>150 

vph) 

Major 

Road 

(>900 

vph) 

Minor  

Road 

(>75 

vph) 

Major 

Road 

(>420 

vph) 

Minor  

Road 

(>105 

vph) 

Major 

Road 

(>630 

vph) 

Minor  

Road 

(>53 

vph) 

 
Major 

Road 

Minor  

Road 
        

2019 252 78 No No No Yes No No No Yes 

2039 566 190 No Yes No Yes Yes Yes No Yes 

 
Minor St right turns 

included – 2 lane 

minor approach 

Major 

Road 

(>600 

vph) 

Minor  

Road 

(>200 

vph) 

Major 

Road 

(>900 

vph) 

Minor  

Road 

(>100 

vph) 

Major 

Road 

(>420 

vph) 

Minor  

Road 

(>140 

vph) 

Major 

Road 

(>630 

vph) 

Minor  

Road 

(>70 

vph) 

 
Major 

Road 

Minor  

Road 
        

2019 252 118 No No No Yes No No No Yes 

2039 566 246 No Yes No Yes Yes Yes No Yes 

 
 Warrant 1 is not likely to be met in 2019 

 Warrant 1 is not likely to be met at the 100% thresholds in 2039 

 Warrant 1A is likely to be met at the 70% thresholds in 2039 
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Table 2 is applicable for the intersection of the northbound ramp and Belfast Keller Road.  

 

Table 2: Warrant 1 – 8 hour Vehicular Volume, Northbound ramp 

 

8th Highest Hour 
100% Volume Thresholds 70% Volume Thresholds 

Condition A – Met? Condition B – Met? Condition A – Met? Condition B – Met? 

Minor St right turns 

excluded – 1 lane 

minor approach 

Major 

Road 

(>600 

vph) 

Minor  

Road 

(>150 

vph) 

Major 

Road 

(>900 

vph) 

Minor  

Road 

(>75 

vph) 

Major 

Road 

(>420 

vph) 

Minor  

Road 

(>105 

vph) 

Major 

Road 

(>630 

vph) 

Minor  

Road 

(>53 

vph) 

 
Major 

Road 

Minor  

Road 
        

2019 353 28 No No No No No No No No 

2039 857 50 Yes No No No Yes No Yes No 

 
Minor St right turns 

included – 2 lane 

minor approach 

Major 

Road 

(>600 

vph) 

Minor  

Road 

(>200 

vph) 

Major 

Road 

(>900 

vph) 

Minor  

Road 

(>100 

vph) 

Major 

Road 

(>420 

vph) 

Minor  

Road 

(>140 

vph) 

Major 

Road 

(>630 

vph) 

Minor  

Road 

(>70 

vph) 

 
Major 

Road 

Minor  

Road 
        

2019 353 112 No No No Yes No No No Yes 

2039 857 235 Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

 

 

 Warrant 1 is not likely to be met in 2019 

 Warrant 1A is likely to be met at the 100% thresholds in 2039 

 Warrant 1B is likely to be met at the 70% thresholds in 2039 
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Warrant 3: Peak Hour Vehicular Volume Warrant 

 

Volumes used are shown in the figure 10-0003 and 10-0004 (2019 and 2039 AM and PM 

DHV – see Appendix).  The morning and afternoon build out design hour volume is 

compared to the peak hour warrant thresholds.  Warrant 3 is based on the Figures 4C-3 

and 4C-4 of the MUTCD.  Figures below assume a 2 lane minor street approach and 

include right turn volumes.  The morning and afternoon peak hours are applied below. 

 
The figure below is applicable for the 2019 volumes at the intersection of the southbound 

ramp and Belfast Keller Road.   

 

AM –  Major Road peak hour volume = 555 vehicles 

Minor Road peak hour volume = 170 vehicles 

PM –  Major Road peak hour volume = 690 vehicles 

Minor Road peak hour volume = 205 vehicles 
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The figure below is applicable for the 2019 volumes at the intersection of the northbound 

ramp and Belfast Keller Road.   

 

AM –  Major Road peak hour volume = 650 vehicles 

Minor Road peak hour volume = 185 vehicles 

PM –  Major Road peak hour volume = 775 vehicles 

Minor Road peak hour volume = 220 vehicles  

 
  

 Warrant 3 is not likely to be met at either intersection in 2019 

 Volumes may approach the Warrant 3 70% thresholds at the northbound ramp 

intersection in 2019 

 

 

 

• 
• 
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The figure below is applicable for the 2039 volumes at the intersection of the southbound 

ramp and Belfast Keller Road.   

 

AM –  Major Road peak hour volume = 915 vehicles 

Minor Road peak hour volume = 280 vehicles 

PM –  Major Road peak hour volume = 1130 vehicles 

Minor Road peak hour volume = 335 vehicles 

 

• 
• 
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The figure below is applicable for the 2039 volumes at the intersection of the northbound 

ramp and Belfast Keller Road.   

 

AM –  Major Road peak hour volume = 1,060 vehicles 

Minor Road peak hour volume = 300 vehicles 

PM –  Major Road peak hour volume = 1,270 vehicles 

Minor Road peak hour volume = 360 vehicles  

 
  

 Warrant 3 is likely to be met at both intersections in 2039 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• 
• 
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Warrant Analysis Summary 

 

At the intersection of the southbound ramp and Belfast Keller Road: 

 Warrants 1 and 3 are not likely to be met in 2019 

 Warrant 1 is likely to be met at the 70% thresholds in 2039 

 Warrant 3 is likely to be met in 2039 

 

At the intersection of the northbound ramp and Belfast Keller Road: 

 Warrants 1 and 3 are not likely to be met in 2019 

 Warrants 1 and 3 are likely to be met in 2039 

 

 

Roundabouts 
 

Roundabouts are the preferred safety and operational alternative for a wide range of 

intersections. According to GDOT policy, roundabouts shall be considered as an 

alternative for all intersections that are being reconstructed, including those where a 

traffic signal is being proposed. 

 

A planning level assessment for both ramp intersections was completed as part of the 

concept development for the interchange project.  Findings included: 

 

 Percent traffic on major roads - At the east intersection (southbound I-95 ramp), 

the percentage of traffic on the minor road is approximately 30%.  At the west 

intersection (northbound I-95 ramp), the percentage of traffic on the minor road 

is approximately 20%. 

 

 Number of circulatory lanes – ADT in the 2039 design year is less than 25,000 at 

each intersection, therefore, a single lane roundabout is appropriate 

 

 Favorable conditions – GDOT policy manual lists several instances where 

roundabouts may be preferable.  The following examples would apply to the 

interstate ramps intersections with Belfast Keller Road. 

o Intersections where construction of turn lanes for a signal would have 

significant impacts on adjacent property. 

o Ramp terminals for freeway interchanges 

o Intersections where future traffic growth is expected to be high and future 

traffic patterns are uncertain 

o Intersections at a gateway or entry point to an urban area  

 Unfavorable conditions – none identified 

 

Based on the planning level assessment, the intersections are compatible with installation 

of roundabouts. 
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Alternative analysis 
 

Capacity analyses are completed based on the 2019 and 2039 design volumes.  Three 

intersection controls/configurations are evaluated.  The options include: 

 

 Stop control on the ramp approaches 

 Signal control 

 Roundabout 

 

LOS and delay are calculated for each scenario.  Results are shown in Tables 3 and 4; 

capacity analysis worksheets are attached in the appendix.  Average delay is shown in 

terms of seconds per vehicle. 

 

Table 3: 2019 Capacity Analysis – alternative intersection configurations  

 Stop Control Signal Roundabout 

2019 AM LOS / Delay (sec) LOS / Delay (sec) LOS / Delay (sec) 

Southbound Ramp and Belfast 

Keller Road 
   

SB (Ramp) C / 16 

Not warranted 

A / 7 

EB (Belfast Keller) - A / 4 

WB (Belfast Keller) - A / 6 

Overall intersection - - 

Northbound Ramp and Belfast 

Keller Road 
   

NB (Ramp) B / 13 

Not warranted 

A / 6 

EB (Belfast Keller) - A / 6 

WB (Belfast Keller) - A / 4 

Overall intersection - - 

2019 PM LOS / Delay (sec) LOS / Delay (sec) LOS / Delay (sec) 

Southbound Ramp and Belfast 

Keller Road 
   

SB (Ramp) C / 20 

Not warranted 

A / 8 

EB (Belfast Keller) - A / 6 

WB (Belfast Keller) - A / 9 

Overall intersection - - 

Northbound Ramp and Belfast 

Keller Road 
   

NB (Ramp) B / 14 

Not warranted 

A / 7 

EB (Belfast Keller) - A / 7 

WB (Belfast Keller) - A / 5 

Overall intersection - - 

 
 



Traffic Engineering Report   February 2015 

 

 
Thomas & Hutton  Page 12 

Table 4: 2039 Capacity Analysis – alternative intersection configurations  

 Stop Control Signal Roundabout 

2039 AM LOS / Delay (sec) LOS / Delay (sec) LOS / Delay (sec) 

Southbound Ramp and Belfast 

Keller Road 
   

SB (Ramp) F / 69 B / 12 B / 14 

EB (Belfast Keller) - A / 9 A / 6 

WB (Belfast Keller) - A / 5 A / 10 

Overall intersection - A / 8 - 

Northbound Ramp and Belfast 

Keller Road 
   

NB (Ramp) C / 24 B / 17 A / 9 

EB (Belfast Keller) - A / 5 A / 6 

WB (Belfast Keller) - A / 9 B / 11 

Overall intersection - A / 10 - 

2039 PM LOS / Delay (sec) LOS / Delay (sec) LOS / Delay (sec) 

Southbound Ramp and Belfast 

Keller Road 
   

SB (Ramp) F / 234 B / 16 C / 22 

EB (Belfast Keller) - B / 12 A / 7 

WB (Belfast Keller) - A / 8 B / 12 

Overall intersection - B / 11 - 

Northbound Ramp and Belfast 

Keller Road 
   

NB (Ramp) F / 53 C / 26 B / 12 

EB (Belfast Keller) - A / 6 A / 6 

WB (Belfast Keller) - B / 12 B / 14 

Overall intersection - B / 14 - 

 

Based on the alternative analysis, both intersections could function adequately as either 

a roundabout or a signalized intersection in the design year of 2039.  Both intersection 

ramps would operate at LOS F if they were to remain under stop control through the 

design year. 

 

Construction costs for each alternative were also compared.  At these intersections, 

construction costs for roundabouts were projected to be lower than costs for signalized 

intersections with turn lanes. 
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Recommendations: 

Project P.l. 0012659 includes the construction of a new interchange on Interstate 95 at 
Belfast Keller Road. The proposed new interchange is needed to accommodate the 
expected growth in southern Bryan County. Several intersections configuration 
alternatives were evaluate for the ramp intersections with Belfast Keller Road. 
Recommendations are as follows: 

As part of Project P .I. 0012659, it is recommended that a roundabout be constructed at 
the northbound 1-95 ramp intersection with Belfast Keller Road. 

As part of Project P.l. 0012659, it is recommended that a roundabout be constructed at 
the southbound 1-95 ramp intersection with Belfast Keller Road. 

DATE:~t,S 

RECOMMENDED BY:--------- DATE: __ _ 
District Traffic Engineer 

RECOMMENDED BY:--------- DATE: __ _ 
State Traffic Engineer 

RECOMMENDED BY:----------- DATE: __ _ 
Director of Operations 

Thomas & Hutton Page13 
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Executive Summary 

The purpose of this Interchange Justification Report (IJR) is to evaluate the need for a new interchange 
at I‐95 and Belfast Siding Road, in Bryan County, Georgia.  In a letter dated March 5, 2010 (see Appendix 
A),  Bryan  County  identified  four main  needs,  or  reasons, why  an  interchange  is  needed  at  I‐95  and 
Belfast Siding Road.   This  report provides a quantitative and qualitative evaluation  to determine how 
well an interchange at I‐95 and Belfast Siding Road would address each of these County identified needs.  
Below is a list of these need statements and a summary of the findings of this report. 

Project Need & Purpose 

Bryan County Identified Need #1 

Improved access  to  I‐95  is needed  in order  to accommodate growth  in southern Bryan County.    In  the 
March  5th  letter  to  GDOT,  Bryan  County  referenced  and  provided  a  list  of  approved  and  potential 
developments in southern Bryan County to demonstrate the level of growth the county is planning for. 

In  order  to  evaluate  this  need,  this  report  first  investigates what  level  of  growth  is  reasonable  and 
feasible  for  this  area  of  Bryan  County.    The  report  then  investigates whether  new  access  to  I‐95  at 
Belfast Siding Road is needed to accommodate this growth. 

In evaluating Bryan County Identified Need #1, the analysis indicates expected growth in southern Bryan 
County will  cause  sections  of  the  existing  roadway  network  to  experience  unacceptable  conditions, 
however,  the  analysis  contained  in  this  report  quantitatively  demonstrates  that  the  proposed 
interchange at Belfast Siding Road would not alleviate all of  the  transportation deficiencies caused by 
this  growth.        The  report  presents  the  additional  improvements  necessary  to  accommodate  the 
expected  transportation  deficiencies  on  study  area  roadways  by  2035.    Although  it  would  not 
completely  solve  the  deficiencies  in  Bryan  County  alone,  the  Belfast‐Siding  interchange  will 
accommodate the planned development in the area by providing direct access to I‐95.   

With  the  2010  Census,  the  Savannah  urbanized  area was  expanded  south  from  the  Chatham/Bryan 
County  line to now  include portions of Bryan County,  including the city of Richmond Hill.   Specifically, 
the new 2010 Census‐designated boundary extends to south of the I‐95/US 17 interchange, just north of 
the proposed Belfast‐Siding  interchange.   The Census urbanized designation  is defined,  in part, by the 
population density at  the Census block  level.   This growth of  the Savannah urbanized area  into Bryan 
County  is  a  clear  indication  of  residential  population  expanding  from  the  Savannah metro/Chatham 
County southwards and may cause at least part of Bryan County to join the Savannah MPO.   

Bryan County Identified Need #2 
Additional access to I‐95 is needed in southern Bryan County since this area is only served by two existing 
interchanges.  

This report provides a detailed traffic analysis of study area roadways to determine  if the existing two 
interchanges and roadway network are able to accommodate future traffic demands and identify what 
benefit  an  interchange  at  I‐95  and Belfast  Siding Road would provide  to  the  roadway network.    The 
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report also provides a travel time analysis to evaluate whether additional access is needed in southern 
Bryan County. 

In evaluating Bryan County Identified Need #2, the analysis indicates that the two existing interchanges 
and roadway network are unable to adequately accommodate traffic volumes in southern Bryan County 
in  2035 without  improvement.    The  analysis  also  demonstrates  that  additional  interstate  access  at 
Belfast Siding Road would partially alleviate the need for improvements to the existing interchanges and 
roadway network.  

This analysis demonstrates that the proposed interchange would provide improved access, connectivity, 
and travel time for residents and the planned development adjacent to the interchange, but would not 
solve all  transportation deficiencies  in  the  study area.   The analysis  shows  that access  times  to more 
heavily  travelled  areas  further  east  and west of  I‐95 would  improve  as well.    In  addition  to  reduced 
travel times, residents and businesses would benefit from having an alternate route to I‐95,  increasing 
their travel options and improving overall connectivity in the area.   

Bryan County Identified Need #3 
Improved access  to  I‐95  is needed  to  spur economic growth.   With access  to  rail,  I‐95, US 17 and  the 
Savannah Port, the Belfast Siding Road at I‐95 area is an ideal location for industrial development.   

The  Belfast  Siding  Road  area  is  cited  as  ideal  for  having  the  benefits  of  convenient  rail  access  and 
proximity to the Port of Savannah.  The existing interchanges at Exit 76 on I‐95 and Exits 148 and 152 on 
I‐16 all have convenient rail access, close proximity to the port, and large amounts of land available for 
industrial  development.   Given  the  availability  of  land with  convenient  port  and  rail  access  at  these 
existing  interchanges,  it  is  clear  the  Belfast  Siding  Road  area  is  not  the  only  location  suitable  for 
additional  industrial  development.  However,  it  is  Bryan  County’s  priority  to  open  up  new  land  for 
industrial development at this location.  

Bryan County Identified Need #4 
A new  interchange at  I‐95  is needed  to provide  improved access  to  I‐95  for hurricane evacuation and 
emergency services.  

The evaluation demonstrates that the proposed interchange would provide improved access and travel 
time for residents and businesses adjacent to the interchange.  The analysis shows that access times to 
more  heavily  travelled  areas  further  east  and  west  of  I‐95  would  improve  as  well.    In  addition  to 
reducing  travel  times,  the new  interchange will provide coastal  residents, businesses, and emergency 
services with an alternative travel route during hurricane evacuation and other events.  

Need and Purpose Statement 

The primary need and purpose of this project is to provide additional access and improve connectivity to 
support economic development.   This project will provide  system  redundancy which  is  important  for 
hurricane evacuation and emergency services 
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FHWA Policy Compliance 

This  IJR was prepared  in accordance with  the Federal Highway Administration’s  (FHWA) Guidance on 
Interstate  Access  Requests  (updated  on  August  5,  2003)  and  Georgia  Department  of  Transportation 
(GDOT) guidance upon which new or revised access to the  interstate system must comply.   FHWA has 
issued  a  series  of  policies  regarding  the  installation  of  new  access  points  on  the  Interstate  System, 
published  in the Federal Register, Volume 63, Number 28 (pages 7045‐7047), dated February 11, 1998 
(Doc. 98‐3460). GDOT endorses  these FHWA policies and has  instituted a policy,  titled “Responsibility 
and  Procedures  for  Interchange  Justification  Reports  (IJR’s)  and  Interchange  Modification  Reports 
(IMR’s)  for  Interstate  and  Non‐Interstate  Limited  Access  Facilities,”  which  complements  the 
requirements and procedures set forth by FHWA. Both FHWA and GDOT policies are intended to protect 
the  capacity  and  safety  of  travel  along  the  Interstate  System  by  maintaining  its  limited  access 
functionality.  Compliance with  these  policies  ensures  that  appropriate  alternatives  to  providing  new 
Interstate access points are considered prior to granting an additional access point.  

The need  for a new  interchange at  I‐95 and Belfast Siding Road was examined  in relation to the eight 
policy requirements of the Federal Register and included in the Guidance on Interstate Access Requests.  
The following presents an examination of the findings and how they relate to these eight criteria.  

Policy 1:  Existing Facilities 

FHWA policy states: “The existing interchange and/or local roads and streets in the corridor can neither 
provide  the  necessary  access  nor  be  improved  to  satisfactorily  accommodate  the  design‐year  traffic 
demands while at the same time providing the access intended by the proposal.” 

To  meet  this  policy  requirement,  the  Guidance  on  Interstate  Access  Requests  requires  the  IJR  to 
“demonstrate  that an access point  is needed  for  regional  traffic needs and not  to  solve  local  system 
needs or problems,” and “analyze whether existing or proposed roads parallel to the Interstate facility 
could  be  used  as  a  connection  to  existing  adjacent  interchange  ramps  in  lieu  of  adding  a  new 
interchange or ramps.” 

The analysis provided  in  this  report demonstrates  that existing  roadway network can be  improved  to 
provide  the  necessary  access  and  satisfactorily  accommodate  the  design  year  traffic  demands  in 
southern Bryan County.   The analysis results  indicate that these  improvements are necessary whether 
the  Belfast  Siding  Road  interchange  is  implemented  or  not.    However,  the  primary  purpose  of  this 
project  is  to  accommodate  planned  development  on  Belfast‐Siding,  which  can  be  best  satisfied  by 
proving direct access to I‐95.  Furthermore, some of the recommended roadway projects are currently in 
the GDOT work program and on the Final Investment List for the Transportation Investment Act of 2010 
(see Section 1.4). 

Policy 2:  Transportation Management System 
FHWA policy states: “All reasonable alternatives for design options, location, and transportation system 
management  type  improvements  (such as  ramp metering, mass  transit, and HOV  facilities) have been 
assessed  and  provided  for  if  currently  justified,  or  provisions  are  included  for  accommodating  such 
facilities if a future need is identified.”  
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The  only  interchange  design  option  considered  in  this  IJR  was  a  diamond  interchange  since  traffic 
volumes and physical constraints would not necessitate another type of interchange configuration.  No 
transportation system management type improvements such as ramp metering, mass transit, and HOV 
facilities were identified within the study area and they were not considered to be reasonable solutions 
to the area’s deficiencies.  

 

Policy 3: Operational Analysis 
FHWA policy states: “The proposed access point does not have a significant adverse impact on the safety 
and operation of the Interstate facility based on an analysis of current and future traffic.  The operational 
analysis  for existing conditions  shall, particularly  in urbanized areas,  include an analysis of  sections of 
Interstate  to  and  including  at  least  the  first  adjacent  existing  or  proposed  interchange  on  each  side.  
Crossroads and other roads and streets shall be included in the analysis to the extent necessary to assure 
their ability to collect and distribute traffic to and from the  interchange with the new or revised access 
points.” 

The operational analysis indicates that all freeway segments and ramp junctions are expected to operate 
at LOS C or better under existing  (2010) conditions as well as under future (2035) conditions with and 
without the proposed interchange.  Thus the proposed interchange is not expected to have an adverse 
impact on the safety and operation of I‐95 within the study area.  While there are several surface streets 
within the study area that are expected to operate at LOS E or F conditions by 2035, these roadways are 
expected to experience these conditions with or without the implementation of the interchange.  Thus 
the proposed interchange would not have a detrimental effect on these roadways. 

Policy 4:  Access Connections and Design 

FHWA policy states: “The proposed access connects to a public road only and will provide for all traffic 
movements. Less than ‘full interchanges’ for special purpose access for transit vehicles, for HOV's, or into 
park and ride  lots may be considered on a case‐by‐case basis.   The proposed access will be designed to 
meet or exceed current standards for Federal‐aid projects on the Interstate System.”  To meet this policy 
requirement,  the  Guidance  on  Interstate  Access  Requests  requires  the  IJR  to  “assure  that  the 
interchange provides for all basic movements.” 

The proposed interstate access would connect to an existing public road (Belfast Siding Road) and would 
provide for all traffic movements. 

Policy 5:  Transportation Plans 

FHWA  policy  states:  “The  proposal  considers  and  is  consistent with  local  and  regional  land  use  and 
transportation plans. Prior  to  final approval, all  requests  for new or  revised access must be consistent 
with the metropolitan and or statewide transportation plan, as appropriate, the applicable provisions of 
23 CFR part 450 and transportation conformity requirements of 40 CFR parts 51 and 93.”   

The proposal  is consistent with  local and  regional  land use and  transportation plans. The  interchange 
and is identified and planned for in the Bryan County and the Cities of Pembroke and Richmond Hill Joint 
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Comprehensive  Plan  completed  in  2008.    The  proposed  interchange was  recommended  in  the  2007 
Bryan County Transportation Plan, developed by Bryan County.   The  interchange was not  identified as 
being necessary in the Bryan County Transportation Study prepared by the GDOT in 2009.  Even though 
this project was not included as a recommendation in the 2009 study, this policy is still satisfied since it 
was  identified  in  the  land use plan and  the  county prepared  transportation  study.   Furthermore,  the 
interchange was  identified  as  a  priority  by  a  roundtable  of  leaders  in  the  Coastal Region  during  the 
development of the TIA Final Investment List.    

Policy 6:  Comprehensive Interstate Network Study 

FHWA policy  states: “In areas where  the potential exists  for  future multiple  interchange additions, all 
requests  for  new  or  revised  access  are  supported  by  a  comprehensive  Interstate  network  study with 
recommendations that address all proposed and desired access within the context of a long‐term plan.”  
To meet this policy requirement, the Guidance on Interstate Access Requests requires the IJR to “provide 
sufficient  review  and  coordination  so  as  [to  avoid]  piece‐meal  consideration  of  added  access,  and  to 
avoid future conflict with other proposed access points.” 

No additional  interstate access breaks  are  identified as being needed within  the  southern Bryan and 
Liberty counties by any state, regional, or local planning process.  

Policy 7:  Coordination with Transportation System Improvements 

FHWA  policy  states:  “The  request  for  a  new  or  revised  access  generated  by  new  or  expanded 
development demonstrates appropriate coordination between the development and related or otherwise 
required transportation system improvements.” 

The proposed interchange at I‐95 and Belfast Siding Road is identified by Bryan County as being needed 
to provide  improved access  to  the southern area of Bryan County  in order  to accommodate expected 
residential and commercial growth and  foster economic development.   This project  is  included  in  the 
comprehensive  land use plan and the Bryan County Transportation Study, prepared by the County.    In 
order to accommodate future traffic demands in the study area, improvements to major roadways have 
been  identified  and  recommended  by  this  and  other  planning  efforts.    These  improvements will  be 
necessary with or without the implementation of the proposed interchange. 

Policy 8:  Status of Planning and NEPA 

FHWA policy states: “The request for new or revised access contains information relative to the planning 
requirements  and  the  status  of  the  environmental  processing  of  the  proposal.”      To meet  this policy 
requirement,  the  Guidance  on  Interstate  Access  Requests  requires  the  IJR  to  “confirm  and  report 
information relative to the status of the planning and NEPA processes in regard to the access request.” 

An environmental screening of the study area was prepared and is included in this IJR.  The preliminary 
findings indicate that the proposed interchange would not impact any sensitive natural, social, cultural, 
or physical resources.  However, full NEPA documentation will be prepared that would include final 
documentation as the extent of direct and indirect project impacts.  Due to the rural nature of the 
project location, no displacements to existing residential or commercial structures are anticipated.    
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1.  Introduction   

This Interchange Justification Report (IJR) investigates the need for a new interchange on I‐95 at Belfast 
Siding Road, in Bryan County, Georgia.  This report presents the locally identified need for an additional 
interstate  access  break  along  I‐95  in  southern  Bryan  County.    This  IJR  provides  an  analysis  of  traffic 
conditions within the study area under existing conditions as well as under future conditions with and 
without the  implementation of a new interchange at I‐95 and Belfast Siding Road.  The purpose of this 
report is to document the results and demonstrate that the proposed interchange complies with FHWA 
policy regarding the installation of the new access points to the interstate system. 

 

1.1  Study Area 

The  study  area  for  this  interchange  study  includes  the  southwest  portion  of  Chatham  County,  the 
southern portion of Bryan County, as well as the southern portion of Liberty County.   The study area is 
presented  in  Figure  1‐1.    Since  FHWA  requires  interchange  studies  to  include  at  least  one  adjacent 
interchange on each side of  the study  interchange,  this study  included  the  interchanges of  I‐95 @ US 
144 and I‐95 @ US17/SR 25 to the north of Belfast Siding Road and I‐95 @ US 84/SR 38 to the south.  In 
addition to the interstate interchanges, this study includes the major roadways and intersections within 
the study area.   These roadways include US 17/SR 25, SR 144, and Belfast Siding Road.   

The proposed  interchange  is  located approximately 4.6 miles  south of  the US 17  interchange and 6.4 
miles  north  of  the US  84  interchange.  The minimum  spacing  requirements  set  forth  in  FHWA’s  and 
GDOT’s policies on new or revised access points states at least two miles between interchanges in rural 
and suburban areas, which  is met by the requested  interchange. Figure 1‐2  illustrates the  interchange 
spacing within the study area. 

1.2  Project Background – Previous Studies 

Over the past five years, multiple planning studies have been completed that address transportation and 
land  use  in  Bryan  County.    These  studies  were  reviewed  in  order  to  better  understand  the 
socioeconomic,  land use, and travel trends that may affect Bryan County over the next 25 years.   The 
following is a brief description of these studies. 

1.2.1  Bryan County Transportation Study (2009)  

This  plan,  conducted  by  GDOT  Office  of  Planning,  identified  and  recommended  transportation 
improvements necessary to meet the countywide travel needs through the year 2035.  A travel demand 
model was developed and utilized to assess travel trends  in the county and assist  in the evaluation of 
transportation  recommendations  based  on  performance  measures.     While  multiple  projects  were 
recommended for the roadway network in southern Bryan County, a new interchange at Belfast Siding 
Road was not  identified.   Recommendations  from  the Bryan County Transportation  Study within  the 
study area are listed in Table 1‐1 on page 9.   
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Figure 1‐1: Study Area Map 
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Figure 1‐2: Interchange Spacing Map 
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Table 1‐1: Bryan County Transportation Study Recommendations in Southern Bryan County  

Project Name  Project Description 

I‐95 Widening 
Widen I‐95 from 6 lanes to 8 lanes with center barrier wall beginning at I‐16 in Chatham 
County and ending at SR 144.  (Currently programmed as PI  No. 511035 and 511025) 

US 17/SR 25 
Widening 

Widen US 17/SR 25 from 4 lanes to 6 lanes with 20‐ft raised median beginning at SR 196 
in Liberty County to I‐95.  

SR 144 Widening 
(Timber Trail to 
Belfast Keller) 

Extend the existing 4‐lane section of SR 144 south to Belfast Keller Road.   (Currently 
programmed as PI  No. 532370 with right‐of‐way in 2013 and construction in 2016) 

US 280/SR 30 
Widening 

Widen US 280/SR 30 from 2 lanes to 4‐lanes with 20‐ft median at the proposed 
entrances of Interstate Centre.   (Currently programmed as PI  No. 0004779) 

Belfast Siding Road 
Widening 

Widen Belfast Siding Road from 2 lanes to a 4‐lane divided section beginning at US 17 
and ending at the Park Hill Road. 

Harris Trail Road 
Widening (Phase 1 ‐ 
Timber Trail to Port 
Royal Road) 

Widen Harris Trail Road from 2 lanes to 4 lanes with 20‐ft raised median from Timber 
Trail to Port Royal Road.  (To occur after the paving of Harris Trail Ext. Note that paving 
projects are not eligible for federal funding) 

Harris Trail Road 
Widening  (Phase 2 ‐ 
Port Royal Road to 
Belfast Keller Road) 

Widen Harris Trail Road from 2 lanes to 4 lanes with 20‐ft raised median from Port Royal 
Road to Belfast Keller Road. (To occur after the paving of Harris Trail Ext. Note that 
paving projects are not eligible for federal funding) 

 

1.2.2  Bryan County Joint Comprehensive Plan (2008) 

The  Bryan  County  Joint  Comprehensive  Plan  represents  the  county  in  terms  of  three  subareas, 
unincorporated  Bryan  County,  the  City  of  Richmond  Hill  and  the  City  of  Pembroke,  and  has  been 
adopted by the governing bodies of these areas.  The Comprehensive Plan assigned future land uses in 
support  of  the  vision  for  each  area.    The  land  immediately  surrounding  the  proposed  Belfast  Siding 
interchange is planned for future commercial development.  North of I‐95 and south of approaches US 
17, Belfast Siding Road has been designated as a “corridor/gateway” where “sense of place is balanced 
with  economic opportunity  and  vitality.” Both north  and  south of  I‐95,  future  land uses  surrounding 
Belfast Siding Road are commercial and suburban area developing.   

1.2.3  Bryan County Transportation Plan (Draft, 2007) 

The Bryan County Transportation Plan was developed for the Bryan County Board of Commissioners to 
identify  the  transportation  infrastructure needs  through  the  year 2027.   Recommendations  from  this 
study include a new interchange at I‐95 at Belfast Siding Road, as well as the widening of Belfast Siding 
Road  from US  17  to  Belfast  Keller  Rd,  and  from  Belfast  Keller  Rd  to  SR  144.    Some  of  the  capacity 
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improvements  recommended  from  this  plan  were  reviewed  for  inclusion  in  the  Bryan  County 
Transportation Study (2009).  

1.2.4  Coastal Georgia 2030: Population Projections for the 10­County Region (2006)  

For this study, the Coastal Georgia Regional Commission (RC) contracted the Center for Quality Growth 
and Regional Development at the Georgia Institute of Technology to develop a methodology to project 
population growth for its ten counties, in order to address concerns that the traditional methodologies 
used to project future population did not adequately capture growth in the Coastal Georgia region.  

The  findings  from this study  indicated that by 2030, population  in Bryan County would  increase by 96 
percent to 45,986; and employment, by 93 percent to 13,500, with most of the growth anticipated  in 
the  service  industry.  The City of Richmond Hill would  increase  in population  from 6,959  residents  in 
2000  to  14,825  residents  in  2030—a  substantial  increase  of  113  percent.    See Appendix B  for more 
information.   

1.2.5  Economic Diversification of Bryan County (2006) 

This study was sponsored by the U.S. Department of Defense, developed for the Bryan County Board of 
Commissioners,  and  completed  by  Georgia  Tech’s  Enterprise  Innovation  Institute with  local  support 
from  the  Coastal  Georgia  RC.    The  purpose  of  this  study  was  to  assess  Bryan  County’s  existing 
employment diversification and propose strategies to increase and develop more balanced employment 
opportunities  in  the  county.  In  addition  to  wholesale  electronics  markets,  agents  and  brokers; 
warehousing and storage (i.e., distribution centers); and professional, scientific, and technical firms, this 
study also  identified  industrial park and property development and residential development as the top 
opportunities for economic development in Bryan County. 
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1.3  Bryan County Identified Need Statements   

In  a  letter  to GDOT dated March 5, 2010, Waverly  Jones,  the County Administrator of Bryan County 
explains why an  interchange at  I‐95 and Belfast Siding Road  is  important  to  the county.   This  letter  is 
included  in Appendix A – Correspondence.      In  the  letter, Mr.  Jones describes  the main  reasons why 
improved access to I‐95 is needed at Belfast Siding Road.  These are summarized in the following Need 
Statements.      This  IJR  will  evaluate  each  of  these  needs.    Following  each  county  identified  need 
statement is an explanation of how this report will investigate that need. 

 

• Bryan County Identified Need #1 
Improved access to I‐95 is needed in order to accommodate growth in southern Bryan County.  In 
the March  5th  letter  to GDOT,  Bryan  County  referenced  and  provided  a  list  of  approved  and 
potential developments in southern Bryan County to demonstrate the level of growth the county 
will experience in the future. 

o This IJR will examine the development projections provided by the county and compare 
them to population projections prepared by the Coastal Georgia Regional Commission.  
It will then provide a detailed traffic analysis of study area roadways to determine if the 
roadway  network  is  able  to  accommodate  future  traffic  demands  in  southern  Bryan 
County.    The  analysis will  identify  future  deficiencies  in  the  roadway  network.    The 
analysis will  then  identify what benefit an  interchange at  I‐95 and Belfast Siding Road 
would provide to the roadway network. 
 

• Bryan County Identified Need #2 
Additional access to I‐95 is needed in southern Bryan County since this area is only served by two 
existing interchanges.  

o As stated above, this IJR will provide a detailed traffic analysis of study area roadways to 
determine  if  the  roadway network  is able  to accommodate existing and  future  traffic 
demands  in  southern  Bryan  County.    The  analysis  will  identify  existing  and  future 
deficiencies  in  the  roadway network.    The  analysis will  then  identify what benefit  an 
interchange at I‐95 and Belfast Siding Road would provide to the roadway network. 

   

• Bryan County Identified Need #3 
Improved access to I‐95 is needed to spur economic growth.  With access to rail, I‐95, US 17 and 
the  Savannah  Port,  the  Belfast  Siding  Road  at  I‐95  area  is  an  ideal  location  for  industrial 
development.   

o This  IJR will examine Bryan County’s growth policies and strategies to determine  if the 
county has the framework  in place to encourage and accommodate economic growth.  
It will  then  investigate whether  the  I‐95  at  Belfast  Siding  Road  interchange  is more 
suitable than other locations in southeast Georgia to attract economic development. 
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• Bryan County Identified Need #4 
A new interchange at I‐95 is needed to provide improved access to I‐95 for hurricane evacuation.  

o This IJR will investigate and quantify the level of improved access a new interchange at I‐
95  and  Belfast  Siding  Road  would  provide.    Travel  time  analysis  will  be  utilized  to 
determine the benefits provided by the interchange. 

 

1.4  Coordination with Planned Area Transportation Improvements   

Table 1‐2a  shows  all  capacity  and operational projects programmed by GDOT within  the  study  area. 
These  projects  are  listed  in  the  STIP  or  are  part  of  the Department’s  long  range  plans.    Table  1‐2b 
displays all projects within  the study area  that are on  the Final  Investment List  for  the Transportation 
Investment  Act  (TIA)  of  2010.    The  TIA  creates  twelve  regions  in  Georgia,  following  the  Regional 
Commission  boundaries,  which  have  the  ability  to  pass  a  1%  sales  tax  to  fund  transportation 
improvements in their region.  A Regional Roundtable, comprised of local leaders, is formed to develop 
the projects to be built with the sales tax revenues.  If passed in the Coastal Region, the projects in Table 
1‐2b will be completed or underway by the year 2022.   

Table 1‐2a: Planned and Programmed Projects within Study Area 

 

 

 

 

 

PI  Project Description  Type  PE  ROW  CST 

511025  I‐95 FM .8 MI S/US 17 TO OGEECHEE 
RVR/INCL BR – 8 LANES 

Widening  Long Range  Long Range  Long Range 

511155  I‐95  FM  JERICO  RVR  TO  .8 MI  S/US 
17/BRYAN – 8 LANES 

Widening  Long Range  Long Range  Long Range 

532600  SR  144  PASSING  LANES  THROUGH 
FORT STEWART/ BRYAN‐LIBERTY 

Passing Lanes  Authorized 
in 2003 

Long Range  Long Range 

532370  SR 144 EB FROM S OF CR 100 TO S 
OF CR 154 

Widening  Authorized 
in 2000 

2013  2016 

0010739  SR 144 @ I‐95 SB & NB OFF RAMPS  Operational 
Improvement 

Lump  Sum, 
included  in 
FY  12‐15 
STIP 

N/A  Lump  Sum, 
included in FY 
12‐15 STIP 
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Table 1‐2b: Transportation Investment Act (TIA) Projects within Study Area 

 

1.5  IJR Study Process 

The study process for this IJR follows these steps: 

• Existing Conditions Analysis 

• Future Conditions Analysis (with and without the proposed interchange)  
o Future Traffic Projections 
o Future Traffic Conditions 
o Future Travel Times 

• Environmental Screening 

• Conclusions/Recommendations   

 
TIA Project will be underway during this 

time period 

TIA #  Project Description  Type  2013‐2015  2016‐2019  2020‐2022 

RC12‐
000003 

I‐95  and  US  17  Interchange 
Improvement 

Interchange 
Capacity     

X 

RC12‐
000006 

I‐95  and  SR  144  Interchange 
Improvements  

Interchange 
Capacity 

X   
 

RC12‐
000008 

New Interchange at I‐95 and Belfast‐
Keller/Belfast‐Siding Road 

New 
Interchange   

X 
 

RC12‐
000010  

SR  144 Widening  from  Timber  Trail 
to Belfast River Road 

Widening 
X 

   

RC12‐
000106 

US  84  Access/Safety  Improvements 
from I‐95 to US 17 

Operational 
Improvement 

X 
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2.  Existing Conditions 

This  section  details  existing  conditions within  the  study  area.    These  conditions  include  population, 
employment, roadway, safety, traffic volumes, traffic conditions, and travel times within the study area.  

2.1  Population 

According to the US Bureau of the Census, Bryan County’s population more than doubled from 10,175 in 
1980  to 23,420 by 2000  then  grew  to  30,233  (29%  increase) by  2010.    The majority of  the  county’s 
population  resides  in  the  southern  portion  of  the  county.    These  statistics  translate  to  an  average 
population density of 68 persons per  square mile  in 2010  (up  from 53  in 2000).     Approximately 31 
percent of the county’s total population resided in the City of Richmond Hill (9,281).  

With the 2010 Census, the Savannah urbanized area  is expanded to  include portions of Richmond Hill 
and Bryan County.  As shown in Figure 2‐1, the new boundary extends past the I‐95/US 17 interchange, 
just north of  the proposed Belfast‐Siding  interchange.   This growing urbanized area  is an  indication of 
population expanding  from the Savannah metro to Bryan County and may cause Bryan County to  join 
the Savannah Metropolitan Planning Organization.   

2.2  Employment 

According  to  the  study  conducted  by  the Georgia  Institute  of  Technology,  Support  for  Business  and 
Industry Assessment  for Bryan County,  the county’s economic base  is  relatively small when compared 
with  other  Georgia  counties.  In  2005,  Bryan  County was  home  to  5,205  total  jobs  compared  to  an 
average  6,310  for  its  peer  counties,  24,380  for  its  regional  counterparts,  and  24,725  for  an  average 
county in Georgia.   

Statistics  from  the  Georgia  Department  of  Labor  indicates  that  Bryan  County’s  service  producing 
industries  accounted  for  the  largest  share  (52.1 percent) of employment  in 2005.   Accommodations, 
food services and retail trade make up the largest share of the county’s service producing industries.  
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Figure 2‐1: 2010 Census Urbanized Area Map
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2.3  Planned Area Development 

Developments of Regional  Impact  (DRI) are  large‐scale projects that are  likely to have  impacts beyond 
the boundaries of  the  local  governments.   DRI  applications  are  reviewed by  the Coastal Georgia RC, 
which issues a finding of whether or not the proposed project is in “the best interest of the region and 
therefore the state.”  The local government uses this recommendation in deciding whether to allow the 
project to proceed.   The DRI applications received  in Bryan County are  indicative of  its areas of future 
growth.  Consistent  with  the  county’s  land  use  plans,  several  applications  for  additional  residential, 
commercial  and  mixed‐use  developments  have  been  completed  for  areas  south  of  Richmond  Hill.   
Pending and approved applications for DRIs in southern Bryan County are presented in Table 2‐1 below.  
Also, see Appendix A for press about new natural gas, water, and sewer service on Belfast‐Siding Road, 
an effort by local officials to support the proposed Terra‐Point development.   

Table 2‐1: Approved and Pending Applications for Developments of Regional Impact in South 
Bryan County Since 2001 

DRI ID  Project 
Development 

Type  City 
Initial Info Form 

Submitted  Applications Status 
1957  Belfast Industrial  Mixed Use  unincorporated  9/29/2008  Completed 
1879  Kilkenny Tract PUD  Mixed Use  unincorporated  6/16/2008  Completed 
1561  Belfast Siding  Mixed Use  unincorporated  8/14/2007  Completed 
1541  Placid Hill  Housing  unincorporated  7/26/2007  Completed 

Source: Georgia Department of Community Resources 

Table 2‐1: Approved and Pending Applications for Developments of Regional Impact in South 
Bryan County Since 2001 (continued) 

DRI ID  Project 
Development 

Type  City 
Initial Info Form 

Submitted  Applications Status 
1452  BLT Project  Mixed Use  unincorporated  5/21/2007  Completed 
1446  JF Gill Tract  Housing  unincorporated  5/21/2007  Completed 

1319 
Daniel Siding 
Development  Mixed Use  unincorporated  1/26/2007 

Additional Form 
Submitted 

1174  Buckhead Lakes  Housing  unincorporated  7/25/2006 
Initial Form 
Submitted 

1069 
River Marsh Marina 
At Kilkenny Creek  Mixed Use  unincorporated  3/8/2006  Completed 

991 

South Bryan County 
Wastewater 
Treatment Plant 

Wastewater 
Treatment 
Facilities  Richmond Hill  1/17/2006  Completed 

892 
Elbow Swamp 
Subdivision  Housing  Richmond Hill  8/15/2005  Completed 

889  Tivoli Estates  Housing  unincorporated  8/9/2005  Completed 

872 
Belfast Lake 
Subdivision  Housing  unincorporated  7/19/2005  Completed 

748  Richmond Hill  Commercial  Richmond Hill  2/24/2005  DRI Determination 
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Interchange Park  Made

725  Live Oak  Housing  Richmond Hill  1/31/2005 
Additional Form 

Submitted 
721  Love's Travel Stop  Truck Stops Richmond Hill 1/26/2005  Completed

544 
Ford Park of 
Commerce  Commercial  Richmond Hill  2/26/2004  Completed 

483 
Richmond Hill 
Plantation  Housing  Richmond Hill  10/16/2003  Completed 

67  Timber Trail Road  Housing Richmond Hill 7/20/2001  Completed

2.4  Study Area Roadway Characteristics 

Travel within  the study area  is primarily served by several main  roadway  facilities.    I‐95 serves as  the 
primary north‐south roadway serving travel between Chatham County to the north and Liberty County 
to the south.  Access to I‐95 within the study area is provided by interchanges with SR 25/ US 17 and SR 
144  in Bryan County and SR 38/US 84  in Liberty County.   SR 25/US 17 and SR 144 are the two primary 
surface street facilities that provide access and mobility within southern Bryan County.  A more detailed 
description of the study area roadways is provided below: 

• I‐95 has six lanes and traverses generally in the north‐south direction through southern portion 
of the county and Richmond Hill.    I‐95  is a rural  interstate principal arterial, except within the 
Richmond Hill City Limits, where it is an urban interstate principal arterial. 

• Ocean Highway/SR  25/US  17  is  a  four‐lane,  divided,  rural  and  urban  (within  Richmond  Hill) 
principal  arterial  that  serves  as  one  of  southern  Bryan  County’s  primary  travel  corridors, 
connecting Richmond Hill with Savannah and Chatham County to the northeast and Hinesville 
and Jesup to the to the southwest.   

• SR  144  is  a major  north‐south  roadway  through  Richmond  Hill  that  provides  access  to  the 
developing residential areas in south Bryan. Traveling southbound from the I‐95 interchange, SR 
144  is  an  urban minor  collector with  four  lanes  separated  by  a  raised median, which  then 
becomes a  rural  two‐lane collector  just east of Timber Trail.   To  the west of  I‐95, SR 144  is a 
rural two‐lane minor arterial that traverses the Fort Stewart military base.    

• Belfast Siding Road  is a two‐lane rural collector that connects SR 25/US 17 to SR 144 and the 
developing residential areas in between.  Belfast Siding Road crosses I‐95 with a two lane bridge 
overpass.   

• SR 38/US 84 runs north‐south through Liberty County in the southern portion of the study area.  
It is a rural minor arterial to the north of its interchange with I‐95 and a rural major collector to 
the south of it. 

2.5  Crash History 

In order to identify study area roadway with high crash, injury, and fatality rates with respect statewide 
averages, the three most recent years of crash data was analyzed  for all study roadways.   With a  few 
exceptions most  study area  roadways have experienced  crash,  injury, and  fatality  rates  similar  to, or 
lower than, statewide averages for similar facilities.  
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2.5.1  I­95 from US 84 to Richmond Hill City Limits 

As presented  in  Table  2‐2,  I‐95 between US  84  in  Liberty County  and  the Richmond Hill  city  limit  is 
functionally  classified  as  a  rural  interstate.    Between  2006  and  2008,  this  segment  of  interstate 
experienced an average crash rate below the statewide average for rural interstates.  The corresponding 
injury rate was higher than statewide average and the fatality rate was lower. 

 

Table 2‐2: Crash Rates (2006‐2008), I‐95 (From US 84 (MP 9.34) in Liberty County to Richmond 
Hill southern City Limits (MP 6.12))  (Rural Interstate Primary Arterial) 

  

 
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 

State‐
wide 

Average    
Road 

Segment 

State‐
wide 

Average    
Road 

Segment 

State‐
wide 

Average 

2007  200  74  58  90  33  17  1  0.37  1.09 

2008  158  58  62  87  32  18  0  0  0.78 

2009  140  53  65  75  28  18  2  0.76  0.88 

 

 

2.5.2  I­95 from Richmond Hill City Limits to SR 144 

As presented in Table 2‐3, I‐95 between the Richmond Hill city limit and SR 144 is functionally classified 
as an urban  interstate.   For the three year period, this segment of  interstate experienced crash,  injury, 
and fatality rates below statewide average.   

Table 2‐3: Crash Rates (2006‐2008), I‐95 (From Richmond Hill southern City Limits (MP 6.12) 
to SR 144(MP 9.57) (Urban Interstate) 

  

 
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 

State‐
wide 

Average    
Road 

Segment 

State‐
wide 

Average    
Road 

Segment 

State‐
wide 

Average 

2007  87  123  186  36  51  43  0  0  0.58 

2008  67  95  187  28  40  43  0  0  0.62 

2009  60  87  189  24  35  45  0  0  0.47 
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2.5.4  Belfast Siding Road 

As presented in Table 2‐4, Belfast Siding Road is functionally classified as a rural major collector within 
the  study  area.    For  the  three  year period,  this  segment of  roadway  experienced  average  crash  and 
injury  rates very similar  to statewide average.   With no  fatalities  in  the  three year period,  the  fatality 
rate was zero for this period.   

Table 2‐4: Crash Rates (2006‐2008), Belfast Siding Road (From SR 25 (MP 0.0) to Belfast 
Estates Road(MP 6.42)) ‐ (Rural Major Collector) 

  

 
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 

State‐
wide 

Average    
Road 

Segment 

State‐
wide 

Average    
Road 

Segment 

State‐
wide 

Average 

2007  9  156  203  1  17  72  0  0.00  3.55 

2008  11  191  194  5  87  68  0  0.00  3.39 

2009  7  125  191  1  18  67  0  0  2.57 

2.5.5  SR 144 

As presented  in Table 2‐5, SR 144  is functionally classified as an urban minor arterial within the study 
area.  For the three year period, this segment of roadway experienced average crash, injury, and fatality 
rates well below statewide average.  

 

Table 2‐5: Crash Rates (2006‐2008), SR 144 (From Port Royal Road (MP 12.26) to Richmond 
Hill western City Limits (MP 6.66)) ‐ (Urban Minor Arterial) 

  

 
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 

State‐
wide 

Average    
Road 

Segment 

State‐
wide 

Average    
Road 

Segment 

State‐
wide 

Average 

2007  64  289  514  37  167  126  0  0.00  1.47 

2008  5  230  471  20  90  116  0  0.00  1.46 

2009  38  177  463  17  79  115  0  0  1.08 
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2.5.6  SR 25 (US 17) 

As presented in Table 2‐6, SR 25/US 17 is functionally classified as an urban principal arterial within the 
study area.  For the three year period, this segment of roadway experienced average crash, injury, and 
fatality rates well below statewide average.  

 

Table 2‐6 Crash Rates (2006‐2008), SR 25 (US 17) (From Belfast Siding Road (MP 2.06) to 
Richmond Hill City Limits North of Kroger Drive (MP 7.72)) ‐ (Urban Principal Arterial) 

  

 
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 

State‐
wide 

Average    
Road 

Segment 

State‐
wide 

Average    
Road 

Segment 

State‐
wide 

Average 

2007  132  313  549  40  95  133  0  0.00  1.51 

2008  112  266  524  26  62  125  0  0.00  1.33 

2009  95  232  461  43  105  119  0  0  1.15 
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2.6  Existing Traffic Conditions 

Existing traffic conditions within the study area roadway network were analyzed under existing (2010) 
traffic volumes and lane configurations.  The latest version of the Highway Capacity Software (HCS+) was 
used  to analyze  freeway segments and  ramp  junctions.     SYNCHRO 7.0 was utilized  for signalized and 
unsignalized intersection analyses.  SYNCHRO 7.0 is traffic analysis software based on the 2000 HCM.  It 
is used to perform intersection capacity analysis and timing optimization.  The TP+ travel demand model 
developed  for  the  2035  Bryan  County  Transportation  Study  was  utilized  to  analyze  existing  travel 
patterns  and  roadway  level  of  service  (LOS).    This  section  presents  the  existing  traffic  volumes  and 
existing conditions capacity analysis.   

2.6.1  Existing Traffic Volumes  

In March 2010  traffic  counts were  taken  for all  study  intersections.   Additionally,  traffic  counts were 
taken on I‐95 and all major study roadways.  Figures 2‐1 and 2‐3 present the existing (2010) peak hour 
volumes for all intersections, ramps, and freeway segments within the study area.  

2.6.2  Existing Conditions Capacity Analysis 

2.6.2.1 Basic Freeway Segment Analysis 

Freeway segment analysis was conducted for one‐way segments of I‐95 between US 84 to the south and 
SR 144 to the north.  This analysis was performed according to the procedures outlined in the HCM.  The 
resulting  LOS  values  for each  segment are presented  in Table 2‐7 below.   As  shown  in  this  table, all 
freeway segments operate at LOS A under existing conditions. 

Table 2‐7:  Existing Conditions (2010) Freeway Segment Analysis Results* 

I‐95 Freeway Segment 
Limits (From/To) 

Direction 
Existing

AM PM 
US 84 to US 17  Northbound A A
US 17 to SR 144 Northbound A A
US 84 to US 17  Southbound A A
US 17 to SR 144 Southbound A A

        * See Figures 2‐2 and 2‐3 for Peak Hour Freeway Volumes 

2.6.2.2 Ramp Junction Analysis 

Ramp junctions at the I‐95  interchanges with US 84/SR 38, US 17/SR 25, and SR 144 were analyzed for 
existing  conditions  (2010).    This  analysis was performed  according  to  the procedures outlined  in  the 
HCM.   The resulting LOS values  for each merge or diverge are presented  in Table 2‐8 on page 21.   As 
shown in this table, there are no existing deficiencies on study area ramps as all ramp junctions operate 
at LOS A or B under existing conditions.  However, anecdotally, the southbound off‐ramps at SR 144 and 
US 17 frequently spill over on the mainline during peak hours.   
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Figure 2‐2: Existing (2010) AM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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Figure 2‐3: Existing (2010) PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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Table 2‐8:  Existing Conditions (2010) Merge/Diverge Analysis Results 

2.6.2.3 Intersection Analysis 

All  study  area  intersections  were  analyzed  for  existing  conditions  (2010)  using  Synchro  7.0.    In 
accordance with  the  procedures  outlined  in  the  HCM,  the  resulting  delay  and  LOS  values  for  each 
intersection  are  presented  in  Table  2‐9  below.      As  shown  in  this  table  all  signalized  intersections 
operate at LOS D or better under existing conditions.  All study area unsignalized intersections currently 
experience  unacceptable  levels  of  service  (LOS  E  or  F)  for  their  stop  sign  controlled  side  street 
approaches. 

Table 2‐9:  Existing Conditions (2010) Intersection Analysis Results 

Intersection 

2010 Existing 
Conditions 

AM Peak
LOS (Delay*) 

PM Peak LOS 
(Delay*) 

SR  144 at I‐95 Southbound Ramps B (11.7) D (39.2)
SR  144 at I‐95 Northbound Ramps** D (28.9) F (Err***)

SR  144 at US 17  C (25.0) C (26.1)
US 17 at I‐95 Southbound Ramps B (15.9) B (19.1)
US 17 at I‐95 Northbound Ramps** F (55.1) F (108.5)

US 17 at Harris Trail Road C (24.2) C (33.0)
US 17 at Belfast Siding Road** F (240.7) E (48.7)

US 84 at I‐95 Southbound Ramps A (6.9) A (7.8)
US 84 at I‐95 Northbound Ramps B (15.4) B (15.0)

*Average Intersection Delay, in Seconds. 
* *For unsignalized intersections LOS shown is for the side street.  

*** Exceeds limits of the software. 
 
 

I‐95 Ramp Merge and Diverge Areas  Direction 
Existing 

AM  PM
US 84 Off Ramp  Northbound A  A
US 84 Off Ramp  Southbound A  A
US 84 On Ramp  Northbound A  B
US 84  On Ramp  Southbound A  A
US 17 Off Ramp  Northbound A  B
US 17 Off Ramp  Southbound B  B
US 17  On Ramp  Northbound B  B
US 17  On Ramp  Southbound A  A
SR 144  Off Ramp  Northbound B  B
SR 144  Off Ramp  Southbound B  B
SR 144  On Ramp  Northbound B  B
SR 144 On Ramp  Southbound A  B
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3.0  Future Conditions   

3.1  Future Population   

As mentioned  in Section 1.3,  the Bryan County  Identified Need #1  for  improved access  to  I‐95  is  the 
need to accommodate expected growth in southern Bryan County.  In order to evaluate this need, this 
report  first  investigates what  level of growth  is reasonable and  feasible  for this area of Bryan County.  
The  report  then  investigates  whether  new  access  to  I‐95  at  Belfast  Siding  Road  is  needed  to 
accommodate  this growth.   This  section evaluates population projections as prepared by  the Coastal 
Georgia Regional Commission (CGRC).      

In  order  to  identify  a  feasible  and  reasonable  growth  projection  for  the  study  area,  a  population 
projection study prepared for the Coastal Georgia Regional Commission (CGRC) was evaluated.  In 2006, 
the CGRC contracted Georgia Tech’s Center for Quality Growth and Regional Development to develop a 
methodology  to  project  population  growth  for  the  10‐county  region.    The  study  addressed  previous 
concerns  that  the  traditional  methodologies  used  to  project  future  population  did  not  adequately 
capture the development and other growth related to specific activities  in the Coastal Georgia region.   
The  context‐specific methodology  used  in  this  study was  primarily  based  on  increased  area military 
training and deployment as well as growth  in retirees and  industrial activities surrounding  the Port of 
Savannah.   

The population projections  in  this  study employed an  inter‐regional  cohort  component model, which 
considers population change by age and sex, using baseline population counts as well as birth, death, 
and migration rates.   This model was adjusted based on  interviews with  local representatives and the 
most  recent  trends  in  housing  construction.    The  findings  from  this  study  indicated  that  by  2030, 
population of southern Bryan County is anticipated to increase 64% to 32,664 by 2030.  It is important to 
note that this population projection has been used as the basis for a number of subsequent studies such 
as the Bryan County Joint Comprehensive Plan (2008) and the Bryan County Transportation Plan (2009).  
Table 3‐2 presents the existing and projected population within the southern part of the county, based 
on the CGRC study and prepared for the Bryan County Transportation Plan. 

Table 3‐2: Bryan County Population Forecast Utilized in Bryan County Transportation Plan 
(2009) 

Area  2006 Population  Projected 2035 Population  % Change 

Southern Bryan County  19,937  32,664  63.8% 

Transportation recommendations such as a possible interchange along I‐95 at Belfast Siding Road must 
be based on  reasonable growth and  traffic projections, as  such,  this  study utilized a growth  scenario 
consistent with  the CGRC’s population  estimates.   Thus  this  report’s evaluation of  the Bryan County 
Identified Need  #1 will  be  based  on  the  CGRC’s  growth  projections.  Please  also  refer  to  the Belfast 
Siding Road  IJR – Growth Scenario Approach Memorandum (included as Appendix B) dated September 
16, 2010 for further  information regarding the selection of the year 2035 growth scenario used  in this 
analysis. 
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3.2  Future Employment   

While Bryan County is currently characterized by very low density employment, by 2035, the study area 
is expected to have employment densities of five to ten  jobs per acre  in existing commercial nodes  in 
Richmond Hill, and along Belfast Siding Road between US 17 and I‐95.   Employment  in Bryan County  is 
expected to more than double by 2035, increasing from approximately 5,500 in 2006 to over 14,000 by 
2035.  As with the population projections, the areas of high employment growth are consistent with the 
county’s future development plans.   

As mentioned  in Section 1.3,  the Bryan County  Identified Need #3  for  improved access  to  I‐95  is  the 
need to spur economic growth.   According to the County, access to rail,  I‐95, US 17 and the Savannah 
Port makes the Belfast Siding Road at I‐95 area an ideal location for industrial development.   

The Belfast Siding Road area has been cited as ideal for having the locational benefits of convenient rail 
access  and  proximity  to  the  Port  of  Savannah.    The  Belfast  Siding  Road  interchange  with  I‐95  is 
approximately 25 miles from the port and 1.5 miles from a rail line.  Exit 76 on I‐95 in Liberty County at 
Islands Highway is 31.5 miles from the Port of Savannah and is 1.8 miles from a rail line.  Exit 152 on I‐16 
in Chatham County at Bloomingdale Road/Little Neck Road is approximately 14 miles from the port and 
1.8 miles from a rail line.  Exit 148 in Effingham County at Old River Road is approximately 18 miles from 
the port and 1.2 miles from a rail  line.   The Exit 148 area  is planned for  industrial development within 
Effingham  County’s  comprehensive  plan.    Given  the  short  distances  from  existing  rail  lines  it  is 
reasonable to assume spur  lines could be constructed to serve  industrial development at any of these 
interchanges.   

Given  the availability of  land with convenient port and  rail access at  these existing  interchanges,  it  is 
clear the Belfast Siding Road area is not the only location suitable for additional industrial development. 
However, this location is a priority for development, according to the County, and has the potential for 
new master‐planned developments  to be constructed.    It  is  the desire of  the County  to open up new 
land for industrial development in order to spur economic growth.   

3.3  Future Traffic Conditions 

In order  to project  future  (2035)  traffic  volumes,  the  travel demand model developed  for  the Bryan 
County Transportation Study (2009) was utilized.   The development of the future 2035 model required 
the assignment of population and employment  forecasts at  the Traffic Analysis Zone  (TAZ)  level.   The 
2035  population  and  employment  growth  rates  were  calculated  based  on  the  2030  projections 
developed by the Coastal Georgia RC, and were extrapolated out to the year 2035.  Once the initial 2035 
model was developed, the refinement process involved the reallocation of socioeconomic data to reflect 
the  high  growth  areas  identified  in Bryan  County’s  Future Development Map.  Special  considerations 
were also made for the TAZ areas that  included established activity centers, approved Development of 

Regional  Impacts  (DRIs),  and  future  school  locations.    Please  refer  to  the  Travel  Demand  Model 
Documentation and User Guide for more information regarding the development and calibration of this 
model.   
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In addition  to providing  sufficient  traffic analysis  to meet FHWA  interchange  study  requirements,  the 
traffic analysis in this report is used to evaluate the Bryan County identified needs for an interchange at 
I‐95 and Belfast Siding Road.  As mentioned in Section 1.3, the Bryan County Identified Need #1 states 
that  improved access  to  I‐95  is needed  to accommodate expected growth  in  southern Bryan County.  
Bryan  County  Identified Need  #2  states  that  additional  access  to  I‐95  is  needed  in  southern  Bryan 
County since this area is only served by two existing interchanges.  The traffic analysis in this report will 
determine if the existing two interchanges and roadway network are able to accommodate future traffic 
demands and identify what benefit an interchange at I‐95 and Belfast Siding Road would provide to the 
roadway network. 

The 2035 Bryan County No‐Build model was utilized to develop traffic projections for this  interchange 
study.    Like  the  No‐Build  scenario  in  the  Bryan  County  Transportation  Study  (2009),  the  2035  ‘No 
Interchange’ analysis scenario assumed no  improvements  to  the existing  roadway network within  the 
study  area.    The  2035  ‘With  Interchange’  analysis  scenario model  for  this  study  assumed  only  the 
implementation  of  a  diamond  interchange  at  Belfast  Siding  Road.      This  study  examines  the  traffic 
conditions on the study area roadway network with and without the implementation of an interchange 
at I‐95 and Belfast Siding Road.   The No Interchange and With Interchange scenarios were analyzed in 
order  to  identify  potential  benefits  of  the  proposed  interchange  on  the  operation  of  the  study  area 
roadway network. 

Once the No Interchange and With Interchange scenarios have been analyzed, the study examines the 
additional  transportation  improvements  necessary  to  allow  the  roadway  network  to  operate  at 
acceptable LOS under each condition.  The improvement scenarios were analyzed in order to determine 
if the existing roadway network could be improved to satisfactorily accommodate the design‐year traffic 
demands and provide  the access  intended by  the  interchange.   Table 3‐3 presents  the  future analysis 
scenarios with definitions of each scenario.    

Table 3‐3: Future Conditions Analysis Scenarios 

Analysis Scenario  Scenario Description 

2035 No Interchange  2035 traffic conditions with no improvements to existing roadway network.  
Does not include a new interchange at I‐95 and Belfast Siding Road 

2035 With Interchange  2035 traffic conditions with no improvements to existing roadway network.  
Does include a new interchange at I‐95 and Belfast Siding Road 

2035  No  Interchange 
with  Improvements 

2035  traffic  conditions with  those  improvements  required  for  study  area 
intersections and roadways to operate at acceptable LOS (LOS D or better). 
Does not include a new interchange at I‐95 and Belfast Siding Road 

2035  With  Interchange 
with  Improvements 

2035  traffic  conditions with  those  improvements  required  for  study  area 
intersections and roadways to operate at acceptable LOS (LOS D or better). 
Does include a new interchange at I‐95 and Belfast Siding Road 
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3.4  Future (2035) No Interchange and With Interchange Traffic Volumes 

In order to project 2035 peak hour traffic conditions, the existing and future travel demand models were 
utilized to calculate the expected growth rate percentage on each study area roadway segments.  Since 
the proposed  interchange has the potential to affect travel patterns within the study area, the growth 
rates were calculated for the No Interchange and With Interchange traffic scenarios.  These growth rates 
were applied to freeway, ramp, and roadway segments.  The growth rates for each roadway segment for 
the No  Interchange and With  Interchange scenarios are presented  in Figures 3‐1 and 3‐2 on pages 34 
and 35.  Since this section of the report has so many graphics, they are included at the end of the section 
for ease of  reading.    Intersection peak hour  traffic growth was projected  for each  intersection  leg  in 
order to accurately reflect changes in travel patterns by 2035.  Future traffic volumes were prepared for 
all  study  area  roadways  and  intersections  for  the  No  Interchange  and With  Interchange  scenarios.   
Figures 3‐3 through 3‐6 on pages 36 through 39 present the 2035 AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes 
for the No Interchange and With Interchange scenarios. 

3.5  Future (2035) Capacity Analysis 

3.5.1  2035 Basic Freeway Segment Analysis 

Freeway segment analysis was conducted  in accordance with the procedures outlined  in the HCM, for 
one‐way segments of I‐95 between US 84 to the south and SR 144 to the north.  The resulting LOS values 
for each segment are presented in Table 3‐4 below.  All study area freeway segments would experience 
LOS A, B, or C in 2035 under either the No Interchange or With Interchange conditions.   

Table 3‐4:  Future (2035) No Interchange and With Interchange Freeway Segment Analysis 
Results* 

I‐95 Freeway Segment 
Limits (From/To) 

Direction 
No Interchange (2035)

With Interchange 
(2035) 

AM  PM  AM  PM 

US 84 to Belfast Siding Road  Northbound  A  B  A  B 

Belfast Siding Road to US 17   Northbound  A  B  A  B 

US 17 to SR 144  Northbound  B  B  B  B 

US 84 to Belfast Siding Road  Southbound  A  B  A  B 

Belfast Siding Road to US 17   Southbound  A  B  A  B 

US 17 to SR 144  Southbound  A  B  A  C 

* See Figures 3‐3 and 3‐6 for Peak Hour Freeway and Ramp Volumes 

3.5.2  2035 Ramp Junction Analysis 

Ramp  junctions on  the  I‐95  interchanges at US 84/SR 38, US 17/SR 25, and SR 144 were analyzed  for 
Future  (2035)  No  Interchange  and With  Interchange  scenarios.  The With  Interchange  scenario  also 
includes analysis of the ramp junctions at the I‐95 interchange with Belfast Siding Road.  These analyses 
were performed according  to  the procedures outlined  in  the HCM.   The resulting LOS values  for each 
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merge and diverge are presented in Table 3‐5.  As shown in this table, all ramp junctions are expected to 
operate at LOS C or better in 2035 under the No Interchange and With Interchange scenarios.   

Table 3‐5:  Future (2035) No Interchange and With Interchange Merge/Diverge Analysis 
Results 

I‐95 Freeway Segment 

Limits (From/To) 
Direction 

No Interchange 
(2035) 

With Interchange 
(2035) 

AM  PM  AM  PM 
US 84  Off Ramp  Northbound A B A  B
US 84  Off Ramp  Southbound A B B  B
US 84  On Ramp  Northbound B B B  B
US 84  On Ramp  Southbound B B B  B

Belfast Siding Rd  Off Ramp  Northbound A  B
Belfast Siding Rd  Off Ramp  Southbound B  B
Belfast Siding Rd  On Ramp  Northbound B  B
Belfast Siding Rd  On Ramp  Southbound B  B

US 17 Off Ramp  Northbound B B B  B
US 17 Off Ramp  Southbound B C B  C
US 17  On Ramp  Northbound C B B  B
US 17  On Ramp  Southbound B B B  B
SR 144  Off Ramp  Northbound B B B  B
SR 144  Off Ramp  Southbound B C B  C
SR 144  On Ramp  Northbound C C C  C
SR 144 On Ramp  Southbound B B B  C

 

3.5.3  2035 Intersection Analysis 

All  study  area  intersections were  analyzed  for 2035 No  Interchange  and With  Interchange  scenarios.  
The With  Interchange  scenario  analysis  also  includes  the  two  additional  intersections  at  the  I‐95  at 
Belfast Siding Road interchange.  In accordance with the procedures outlined in the HCM, the resulting 
delay and LOS values for each intersection are presented in Table 3‐6 on page 28.  As shown in the table, 
many study area intersections are expected to operate at unacceptable levels of service (LOS E or F) by 
2035 under the No Interchange and With Interchange scenarios.  However, the intersections at the I‐95 
and SR 38/US 84 interchange are expected to operate at LOS A and B under either the With Interchange 
or No Interchange scenario. The intersection of US 17 at the I‐95 southbound ramp is also expected to 
operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS D or better) under the No Interchange and With Interchange 
scenarios.   

The only  intersections expected  to experience a LOS  improvement due  to  the  implementation of  the 
Belfast Siding Road interchange are the US 17 at I‐95 SB and the US 17 at Harris Trail Road intersections.  
While the implementation of the Belfast Siding Road interchange would provide reductions in delay and 
improve LOS at several intersections, additional intersection improvements are still needed.  

Table 3‐6:  Future (2035) No Interchange and With Interchange Intersection Analysis Results 
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Name of the Intersection 

2035 No Interchange 2035 With Interchange
AM Peak

LOS 
(Delay) 

PM Peak 
LOS (Delay) 

AM Peak 
LOS (Delay) 

PM Peak LOS 
(Delay) 

SR  144 at I‐95 Southbound Ramps   B (17.9) F (139.9) B (16.6)  F (137.8)
SR  144 at I‐95 Northbound Ramps*  F (940.9) F (Err**) F (856.9)  F (Err**)
SR  144 at US 17  F (164.5) F (197.0) F (133.1)  F (172.4)
US 17 at I‐95 Southbound Ramps  D (36.8) D (50.5) C (27.7)  D (38.1)
US 17 at I‐95 Northbound Ramps*  F (Err**) F (Err**) F (Err**)  F (Err**)
US 17 at Harris Trail Road  D (38.7) E (58.3) D (54.1)  D (51.3)
US 17 at Belfast Siding Road*  F (Err**) F (Err**) F (3416.0)  F (4042.2)
Belfast siding Road at I‐95 Southbound Ramps C (27.3)  D (43.4)
Belfast siding Road at  I‐95 Northbound Ramps D (35.9)  A (9.1)
US 84 at I‐95 Southbound Ramps  A (8.5) B (12.0) A (9.2)  B (15.1)
US 84 at I‐95 Northbound Ramps  B (15.4) B (14.4) B (15.0)  B (13.9)

* For unsignalized intersections LOS shown is for the side street.  
** Exceeds limits of the software 

3.5.4  2035 Intersection Improvement Requirements 

In order to determine those improvements that would be necessary to allow study area intersections to 
operate at acceptable LOS in 2035, an Improved Condition analysis was prepared for the No Interchange 
and With  Interchange  scenarios.  The  Improved  conditions,  referred  to  as  the  No  Interchange  with 
Improvements or the With Interchange with Improvements scenarios, identify those improvements that 
would be  required  for acceptable  LOS  (LOS D or better) under each  set of analysis  scenario  (i.e., No 
Interchange or With Interchange).   The Improvement scenarios were analyzed  in order to determine  if 
the  existing  intersections  could  be  improved  to  satisfactorily  accommodate  the  design‐year  traffic 
demands and provide the access intended by the interchange.   Table 3‐7, on the next page presents the 
analysis  results  of  the  Improved  condition  analysis  for  the  No  interchange  and  With  Interchange 
scenarios. 

Table 3‐8, on the following page identifies the intersection improvements necessary to allow study area 
intersections to operate at acceptable LOS in 2035.  There are three improvements necessary under the 
No  Interchange with  Improvements scenario that would not be necessary under the With  Interchange 
with Improvements scenario: an additional left turn lane at the I‐95 southbound exit ramp at SR 144, an 
additional  through  lane  on US  17  northbound  and  southbound  at  the  SR  144  intersection,  and  any 
improvements at the Harris Trail Road at the US 17 intersection.  This analysis further demonstrates that 
the Belfast  Siding Road  interchange would provide  some  relief  to  the  study  area  intersections, while 
additional improvements would be necessary with or without the implementation of the interchange. 
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Table 3‐7:  2035 No Interchange and With Interchange With Improvements Intersection 
Analysis Results 

Name of the Intersection 

2035 No Interchange with 
Improvements 

2035 With Interchange with 
Improvements 

AM Peak
LOS (Delay) 

PM Peak 
LOS (Delay) 

AM Peak 
LOS (Delay) 

PM Peak 
LOS (Delay) 

SR  144 at I‐95 Southbound Ramps *  B (10.5)* C (22.6)* B (17.0)*  D (46.0)*
SR  144 at I‐95 Northbound Ramps*  B (19.4)* A (5.0)* B (17.5)*  B (11.1)*
SR  144 at US 17  D (50.9)* D (54.7)* D (51.5)*  D (45.7)*
US 17 at I‐95 Southbound Ramps  B (16.7) D (44.5) B (18.3)  C (26.0)
US 17 at I‐95 Northbound Ramps*  B (12.9)* A (6.4)* B (14.8)*  A (8.6)*
US 17 at Harris Trail Road  C (24.3)* C (34.6)* D (50.4)  D (46.6)
US 17 at Belfast Siding Road*  D (52.8)* C (21.3)* C (29.7)*  B (14.8)*
Belfast siding Road at I‐95 SB Ramps  N/A  N/A
Belfast siding Road at I‐95 NB Ramps  N/A  N/A
US 84 at I‐95 Southbound Ramps  N/A N/A N/A  N/A
US 84 at I‐95 Northbound Ramps  N/A �/A N/A  N/A

* Improvements Proposed 

Table 3‐8:  2035 No Interchange with Improvements – Necessary Intersection Improvements 

Intersection  Improvements Necessary without 
Interchange 

Improvements Necessary with 
Interchange 

Status of Recommended 
Improvements 

(as of December 2011) 

SR  144  at  I‐95 
Southbound 
Ramps 

• SR 144 Eastbound: one additional 
through lane 

• I‐95 SB Exit Ramp: one additional 
left turn lane 

• SR 144 Eastbound: one additional 
through lane 

• Lump  Sum  operational 
improvement  programmed 
in the STIP (PI 0010739) 

• Full  interchange 
reconstruction  included  on 
the  TIA  Final  Investment 
List,  will  be  underway  by 
2022 

SR  144  at  I‐95 
Northbound 
Ramps 

• Signalization of the intersection 
• SR  144  Eastbound:    one 
additional through lane 

• I‐95  NB  Exit  Ramp:  one 
northbound  left  turn  lane,  and 
one right turn lane 

• Signalization of the intersection 
• SR  144  Eastbound:    one 
additional through lane 

• I‐95  NB  Exit  Ramp:  one 
northbound  left  turn  lane,  and 
one right turn lane 

• Lump  Sum  operational 
improvement  programmed 
for  this  interchange  (PI 
0010739) 

SR 144 at US 17  • US  17  Northbound:    one 
additional  northbound  left  turn 
lane   

• US  17  Southbound:  one 
additional  southbound  left  turn 
lane and two right turn lanes  

• SR  144  Westbound:  one 
additional  westbound  left  turn 
lane and one right turn lane  

• SR  144  Eastbound:    one 
additional  eastbound  left  turn 

• US  17  Northbound:    one 
additional  northbound  left  turn 
lane   

• US  17  Southbound:  one 
additional  southbound  left  turn 
lane and one right turn lane 

• SR  144  Westbound:    one 
additional  westbound  left  turn 
lane and one right turn lane 

• SR  144  Eastbound:    one 
additional  eastbound  left  turn 
lane and one right turn lane 

N/A 
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lane and one right turn lane  

• One  additional  through  lane  on 
US 17 NB and SB 

US  17  at  I‐95 
Northbound 
Ramps 

• Signalization of the intersection 
• I‐95 NB Exit Ramp: one additional 
right turn lane 

• Signalization of the intersection 
• I‐95 NB Exit Ramp:  one additional 
right turn lane 

• Full  interchange 
reconstruction  included  on 
the  TIA  Final  Investment 
List,  will  be  underway  by 
2022 

US  17  at  Harris 
Trail Road 

• Harris  Trail  Road  Northbound:  
two  additional  left  turn  lanes, 
conversion of existing thru/left to 
thru only 

N/A  N/A 

US 17 at Belfast 
Siding Road 

• Signalization of the intersection 
• Belfast  Siding  Northbound: 
addition  of  right  turn  lane, 
conversion  of  existing  left/right 
to left turn lane 

• Signalization of the intersection 
• Belfast  Siding  Northbound: 
addition  of  right  turn  lane, 
conversion of existing left/right to 
left turn lane 

N/A 

3.5.5  2035 Daily Roadway LOS Analysis 

In order to gain a better understanding of the traffic conditions within the study area in 2035, the travel 
demand model was  utilized  to  calculate  daily  LOS  for  study  area  roadways.    Figure  3‐7  on  page  40 
presents  the 2035 No  Interchange daily  LOS  for  study area  roadways.   As  can be  seen  in  this  figure, 
without  significant  roadway  improvements,  US  17/SR  25,  SR  144,  and  Belfast  Siding  Road  are  all 
expected to experience failing LOS by 2035.  

Figure 3‐8 on page 41 presents the 2035 With Interchange daily LOS for study area roadways.  As with 
the 2035 No  Interchange  scenario,  segments of US 17/SR 25, SR 144, and Belfast Siding Road are all 
expected to operate at unacceptable LOS under the With Interchange scenario.  The only segment that 
would see a LOS improvement due to the implementation of the proposed interchange is Belfast Siding 
Road north of I‐95.  This segment is not expected to experience failing LOS since a large portion of traffic 
on this segment would now be able to access I‐95 without having to travel to US 17. 

3.5.6  2035 Roadway Improvement Requirements 

As with  the  intersection analysis, an  Improved condition analysis was prepared  for both  the 2035 No 
Interchange and With Interchange scenarios  in order to determine those  improvements that would be 
necessary to allow study area roadways to operate at acceptable LOS.  Table 3‐9 identifies the roadway 
improvements necessary  to allow study area roadways  to operate at acceptable LOS  in 2035  for both 
the No  Interchange with  Improvements and With  Interchange with  Improvements scenarios.   The LOS 
results for the No Interchange with Improvements scenario  is presented  in Figure 3‐9 on page 42, and 
LOS results for the With  Interchange with  Improvements scenario  is presented  in Figure 3‐10 on page 
43.   
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Table 3‐9:  2035 No Interchange with Improvements – Necessary Roadway Improvements 

Study 
Roadway 

Improvements Necessary 
without Interchange 

Improvements Necessary with 
Interchange 

Status of Recommended 
Projects  

(as of December 2011) 

SR  25/US 
17 

Widen from 4‐6 lanes from SR 196 
to Harris Trail Rd (Recommended in 
Bryan County Transportation Study 
(2009)) 

Widen from 4‐6 lanes from SR 196 
to Harris Trail Rd (Recommended in 
Bryan County Transportation Study 
(2009)) 

Full interchange reconstruction 
at US 17 and I‐95 is anticipated 
to address some congestion in 
this area   

SR 144  • Widen from 2‐4 lanes from Belfast 
Keller Road to Timber Trail 
(Recommended in Bryan County 
Transportation Study and GDOT 
Work Program) 

• Widen from 4‐6 lanes from Timber 
Trail to US 17 

• Widen from 2‐4 lanes from Belfast 
Keller Road to Timber Trail 
(Recommended in Bryan County 
Transportation Study and GDOT 
Work Program) 

• Widen from 4‐6 lanes from Timber 
Trail to US 17 

Widening included on the TIA 
Final Investment List, will be 
underway by 2022 

Belfast 
Siding Road  Widen from 2‐4 lanes from Park Hill 

Road to US 17 (Recommended in 
Bryan County Transportation Study) 

Widen Belfast Siding Road from 2‐4 
lanes from Park Hill Road to I‐95 
(Part of segment recommended in 
Bryan County Transportation Study) 

Widening from Park Hill Road to 
I‐95 (less than 1mi) will to be 
addressed in coordination with 
the interchange project 

 

By 2035, under either No Interchange or With Interchange scenarios, many study area roadways will 
need widening in order to provide acceptable operation.  The widening of US 17/SR 25 as well as the 
widening of SR 144 will be necessary under all future scenarios to accommodate expected traffic 
demands.  The only difference between the No Interchange with Improvements and the With 
Interchange with Improvements project recommendations is the length of the necessary widening on 
Belfast Siding Road.   Under the 2035 No Interchange with Improvements scenario, Belfast Siding Road 
would need to be widened from south of I‐95 all the way to US 17.  Under the With Interchange with 
Improvements scenario, only the segment south of I‐95 would need widening due to the access that the 
interchange would provide to I‐95.  While the implementation of the Belfast Siding Road interchange 
would slightly reduce the level of improvements necessary on study area roadways, the analysis 
demonstrated that all roadways can be improved to satisfactorily accommodate the design‐year traffic 
demands and provide the access intended by the interchange.   

3.5.6  Study Area Transportation Deficiencies and Needs 

The analysis presented  in Section 3.5  identifies  the operating conditions on  study area  roadways and 
intersections in 2035 with and without an interchange at I‐95 and Belfast Siding Road.  Table 3‐8 and 3‐9 
presents those intersections and roadways that are expected to experience unacceptable LOS (LOS E or 
F) by 2035 without  improvements.  These deficiencies, or needs, are presented for the No Interchange 
and With  Interchange scenarios.   As mentioned previously, this analysis  is utilized  in order to evaluate 
Bryan  County  Identified  Needs  #1  and  #2.    This  analysis  will  also  determine  if  the  existing  two 
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interchanges and roadway network can accommodate future traffic demands and identify what benefit 
an interchange at I‐95 and Belfast Siding Road would provide to the roadway network. 

As presented  in Table 3‐8 and 3‐9, most study area deficiencies are expected to occur with or without 
the  implementation of  an  Interchange  at  I‐95  and Belfast  Siding Road.   With  the  exception of  a  few 
intersection  improvements and  the widening of Belfast Siding Road  from  I‐95  to US 17,  the proposed 
interchange at Belfast Siding Road would alleviate some of the projected deficiencies on roadways and 
intersection within southern Bryan County.   

In  evaluating  Bryan  County  Identified Need  #1,  the  analysis  indicates  expected  growth  in  southern 
Bryan County will cause the existing roadway network to experience unacceptable conditions and that 
the proposed interchange at Belfast Siding Road would alleviate some of the transportation deficiencies 
caused  by  this  growth.    More  importantly,  the  new  interchange  will  accommodate  the  planned 
development on Belfast‐Siding Road by proving direct interstate access.   

In evaluating Bryan County Identified Need #2, the analysis indicates that the two existing interchanges 
and roadway network are unable to adequately accommodate traffic volumes in southern Bryan County 
in 2035, however, the analysis also demonstrates that additional interstate access at Belfast Siding Road 
would not completely alleviate these transportation deficiencies.  Thus, although an interchange at I‐95 
and Belfast is needed, additional transportation improvements are needed as well.     

3.6  Future (2035) Travel Times 

Bryan County Identified Need #4 states that a new  interchange at I‐95  is needed to provide  improved 
access to I‐95 for hurricane evacuation and emergency services.   Furthermore, Bryan County Identified 
Need #2 states that additional access to I‐95 is needed to provide system redundancy and connectivity 
in  southern  Bryan  County  since  this  area  is  only  served  by  two  existing  interchanges.    In  order  to 
evaluate  the need  for  improved  access described by  these need  statements  and quantify  the  access 
benefits of a new interchange at I‐95 and Belfast Siding Road, the travel demand model was utilized to 
analyze travel times in the study area with and without the proposed interchange.  In order to provide a 
comparison of travel times between all traffic scenarios, travel times to and from a common location on 
I‐95 were  calculated.   As  shown  in  Figures 3‐3  and 3‐4,  a  large number of  commuters  access  I‐95  in 
Bryan County  to  travel  to and  from  the north.   For  this reason,  the  interchange of  I‐95 at  I‐16,  to  the 
north of Bryan County, was utilized as a common point by which to compare travel times.  Average daily 
travel times from this  location to three southern Bryan County  locations—Belfast Siding Road  just east 
of I‐95, Belfast Siding Road at SR 25/US 17, and Belfast Keller Road at SR 144—under the existing and all 
four future (2035) scenarios are listed in Table 3‐10 below.    Figure 3‐11 through Figure 3‐15 on pages 
44 – 48 present the travel times for the existing and future conditions.   
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Table 3‐10: Average Daily Travel Times (per vehicle, in minutes) from the I‐16 at I‐95 
Interchange   

Destination  Existing 

2035 No 
Interchange 
Scenario 

2035 With 
Interchange 
Scenario 

2035 No 
Interchange with 
Improvements 
Scenario 

2035 With 
Interchange with 
Improvements 
Scenario 

Belfast Siding Road E of I‐95    32.3 35.9  29.1 35.3  28.9

 US 17 @ Belfast Siding Road  23.8 28.9  28.5 28.5  28.4
 Belfast Keller Road/Oak 
Level Road at SR 144  33.4 39.6  38.5 38.0  37.8

Source: Bryan County Travel Demand Model 

The  results of  the  travel  time analysis  reveal  that, by 2035,  the proposed  interchange would  improve 
average daily travel times per vehicle to the area immediately adjacent to the proposed interchange by 
approximately seven minutes.  This is to be expected since this area is currently only served by the two‐
lane Belfast Siding Road.   Travel times to the  intersections of Belfast Siding Road at US 17 and Belfast 
Keller  Road  at  SR  144  would  also  see  improvements  of  one  to  two  minutes  as  a  result  of  the 
implementation of the interchange.  Although the interchange alone does not improve travel time to US 
17 @ Belfast –Siding and Belfast Keller @ SR 144 (see table 3‐10), travel time to Belfast‐Siding east of I‐
95 is significantly improved and addresses the Bryan County Identified Needs.   

This  analysis  reveals  that  an  interchange  at  I‐95  at Belfast  Siding Road would  address Bryan County 
Identified Need #4  for  improved access  to  I‐95  for hurricane evacuation and emergency  services and 
Bryan County Identified Need #2 for additional access to I‐95, system redundancy, and connectivity.  As 
presented above and quantified in Table 3‐10, a new interchange at I‐95 and Belfast Siding Road would 
provide  significantly  improved  access  and  connectivity  for  residents,  businesses,  and  planned 
development  immediately adjacent  to  the  interchange.   The analysis shows  that  travel  times  to areas 
further east and west of I‐95 would improve by approximately one minute with the implementation of 
the proposed  interchange.   This analysis shows that,  in the result of a hurricane or other emergencies, 
the interchange would provide time savings benefit for southern Bryan County.  Overall, the additional 
transportation  system  redundancy  benefits  the  region  in  terms  of  both  economic  development  and 
emergency response.  It should be noted that other roadway improvements may be needed in addition 
to the new interchange in order to address all identified transportation deficiencies.   
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Figure 3‐1: (2006‐2035) No Interchange Traffic Growth Rates 
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Figure 3‐2: (2006‐2035) With Interchange Traffic Growth Rates
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Figure 3‐3: Future (2035) No Interchange AM Peak Hour Traffic Volume 
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Figure 3‐4: Future (2035) No Interchange PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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Figure 3‐5: Future (2035) With Interchange AM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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Figure 3‐6: Future (2035) With Interchange PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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Figure 3‐7: Future (2035) No Interchange Daily LOS 
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Figure 3‐8: Future (2035) With Interchange Daily LOS 
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Figure 3‐9: Future (2035) No Interchange with Improvements Daily LOS 
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Figure 3‐10: Future (2035) With Interchange with Improvements Daily LOS 
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Figure 3‐11: Study Area Existing Travel Times 
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Figure 3‐12: Study Area Future (2035) No Interchange Travel Times 
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Figure 3‐13: Study Area Future (2035) With Interchange Travel Times 
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Figure 3‐14: Study Area Future (2035) Without Interchange with Improvements Travel Times 
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Figure 3‐15: Study Area Future (2035) With Interchange With Improvements Travel Times
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4.0   Environmental Screening 

As  the proposed project would  require  a new  access break on  Interstate 95  and  construction within 
federal  rights‐of‐way,  a  NEPA  document  would  be  required  to  determine  the  direct,  indirect,  and 
cumulative impacts of the proposed action.  An environmental screening of the proposed interchange at 
I‐95 and Belfast Siding Road was conducted in order to identify and natural, physical, cultural, or social 
constraints that could serve to preclude the implementation of the proposed interchange.   

The environmental  screening  consisted of  a  site  visit  and database  search  to  identify  any potentially 
sensitive environmental resources.  This investigation revealed that there were no jurisdictional waters 
immediately  adjacent  to  the proposed  interchange.   An  investigation of Threatened  and  Endangered 
species would be required if this project were to proceed through the NEPA phase.   

This  investigation also  found no  readily  identifiable cultural  resources at  the  interchange  location.    In 
addition to this visual review of the study area, information was obtained from the National Register of 
Historic Places online data center on the historical resources located in Bryan County. According to this 
database, 10 locations within Bryan County have been identified as historic resources, none of which are 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  Belfast  Siding  Road  overpass  at  I‐95.   A  full  cultural  resource  survey would  be 
required if the project were to be approved.  With no structures other than the bridge in the study area, 
this project would not have any potential displacements or noise impacts.   

The  results of  this environmental  screening  indicate  that  the proposed  interchange would have  little 
potential  for  direct,  indirect,  or  cumulative  environmental  impacts.    This  preliminary  analysis  is  not 
intended to replace the NEPA process.   
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5.0 Conclusion 

The purpose of this Interchange Justification Report (IJR) is to evaluate the need for a new interchange 
at I‐95 and Belfast Siding Road, in Bryan County, Georgia.  In a letter dated March 5, 2010, Bryan County 
identified  four main needs, or reasons, why an  interchange  is needed at  I‐95 and Belfast Siding Road.  
This report provides a quantitative and qualitative evaluation to determine how well an interchange at I‐
95 and Belfast Siding Road would address each of these County  identified needs.   Below  is a  list of the 
need statements and a summary of the findings of this report.   

Bryan County Identified Need #1 

Improved access  to  I‐95  is needed  in order  to accommodate growth  in southern Bryan County.    In  the 
March  5th  letter  to  GDOT,  Bryan  County  referenced  and  provided  a  list  of  approved  and  potential 
developments in southern Bryan County to demonstrate the level of growth the county will experience in 
the future. 

In  order  to  evaluate  this  need,  this  report  first  investigates what  level  of  growth  is  reasonable  and 
feasible  for  this  area  of  Bryan  County.    The  report  then  investigates whether  new  access  to  I‐95  at 
Belfast Siding Road is needed to accommodate this growth. 

As  detailed  in  Section  3.1  of  this  report,  this  analysis  uses  the  population  forecasts  provided  by  the 
Coastal Georgia Regional Commission (CGRC).   The CGRC projects population in southern Bryan County 
to  increase  by  63.8%  by  the  year  2035.    As  discussed  in  Section  2.1  of  this  report,  the  Savannah 
urbanized  area  is  expanding  into  south  Bryan  County  due  to  2010  Census  population  data,  further 
reinforcing the growing suburban nature of this area.   

In  evaluating  Bryan  County  Identified Need  #1,  the  analysis  indicates  expected  growth  in  southern 
Bryan  County  will  cause  sections  of  the  existing  roadway  network  to  experience  unacceptable 
conditions.  The analysis also demonstrates that the proposed interchange at Belfast Siding Road would  
partially  alleviate  the  transportation  deficiencies  caused  by  this  growth.        Although  it  would  not 
completely solve all transportation deficiencies in the study area, the interchange will meet the need of 
accommodating  planned  development with  direct  interstate  access.    The  report  also  presents  other 
improvements  necessary  to  accommodate  the  expected  transportation  deficiencies  on  study  area 
roadways by 2035, in addition to the interchange at Belfast‐Siding Road.      

Bryan County Identified Need #2 
Additional access to I‐95 is needed in southern Bryan County since this area is only served by two existing 
interchanges.  

This report provides a detailed traffic analysis of study area roadways to determine  if the existing two 
interchanges and roadway network are able to accommodate future traffic demands and identify what 
benefit  an  interchange  at  I‐95  and Belfast  Siding Road would provide  to  the  roadway network.    The 
report also provides a travel time analysis to evaluate whether additional access is needed in southern 
Bryan County. 
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In evaluating Bryan County Identified Need #2, the analysis indicates that the two existing interchanges 
and roadway network are unable to adequately accommodate traffic volumes in southern Bryan County 
in  2035 without  improvement.    The  analysis  also  demonstrates  that  additional  interstate  access  at 
Belfast Siding Road would alleviate the need for some  improvements to the existing  interchanges and 
roadway network.   

This  analysis  reveals  that  an  interchange  at  I‐95  at Belfast  Siding Road would  address Bryan County 
Identified Need #2 for additional access to I‐95 since this area is only served by two interchanges.  The 
evaluation demonstrates  that  the proposed  interchange would provide  improved access  for  residents 
immediately adjacent to the  interchange.   The analysis shows that access times to more areas further 
east  and west  of  I‐95 would  improve  by  approximately  one minute with  the  implementation  of  the 
proposed interchange.  In addition to reduced travel times, residents and businesses would benefit from 
having an alternate  route  to  I‐95,  increasing  their  travel options and  improving overall connectivity  in 
South  Bryan County.   

Bryan County Identified Need #3 
Improved access  to  I‐95  is needed  to  spur economic growth.   With access  to  rail,  I‐95, US 17 and  the 
Savannah Port, the Belfast Siding Road at I‐95 area is an ideal location for industrial development.   

The  Belfast  Siding  Road  area  is  cited  as  ideal  for  having  the  benefits  of  convenient  rail  access  and 
proximity to the Port of Savannah.  Based on Bryan County’s Comprehensive Plan, the land surrounding 
Belfast‐Siding Road at I‐95  is planned for “Regional Commercial”  in the future.   This type of  land use  is 
designated  for  large‐scale development,  including  significant employment.     Bryan County has  clearly 
identified  this  location as a  future activity center.    It  is  the County’s priority  to provide  the necessary 
infrastructure for new development to be successful.  

Bryan County Identified Need #4 
A new interchange at I‐95 is needed to provide improved access to I‐95 for hurricane evacuation.  

The  evaluation  demonstrates  that  the  proposed  interchange  would  provide  improved  access  for 
residents  immediately  adjacent  to  the  interchange.    The  analysis  shows  that  access  times  to  areas 
further east and west of I‐95 would improve by approximately one minute with the implementation of 
the  proposed  interchange.      In  addition  to  reducing  travel  times,  the  new  interchange will  provide 
coastal  residents and businesses with an alternative  travel  route during hurricane evacuation and will 
improve overall connectivity in the study area. 

Conclusion 

In  summary,  this  IJR  finds  that  the  proposed  interchange  addresses  the  locally  identified  needs  by 
accommodating  planned  development,  improving  interstate  access  and  overall  connectivity,  spurring 
economic development, and providing alternate routes for evacuation and emergency services.   Based 
on the information presented here, this project is needed to improve access and provide redundancy in 
the network.  The proposed interchange would not adversely impact the interstate or roadway network 
and complies with FHWA policies.   
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During  preliminary  engineering  and  environmental  documentation,  the  interchange  design  will  be 
coordinated  with  planned  development  in  the  study  area  and  take  into  consideration  the  nearby 
resources.    This  project  offers  local  leaders  an  opportunity  to  realize  their  economic  potential while 
exercising coordinated transportation and land use planning to develop a new economic center in South 
Bryan County.     

 

FHWA Policy Compliance 

The need  for a new  interchange at  I‐95 and Belfast Siding Road was also examined  in  relation  to  the 
eight  policy  requirements  of  the  Federal Register  and  included  in  the Guidance  on  Interstate Access 
Requests.   As presented in the Executive Summary, the proposed interchange at I‐95 and Belfast Siding 
Road would satisfy policy #2 through #8, but may not satisfy policy #1 because the analysis in this report 
demonstrates  that  existing  roadway  network  can  be  improved  to  acceptable  levels  of  service  in  the 
design year. However, the needs previously stated in this report can be best met by the Belfast‐Siding Rd 
interchange.    
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GDOT ROUNDABOUT DESIGN CHECKLIST 

 

Operations – Planning level Assessment 

 

1. Vicinity Map – attached 

 

2. Intersection Layout – attached  

 

3. Letter of Support from local government – attached 

 

4. Crash History – N/A; new intersections 

 

5. Pedestrian activity – new facility (interstate ramps).  Minor pedestrian / bicycle 

volumes along Belfast Siding Road.  Pedestrians and bicycles prohibited on Interstate 

ramps. 

 

6. Estimate current traffic volumes - Based on approved GDOT traffic report, 2010 

volumes on Belfast Siding are 2,440 vpd.  2010 volumes on I-95 are 46,000 vpd. 

 

7. Estimate design year traffic volumes - Based on approved GDOT traffic report, 2039 

volumes on Belfast Siding are 7900 vpd east of I-95 and 17,700 west of I-95.  2039 

volumes on I-95 ramps approaching the subject intersections are between 4,100 and 

4,500 vpd. 

 

8. Percent traffic on major roads - Based on approved GDOT traffic report, at the east 

intersection (southbound I-95 ramp) the percentage of traffic on the minor road is 

approximately 30%.  At the west intersection (northbound I-95 ramp) the percentage of 

traffic on the minor road is approximately 20%. 

 

9. Number of circulatory lanes – ADT in the 2039 design year is less than 25,000 at each 

intersection, therefore, single lane roundabout 

 

10. Favorable conditions – GDOT policy manual lists several instances where 

roundabouts may be preferable.  The following examples would apply to the interstate 

ramps intersections with Belfast Siding. 

• Intersections where construction of turn lanes for a signal would have significant 

impacts on adjacent property. 

o Ramp terminals for freeway interchanges 

• Intersections where future traffic growth is expected to be high and future traffic 

patterns are uncertain 

• Intersections where signalization provides an unacceptable delay 

• Intersections at a gateway or entry point to an urban area  

11. Unfavorable conditions – none 

 

12. Purpose of the roundabout - The purpose of the roundabouts is to provide a safe 

and efficient configuration for the proposed project through the 2039 design year.  
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Based on the approved traffic report, neither ramp intersection with Belfast Siding could 

operate acceptably under stop control through the design year.  Construction costs for 

roundabouts at these intersections are also projected to be lower than would signalized 

intersections with turn lanes. 

 

13. Roundabout sketch – attached 
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City of 
RICHMOND HILL 

GEORGIA 

Incorporated March 3, 1962 

August 28, 2014 

Matt Bennett 
District 5 Program Manager 
Office of Program Delivery 
204 N. HWY 301 
Jesup, GA 31546 

RE: City Support of Roundabout Concept at 1-95/Belfast Keller Road Interchange 

Dear Mr. Bennett: 

Mavor 
E. Harold Fowler 

Mavor Pro-Tern 
Russ Carpenter 

City Council Members 
Jan Bass 

John Fesperman, Jr. 
Johnny Murphy 

City Manager 
Chris Lovell 

City Clerk 
Ursula G. Lee 

The purpose of this letter is to provide confirmation that the City of Richmond Hill supports the 
concept of installing roundabouts at the new interchange at 1-95 and Belfast Keller Road in Bryan 
County. The City understands and is aware that a maintenance agreement between GDOT and 
the City will be required related to any landscaping and lighting at the interchange. Additionally, 
the City also understands and is aware that the monthly power bills associated with the lighting at 
the interchange will be the responsibility of the City. 

The City of Richmond Hill greatly appreciates your open communication to date and looks forward 
to continuing correspondence and coordination as this important project progresses. 

Regards; §} ~ 

!4/~ 
E. Harold Fowler 
Mayor 

Cc: Chris Lovell, City Manager 
Scott Allison, Director of Planning and Zoning 

Phone: 912/756-3345 Fax: 912/756-3368 - P.O. Box 250 - Richmond Hill, Ga. 3 1324 
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TO: 

ATTENTION: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

JOB NO.: 

THOMAS & HUTTON 
50 PARK OF COMMERCE WAY I SAVANNAH, GA 31405 

9 12 .234.5 3 00 I WWW.THOMASANDHUTTON.COM 

MEMORANDUM 

0012659 Key Stakeholders 

Scott Allison , Richmond Hill 
Kirk Croasmun, Bryan County 
Dan Camp, TerraPointe 
Matt Bennett, GDOT; Michelle Wright. GDOT 
Doyle Kelley, Thomas & Hutton 
Glen~1nce, Thomas & Hutton 

Donnifw~ams, Thomas & Hutton 

August 19, 2014 

001 2659 1- 9 5@Belfast Keller Rd New Interchange 
Possible roundabouts at Ramp intersec tions 

24601.0001 

During the Key Stakeholder Meeting on August 5, 2014 we discussed the options for the layout of 
Belfast Keller Road at the 1-95 interchange. We agreed to proceed with Option 1 which 
included two travel lanes, turning lanes and a 24' median. A roundabout option was discussed, 
however; the team choose to move forward with Option 1 because of concerns for budget and 
schedule. Since that meeting Thomas & Hutton started the preliminary traffic studies for the 
ramp intersections and discovered in the design year (2039) both North and South Bound off 
ramp intersections would function at a Level of Service (LOS) of F with stop control. This LOS will 
require signal and roundabout analysis. The ramp intersections start having unacceptable LOS 
between 2024 and 2029. GDOT does not typically install signals until the warrants are meet. In 
this case they would typically c onstruct the project without signals and would study the need 
again when complaints or inquiries from the locals are received . 

Since the intersections are projected to have unacceptable LOS sometime after 2024, Thomas 
and Hutton investiga ted the incorporation of roundabouts at the ramp termini in place of signals 
tha t may be w arranted sometime la ter. After reviewing and adjusting the roundabouts, Thomas 
& Hutton recalculated the construction cost. The new cost for the roundabout layout reduced 
the cost approximately $200,000.00 from Option 1 by reduc ing the length needed to tie to the 
existing roadway and the amount of pavement in the intersections. This savings includes 
construction cost for roundabout lighting . The roundabout would allow a larger landscape area 
within the roundabout and a constant 20' raised median from the roundabout to the bridge on 
either side of the interstate. The roundabouts would function a t an ac ceptable LOS much 
longer than the stop controlled intersec tions. GDOT will require an agreement be signed by the 
City of Ric hmond Hill a g reeing to the landscaping maintenance and monthly lighting cost. The 
roundabout lighting may take the place of the high moss lighting disc ussed at the Key 
Stakeholders meeting. If we c hoose to move forward with the roundabouts at this time, the 
schedule will not be impacted. 

http:200,000.00
http:WWW.THOMASANDHUTTON.COM
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Attached is the preliminary layout for the roundabout option. Please review for discussion during 
the team meeting on Aug 21, 2014. 

Please give me a call at (912) 721-4334 or email at williams.d@thomasandhutton.com if questions 
arise. 

DLW/kts 
Enclosures 

http:williams.d(9)thomasandhuttotl.com


City of 
RICHMOND HILL 

GEORGIA 

Incorporated March 3, 1962 

August 28, 2014 

Matt Bennett 
District 5 Program Manager 
Office of Program Delivery 
204 N. HWY 301 
Jesup, GA 31546 

RE: City Support of Roundabout Concept at 1-95/Belfast Keller Road Interchange 

Dear Mr. Bennett: 

Mavor 
E. Harold Fowler 

Mavor Pro-Tern 
Russ Carpenter 

City Council Members 
Jan Bass 

John Fesperman, Jr. 
Johnny Murphy 

City Manager 
Chris Lovell 

City Clerk 
Ursula G. Lee 

The purpose of this letter is to provide confirmation that the City of Richmond Hill supports the 
concept of installing roundabouts at the new interchange at 1-95 and Belfast Keller Road in Bryan 
County. The City understands and is aware that a maintenance agreement between GDOT and 
the City will be required related to any landscaping and lighting at the interchange. Additionally, 
the City also understands and is aware that the monthly power bills associated with the lighting at 
the interchange will be the responsibility of the City. 

The City of Richmond Hill greatly appreciates your open communication to date and looks forward 
to continuing correspondence and coordination as this important project progresses. 

Regards; §} ~ 

!4/~ 
E. Harold Fowler 
Mayor 

Cc: Chris Lovell, City Manager 
Scott Allison, Director of Planning and Zoning 

Phone: 912/756-3345 Fax: 912/756-3368 - P.O. Box 250 - Richmond Hill, Ga. 3 1324 
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50 PARK OF COMMERCE WAY I SAVANNAH, GA 31405 
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February 1 7, 2015 

Mr. Justin Bansen, PE 
Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
225 East Robinson Street, Suite 450 
Orlando, FL 32801 

Dear Mr. Bransen: 

Re: Interchange at 1-95 and Belfast Keller Road 
Bryan County, Georgia 
Peer Review Comments 

Below are comments received from your office and our responses in bold italics. 
1. We took a look through the operational analysis. Based upon the forecast 2039 

volumes, we agree that single-lane roundabouts are expected to be sufficient 
through the design year. However, the T&H concepts also include right-turn 
bypass lanes on selected approaches. We took a closer look to see if these 
bypass lanes are really needed: 
a. For the SB ramp intersection, the eastbound approach bypass lane is not 

needed from a capacity perspective through the design year 2039. I 
would recommend removing the bypass lane from the design to minimize 
the intersection footprint and simplify the design (removes additional 
merge/diverge conflict points). 
The project team has committed to reviewing the possibility of opening 
the on ramps prior to closing the bridge. The bypass lanes needed to 
allow this to happen. 

b. At the NB ramp intersection, the westbound approach is expected to be 
near capacity without the additional bypass lane in the design year 2039. 
While this additional lane probably isn't needed initially. It is reasonable to 
include the bypass lane in the design at this location. However, 
consideration could also be given to delaying construction of the bypass 
lane until it is needed, since it appears that you could get more than 10 
years of life service without it. 
The project team has committed to reviewing the possibility of opening 
the on ramps prior to closing the bridge. The bypass lanes are need to 
allow this to happen. 

c. Excel spreadsheets for the 2039 analysis (without bypass lanes) are 
attached. 

2. Per our previous phone discussion, the T&H designs do not provide adequate 
speed control. Entry speeds at or below 25 mph are desired for the single-lane 
configurations. Given the large entry radii (220 feet) we are estimating fastest 
path speeds of 31 mph for the through movements with the single-lane design 
(See attached PDF titled "Thru Fastest Path at SB Ramp". Fastest path radii of 
about 175 feet = 25 mph. So an outside curb radii of 220 feet is too large to 
provide adequate speed control. 



Mr. Justin Bansen, PE 
March 17, 2015 
Page 2 

a. The ultimate multilane designs have similar speed control issues. While the 
fastest path speed threshold goes up to 30 mph (assuming drivers ignore 
all lane lines), the design allows for speeds in excess of 30 mph. 

b. I have attached a step-by-step procedure from the Wisconsin DOT that 
you can use for preparing your fastest path checks. This is the procedure 
that I tend to like when doing my checks in Microstation or AutoCAD. 
The outside curb radii will be reduced to approximately 175 feet to reduce 
the fastest path speed to 25 mph or below. The attached procedure will 
be used to determine the fastest path. 

3. In order to improve speed control while still adequately accommodating the WB-
67 design vehicle, we started out by updating the ultimate multilane roundabout 
configuration at the 1-95 SB ramps. An updated concept is attached (file titled 
"KAI Edits Ultimate 1 "), which maintains the same roundabout size and location. 
We made some adjustments to the approach alignments and entry/exit radii to 
get the fastest path entry speeds down to the 30 mph threshold. 
The roundabout configuration provided will be utilized. 

4. Next we looked at removing lanes to get to the opening year single-lane design. 
We followed the same approached already started by T&H for this project: 
widening to the outside. We didn't attempt to look at other options for the 
expansion since the bridge and the rest of the project seems to be set up with 
widening to the outside in mind. However, we did look at two different concepts 
for the interim year: 

a. Interim design that minimizes future reconstruction when expanding to 
ultimate footprint. Still assumes widening to outside. However, the entries 
have been adjusted to reflect the tangents needed for the future ultimate 
design to avoid any reconstruction to the median on the east leg, no 
reconstruction of the median on the approach side of the west leg and 
no reconstruction of the off- or on-ramps. This concept is reflect in the file 
titled "KAI Edits - Interim 1) 

b. Interim design that follows more traditional single-lane design with simple 
entry/exit curves. This provides a little cleaner single-lane design, but will 
require more reconstruction in the future. This is reflect in the attached file 
"KAI Edits -lnterim2". 

Interim 1 layout will be utilized to avoid future reconstruction when roundabout is 
widened to two lanes. 

If you have questions or need additional assistance please contact our office. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS & HUTTON 

Donald L. Williams 

cc: Doyle Kelley, Thomas & Hutton 



Bridge Inventory Data Listing 
Processed Date:10/18/2013

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:

029-0015-0

06

I-95 (SR 405)

0
CR00090

BELFAST SIDING RD.

5 MI S OF RICHMOND HILL

5

2011

24 10/25/2011

0 02/01/1901

0 02/01/1901

0 02/01/1901

00000

*5   Inventory Route(O/U): 1

Type: 4

Designation: 1

Number:

Direction:

02768

0

*16  Latitude:

*17  Longtitude: 81 -20.1972

31
-
51.8288

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: 5 Initials: EFP

        Engineer's Initials:
eep

*    Location ID No: 029-02768F-003.34E

*104 Highway System:

*26  Functional Classification: 07

*204 Federal Route Type: S No: 02768

 105 Federal Lands Highway:
*110 Truck Route:

2006 School Bus Route:

217 Benchmark Elevation: 0000.00

218 Datum: 0

*19 Bypass Length: 14

*20 Toll: 3

*21 Maintanance: 01

*22 Owner: 01

*31 Design Load: 3

37 Historical Significance: 5

205 Congressional District: 01

27 Year Constructed: 1973

106 Year Reconsrtucted: 0000

33 Bridge Medium: 0

34 Skew: 32

35 Structure Flared: 0

38 Navigation Control: N

213 Special Steel Design: 0

267 Type of Paint: 2

*42 Type of Service On: 1

      Type of Service Under:

214 Movable Bridge: 0

1

203 Type Bridge:

259 Pile Encasement

D

3

*43 Structure Type Main: 4 02

45 No.Spans Main: 005

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:

8

8

225 Expansion Joint Type:

HMMS Prefix:

HMMS Suffix: MP:0.00

003.30

292009000

 0

0

02

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: 55

236 Warning Sign:

234 Delineator: 0.00

0.00

235 Hazzard Boards:  0

237 Utilities Gas: 00

       Water: 00

       Electric: 00

      Telephone: 00

      Sewer: 00

247 Lighting Street:  0

      Navigation:

      Aerial:

*248 County Continuity No.:

 0

 0

 1

 0

 1

00

Location & Geography
Signs & Attachments

Structure ID:029-0015-0 SUFF. RATING: 45.54

 0 Vert: 1

Bryan

%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:10/18/2013

Parameters: Bridge Serial Num

Structure ID:029-0015-0

Programming Data

201 Project No:

CSNHS-M003-00(079)

202 Plans Available: 4

249 Prop Proj No:

I-95-1 (28) 76 CT.2

250 Approval Status: 7100

251 PI Number: M003079

252 Contract Date: 02/01/1901

260 Seismic No: 00000

75 Type Work: 31 1

94 Bridge Imp: Cost: $1,586

95 Roadway Imp. Cost:  159

96 Total Imp Cost:  2379

76 Imp Length: 000000

97 Imp Year: 2013

114Furure ADT: 003690 Year:2030

Hydralic Data

215Waterway Data:

     High Water Elev: 0000.0 Year:1900

     Flood  Elev: 0000.0 Freq:00

     Avg Streambed Elev: 0000.0

     Drainage Area: 00000

     Area of Opening: 000000

113 Scour Critical N

216Water Depth: 00.0 Br.Height:00.0

222Slope Protection: 4

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: 029-02768F-003.34E

Measurements:

*29ADT 002460 Year:2007

109%Trucks:  0

* 28 Lanes On: 02 Under:06

210 No. Tracks On: 00 Under:00

* 48 Max. Span Length 0105

* 49 Structure Length:  406

51 Br. Rwdy. Width  29.00

52 Deck Width:  32.70

* 47 Tot. Horiz. Cl:

50 Curb / Sidewalk Width

 29

 0.50  0.50/

32 Approach Rdwy. Width

*229 Shoulder Width:

        Rear Lt:

023

 6.00 Type:8 Rt:6.00

        Fwd. Lt:  6.00 Type:8 Rt:6.00

        Permanent Width:

        Rear:  22.90 Type:8

 23.00 Type:2

        Intersaction Rear:  0 Fwd:   0

36Safety Features Br. Rail: 2

      Transition: 1

     App. G. Rail: 1

     App. Rail End: 2

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:  19.90

*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:2001Sub:0000

Posting Data

65 Inventory Rating Mathod: 1

63 Operating Rating Method: 1

66  Inventory Type: 2 Rating: 10

64  Operating Type: 2 Rating: 10

231Calculated Loads:

      H-Modified: 18  1

      HS-Modified: 20  1

      Type 3: 19  1

      Type 3s2: 22  1

      Timber: 20 1

      Piggyback:  000

261 H Inventory Rating: 10

262 H Operating Rating 18

67 Structural Evaluation: 2

58 Deck Condition: 7

59 Superstructure Condition: 7

* 227 Collision Damage: 0

60A Substructure Condition: 7

60B Scour Condition: N

60C Underwater Condition N

71 Waterway Adequacy: N

61 Channel Protection Cond.: N

68 Deck Geometry: 4

69 UnderClr. Horz/Vert: 7

72 Appr. Alignment: 8

62 Culvert: N

70 Bridge Posting Required 0

41 Struct Open, Posted, CL: P

* 103 Temporary Structure: 0

232 Posted Loads

       H-Modified: 18

       HS-Modified: 20

       Type 3: 19

       Type 3s2: 22

       Timber: 20

       Piggyback 00

253 Notification Date: 02/01/1901

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

H 30 30

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."
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Williams, Donnie

From: Wright, Michelle <micwright@dot.ga.gov>

Sent: Thursday, May 15, 2014 11:16 AM

To: Williams, Donnie

Cc: Kelley, Doyle; Durrence, Glenn; Bennett, Matt

Subject: PI 0012659 - PTS/PES Information

Donnie, 

  

Please see pavement information below for inclusion into the concept report. 

  

Should you have any questions or need any additional information, please let me know. 

  

Thank you, 

  

Michelle Wright 

Project Manager 

Georgia Department of Transportation 

Office of Program Delivery 

Delivering Excellence 

600 West Peachtree Street, 25th Floor 

Atlanta, GA  30308 

(912) 271-7562 

micwright@dot.ga.gov 

  

  

  

From: Wright, Michelle  

Sent: Thursday, May 15, 2014 11:00 AM 

To: Jubran, Abdallah (AJ) 

Subject: RE: PI 0012659 

  

Thank you, A.J., 

  

This is a high priority project that is scheduled for letting in September 2017. 

  

Would you just confirm the following for inclusion into the concept report? 

  

• Pavement Type Selection 

o The I-95 Interchange will be JPC pavement Ramps.  Also, the portion of CR 126 extending from 

ramp tie-ins to both bridge ends will also be JPC pavement.  Therefore, no Pavement Type 

Selection is warranted. The remaining portion of CR 126 will be matched in kind.  

• Pavement Evaluation Summary 

o OMAT did a visual survey. The typical distress is a Level 1 Load Cracking. Recommend to allow 

for a Mill and Inlay of the existing surface (1¼ or 1½ inches?) and inlay to restore stripe lines. 

Also allow for some overage in the form of 19 mm SP in case you run into a problematic area. 

The 19 mm SP will be included for new construction. 
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Thanks, 

Michelle 

                                                                 

 

 
The Georgia DOT Teens in the Driver Seat initiative is a peer-to-peer program that educates teens and parents on the 
dangers of distracted driving, delivers safe driving messages, and helps prevent teens from becoming a statistic. Car 
crashes are the number one killer of teenagers in America. Almost 6,000 teens die every year in preventable car crashes, 
which means a teenage driver dies every 90 minutes. Help to drive down these numbers. Visit http://www.t-
driver.com/whatyoucando/get-started/gainfo/ to get more information on teen driving; visit us at http://www.dot.ga.gov; or 
follow us on http://www.facebook.com/GeorgiaDOT and http://twitter.com/gadeptoftrans. 
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Williams, Donnie

From: Kirk Croasmun <kcroasmun@bryan-county.org>

Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 11:35 AM

To: Freddy Howell; Williams, Donnie

Subject: I-95@Belfast Keller Rd. New Interchange - Bridge Closure during construction

Thanks Freddy. 

 

Donnie…when the time comes please be sure to include Freddy at the preconstruction meeting so he knows the 

schedule.  Thanks. 

 

Kirk D. Croasmun, PE, CFM 

Bryan County Engineer 

(912) 756-7953 

(Fax) 756-7951 

kcroasmun@bryan-county.org 

 
 

From: Freddy Howell  

Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 11:33 AM 

To: Kirk Croasmun 
Subject: RE: I-95@Belfast Keller Rd. New Interchange - Bridge Closure during construction 

 

Hey Kirk, 

 

We may have to reassign some personnel or work with the City on responding to emergencies off 17 when our 

ambulance is out but it shouldn’t be any problem for them to close the bridge. 

 

Let me know if you need anything else. 

Freddy 

 

 

From: Kirk Croasmun  

Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 11:16 AM 
To: Freddy Howell 

Subject: I-95@Belfast Keller Rd. New Interchange - Bridge Closure during construction 

 

Freddy…please provide update to the road closure we discussed…are we ok?  Thanks. 

 

Kirk D. Croasmun, PE, CFM 

Bryan County Engineer 

(912) 756-7953 

(Fax) 756-7951 

kcroasmun@bryan-county.org 

 
 

From: Williams, Donnie [mailto:williams.d@thomasandhutton.com]  

Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 10:45 AM 

To: Kirk Croasmun 
Subject: I-95@Belfast Keller Rd. New Interchange - Bridge Closure during construction 
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Kirk, have you been able to get something from Emergency services that states Bridge Closure during Construction will 

not be a problem?  I’m working on revising the concept report.  There is a section on this subject and also if we need to 

stage the construction in place of closing the bridge, the new bridge will be wider to accomplish this.  Let me know if 

there are any questions. 

Thanks 

 
Donnie Williams 

Project Manager I 

Thomas & Hutton 

williams.d@thomasandhutton.com 

(P) 912-721-4334  (F) 912-234-2950 

Website | vCard 

 

"Relationships and Solutions for Success" 

 

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL: This electronic message and any attachments are confidential property of Thomas & Hutton The information is 

intended only for the use of the person to whom it is addressed. Any other interception, copying, accessing, or disclosure of this message is 

prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please immediately notify Thomas & Hutton and purge the message received. Do not forward 

this message without permission. 

 



 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

STATE OF GEORGIA 

PROJECT CONCEPT REPORT 
Project Type: New Interchange  P.I. Number: 0012659 

GDOT District: 5  County: Bryan 

Federal Route Number: I-95  State Route Number: 405 

 Project Number: (if available)  

 

Project consists of a new interchange along I-95 at CR 90/Belfast Keller Road.  The project is located in 

southern Bryan County approximately 2.6 miles northeast of the Bryan County/Liberty County Line.  The 

project is 0.5 miles along I-95 and 1.0 miles along Belfast Keller Road   

Submitted for approval:   

 
                                                                                     Thomas & Hutton Engineering Co.   

Consultant Designer & Firm   DATE 

                                                                                     Bryan County   

Local Government (if applicable)  DATE 

   

State Program Delivery Engineer   DATE 

   

GDOT Project Manager  DATE 

Recommendation for approval:  

   

Program Control Administrator  DATE 

   

State Environmental Administrator   DATE 

   

State Traffic Engineer   DATE 
   

Project Review Engineer  DATE 

   

State Utilities Engineer  DATE 

   

District Engineer   DATE 

   

State Bridge Design Engineer   DATE 

   

State Transportation Financial Management Administrator  DATE 

   

The concept as presented herein and submitted for approval is consistent with that which is included in the 

Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and/or the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). 

   

State Transportation Planning Administrator   DATE 
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PROJECT LOCATION MAP 

PROJECT LOCATION 
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PLANNING AND BACKGROUND 

Project Justification Statement:  I-95 is a primary north-south interstate roadway in coastal Georgia.  In the 

section between Chatham County/metro Savannah to the north and Liberty County to the south, access to I-

95 is currently provided by full movement interchanges at SR 25/US 17 and SR 144 in Bryan County and at SR 

38/US 84 in Liberty County.  SR 25/US 17 and SR 144 are the two primary surface street facilities providing 

mobility within Bryan County. 

 

Belfast Keller Road currently crosses over I-95 approximately 4.6 miles south of the existing SR 25/US 17 

interchange and 6.4 miles north of the existing SR 38/US 84 interchange, but does not provide access to the 

interstate. 

 

Bryan County identified a need to provide improved access to the southern section of the County in order to 

accommodate expected residential and commercial growth and foster economic development.  This project 

was identified in the Bryan County Comprehensive Aland Use Plan and the Bryan County Transportation Study.  

If constructed, the interchange will provide direct access to the approximate 1,000+ acre development known 

as the Belfast Commerce Centre, which is approved for approximately 10 million square feet of industrial, 

manufacturing, warehousing, distribution, office and commercial property.  The Belfast Commerce Centre site 

already has direct rail access to the Port of Savannah. 

 

I-95 has a total of six travel lanes at Belfast Keller Road and is functionally classified as a rural interstate 

principal arterial, except within Richmond Hill City limits where it is an urban interstate principal arterial.  

Belfast Keller Road is an existing two-lane collector crossing over I-95 that connects SR 25/US 17 to SR 144 

and the developing residential areas in between. 

 

The crash history for the three (3) most recent years of available crash data was analyzed for all roadways 

located within the proposed project corridor.  With a few exceptions, most of these non-interstate roadways 

have experienced crash, injury and fatality rates similar to, or lower than, the statewide averages for similar 

facilities. 

 

The proposed new interchange is needed to accommodate the expected growth in southern Bryan County.  It 

would provide additional access to I-95 in southern Bryan County which is currently served by two existing 

interchanges and provide improved access to I-95 hurricane evacuation and emergency services.  The new 

interchange would also support existing and future economic growth and development by providing improved 

access to I-95, US 17 and the existing rail line that directly connects to the Port of Savannah. 

 

Matt Bennett 

On previous interchange projects FHWA had concerns with logical termini where new 4 lanes tie to existing 2 

lanes.  Previous projects were constructed with footprint for 4 lanes and using the inside lanes as left turning 

lanes and only one lane in each direction though the project.  This allows for little work when adjacent 

roadways are up graded to 4 lanes.  This can be added to the next GDOT/FWHA meeting 7/9/14.  T&H can 

conference in to hear discussion.  The topic needs to be added to the agenda by 7/3/14.  The dedicated left 

turn lanes will improve traffic at interchange.  Recently awarded project (I-95@SR 251 Interchange) is a good 

example of this configuration. 
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Jimmy Burnsed 

Bryan County is ok with 2 lanes if required by FHWA. 

Will Murphy/Matt Bennett/Glenn Durrence 

The new GDOT R/W will extend along Belfast Keller 1000’ past the beginning/end of radius to ramps.  This 

R/W is typically fenced with 8’ fence to R/W miter at ramps and 5’ to end of R/W along Belfast Keller Rd.   

Lamar Mercer 

The developer for adjacent property has planned for the 1000’ limited access R/W along Belfast Keller Rd. 

Ray Pittman/Jimmy Burnsed 

The DNR boat ramp drive may be with in this 1000’ of limited access.  Relocation can be considered after 

preliminary plans are prepared to determine conflict. 

  

Existing conditions: The Belfast Keller Road overpass of I-95 is located in southern Bryan County, Georgia 

approximately 5.5 miles southwest of the city of Richmond Hill, Georgia.  I-95 currently is a 6-lane (3 lanes in 

each direction) facility divided by an approximately 125 foot depressed median.  Belfast Keller Road is a rural 

2-lane roadway with grass shoulders.  Belfast Keller crosses I-95 via a 2-lane, 406’ long bridge.  A new Georgia 

Power Transmission line is currently being installed through the project area on the east side of I-95. 

 

 

Other projects in the area:   

 SR 144 from south of CR 100 to south of CR 154, STP00-0630-00(010), PI No. 532370- 

 I-95 from Jerico River to 0.8 miles south of US 17 – 8Lanes, NHIM0-0095-01(140), PI No. 511155- 

Team Discussion 

SR 144 widening should be under construction same time as Belfast Keller Rd new interchange on I-95. 

 

MPO: N/A - Project not in MPO      MPO Project ID N/A 

   

Regional Commission: Coastal Georgia RC    RC Project ID  N/A 

 

Congressional District(s):  1 

 

Federal Oversight:  Full Oversight  Exempt State Funded  Other 

 

Projected Traffic:  ADT 

 

Current Year (2010):   2440  Open Year (2039):   17700 Design Year (2019):  7000 

           (2019):   7000                                                (2039): 17700 

Traffic Projections Performed by:   Thomas and Hutton 

 

Functional Classification (Mainline):  Rural Major Collector  

 

Complete Streets - Bicycle, Pedestrian, and/or Transit Warrants:                        

Warrants met:   None          Bicycle         Pedestrian       Transit   

Bryan County revised their 2035 Transportation Study to include bicycle and pedestrian improvements 

for the project in their March 11, 2014 Board of Commissioners.  The City of Richmond Hill and Bryan 

County identified the need to provide a bike and pedestrian connection between the residential areas 

west of I-95 with the commercial areas east of I-95.  
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Is this a 3R (Resurfacing, Restoration, & Rehabilitation) Project?   No   Yes 

 

Pavement Evaluation and Recommendations 

Preliminary Pavement Evaluation Summary Report Required?     No   Yes 

Preliminary Pavement Type Selection Report Required?     No   Yes 

Feasible Pavement Alternatives:    HMA  PCC   HMA & PCC 

T&H -Preliminary Pavement Evaluation and Pavement Type Selection have been completed by 

GDOT and included in the proposed typicals. 

 

DESIGN AND STRUCTURAL  
Description of the proposed project: The proposed project is the construction of a new interchange along 

I-95 at Belfast Keller Road in southern Bryan County, Georgia.  Belfast Keller Road currently crosses I-95 

via a two lane overpass bridge.  The project will construct a new overpass bridge over I-95 on Belfast 

Keller Road and widen the roadway to a 4 lane divided facility in the vicinity of the interchange.  

Construction of two separate bridges was discussed at initial concept meeting, but single bridge was 

decided on to allow future turning lane construction on the bridge.  The only work along I-95 will be the 

construction of the bridge and the tie-ins of the new ramps for the interchange.  The project length is 

approximately 0.5 miles along I-95 and 1.0 miles along Belfast Keller Road.  The project is located 

approximately 2.6 miles northeasterly of the Bryan County/Liberty County line.   

 

Major Structures:   

Structure Existing Proposed 

029-0015-0 

Belfast Keller 

Rd. over I-95 

Bridge is 406’ in length with 2 travel 

lanes (1 in each direction) that are 11’ 

wide with 6’ shoulders.  Sufficiency 

rating is 45.54. 

410’ bridge carrying 4-lanes of traffic.  

The inside lanes will be 11’ and the 

outside lanes will be 12’ in width.  A 32’ 

median and 8’ outside shoulder will be 

provided for a total width of 94’.   

Retaining 

Walls 

None None 

Other None None 

T&H - Duel bridges were revised from initial concept meeting to one single bridge that will allow future 

left turns to be added to the bridge as requested in the initial meeting. 

Mainline Design Features:  CR90/Belfast Keller Road – Rural Major Collector 

 

Feature Existing Standard* Proposed 

Typical Section    

- Number of Lanes  2 4 4 

- Lane Width(s) 11 Feet 11-12 Feet 11 Feet Inside, 12 

Feet Outside 

- Median Width & Type None 32-44 Feet 

Depressed 

32 Feet Depressed 

- Outside Shoulder or Border Area Width  Grass 10 Feet (6.5 Feet 

Paved, 3.5 Feet 

Grassed) 

10 Feet (6.5 Feet 

Paved, 3.5 Feet 

Grassed) 

- Outside Shoulder Slope 2-4% 4% 4% 

- Inside Shoulder Width N/A 6 Feet 6 Feet 

- Sidewalks  None None 10’ muli-use path 

- Auxiliary Lanes  None None None 

- Bike Lanes None None 10’ muli-use path 

Posted Speed 55 MPH  55 
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Design Speed 55 MPH 55 55 

Min Horizontal Curve Radius 4200 feet 1060 feet 2810 feet 

Maximum Superelevation Rate None 6% 6% 

Maximum Grade 3% 6% 4% 

Access Control By Permit Controlled Controlled/ 

Limited 1000’ 

from I-95 Ramps 

Design Vehicle SU SU SU 

Pavement Type Asphalt Asphalt Asphalt 

Additional Items as warranted    

*According to current GDOT design policy if applicable 

 

Ramp Design Features:  I-95 On/Off Ramps 

. 

Feature Existing Standard* Proposed 

Typical Section    

- Number of Lanes  N/A 1 1 

- Lane Width(s) N/A 16 Feet 16 Feet 

- Median Width & Type N/A None None 

- Outside Shoulder or Border Area Width  N/A 12 Feet (10 Feet 

Paved) 

12 Feet (10 Feet 

Paved) 

- Outside Shoulder Slope N/A 4% 4% 

- Inside Shoulder Width N/A 8 Feet (4 Feet 

Paved) 

8 Feet (4 Feet 

Paved) 

- Sidewalks  N/A None None 

- Auxiliary Lanes  N/A None None 

- Bike Lanes N/A None None 

Posted Speed N/A  45 

Design Speed N/A 45 45 

Min Horizontal Curve Radius N/A 587 feet 100024601 feet 

Maximum Superelevation Rate N/A 8% 8% 

Maximum Grade N/A 5% 5% 

Access Control N/A Controlled Limited 

Design Vehicle N/A WB-67 WB-67 

Pavement Type N/A Asphalt Concrete 

Additional Items as warranted    

*According to current GDOT design policy if apply 

 

Major Interchanges/Intersections:  Project is to provide a new interchange along I-95 at Belfast Keller 

Road. 

 

Lighting required:     No     Yes 

Team discussion 

Lighting may be needed as interchange is developed and Caesarstone is completed.  Surrounding property is 

zoned commercial.  Lighting may cost be $200,000 for design and $500,000 for construction.  Lighting could 

be added as late as Final Plans.  Lighting could be designed by GDOT consultants or by Engineers provided by 

Bryan County.  Cost for lighting critical for decision to add to project.  Lighting discussions will not/cannot hold 

up project delivery.  Currently does not seem applicable until construction cost can be more precisely 

determined. 
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Off-site Detours Anticipated:   No   Undetermined   Yes   

Team Discussion 

Closing of roadway during existing overpass bridge removal and new bridge construction may save up to 

12 months of construction time and $250,000-400,000 of traffic control cost for the project.  Complaints 

are expected, however inconveniences will be required to improve the route.  SR 144 Widening may 

under construction at same time as Belfast Keller Rd closing.  Through traffic will be rerouted to US 17 or 

Timber Trail to SR 144.  Belfast Keller Rd. is not listed as hurricane evacuation route, however would be 

used by local traffic to evacuate during storm.  Roadway may be closed up to 18 months.  The bridge work 

could be staged to maintain 2 lanes of traffic, but cost and construction time will increase.  If agreed now 

to close road, detour routes and bridge closure would be presented at Public Meetings.   

Jimmy Burnsed 

Bryan County agrees to close roadway during bridge construction.     

 

Transportation Management Plan [TMP] Required:    No   Yes  

If Yes: Project classified as:      Non-Significant  Significant 

TMP Components Anticipated:   TTC   TO   PI 

Matt Bennett 

If changed to Full Oversight by FHWA, TMP will be required and can be handled by TTC. 

 

Design Exceptions to FHWA/AASHTO controlling criteria anticipated: 

FHWA/AASHTO Controlling Criteria No 

Undeter-

mined Yes 

Appvl Date 

(if applicable)  

1. Design Speed      

2. Lane Width      

3. Shoulder Width      

4. Bridge Width      

5. Horizontal Alignment      

6. Superelevation      

7. Vertical Alignment      

8. Grade      

9. Stopping Sight Distance      

10. Cross Slope      

11. Vertical Clearance      

12. Lateral Offset to Obstruction      

13. Bridge Structural Capacity      

 

 

Design Variances to GDOT Standard Criteria anticipated:  

GDOT Standard Criteria 

Reviewing 

Office No 

Undeter--

mined Yes 

Appvl Date 

(if applicable) 

1.  Access Control/Median Openings DP&S      

2. Intersection Sight Distance DP&S      

3. Intersection Skew Angle DP&S      

4. Lateral Offset to Obstruction DP&S      

5. Rumble Strips DP&S      

6. Safety Edge DP&S      

7. Median Usage DP&S      

8. Roundabout Illumination Levels DP&S      

9. Complete Streets DP&S       

10. ADA & PROWAG  DP&S      
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11. GDOT Construction Standards DP&S      

12. GDOT Drainage Manual DP&S      

13. GDOT Bridge & Structural Manual Bridges      

 

VE Study anticipated:    No   Yes    Completed – Date:    

PFA states VE will be required, however this was completed prior to policy change requiring projects over 

$50 million to have VE study completed.  Project already includes several cost saving designs such as 32’ 

median and 11’ inside lanes.  

UTILITY AND PROPERTY 
Temporary State Route needed:    No   Yes   Undetermined 

Glenn Durrence/Matt Bennett 

Temporary State Route designation is only needed if R/W is acquired by GDOT. 

 

Railroad Involvement:  No railroads are located within the project corridor or will be impacted either 

directly or indirectly by the project. 

 

Utility Involvements:  

 Atlanta Gas Light: Natural Gas 

 Comcast: Communications 

 Georgia Power:  Electric Transmission 

 City of Richmond Hill:  Water and Sewer 

 Century Link:  Communications 

 Coastal EMC:  Electric Distribution 

 

SUE Required:    No   Yes   Undetermined 

 

Public Interest Determination Policy and Procedure recommended (Utilities)?   No   Yes 

Completed by GDOT 5-29-14 and determined to be low risk for 3rd party utility relocations to impact the 

project.  GDOT will not participate in cost associated with any relocation of the utilities and will not 

include this work in the construction project.  

 

Right-of-Way (ROW):  Existing width:  50ft  Proposed width:  160-175ft 

Donnie Williams 

GA Power has existing easement that crosses Belfast Keller Rd.  Project will be designed as not to impact 

this facility.  Preliminary utility relocation cost estimate has been completed by GDOT ($1.7 million).  This 

includes relocation of most facilities on the project.  This estimate is high and will be reduced as design 

progresses and shows no conflicts with these facilities. 

 

Required Right-of-Way anticipated:  None   Yes   Undetermined 

Easements anticipated:   None  Temporary  Permanent  Utility  Other 

 

Anticipated total number of impacted parcels:   7 

Displacements anticipated: Businesses: 0 

 Residences: 0 

 Other: 0 

Total Displacements:  0 

 

Location and Design approval:   Not Required  Required 

Note:  Location and Design approval is needed for all projects where ROW or easements are to be 

acquired. 
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CONTEXT SENSITIVE SOLUTIONS 
Issues of Concern:   No impacts have been identified that will require Context Sensitive Solutions.  If any 

concerns or issues come up during the design process, they will be addressed at that time. 

 

Context Sensitive Solutions Proposed:  If any concerns come up during the design process, they will be 

addressed at that time. 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL & PERMITS 

Anticipated Environmental Document: 

 GEPA:   NEPA:    CE   EA/FONSI   EIS 

 

MS4 Permit Compliance – Is the project located in a MS4 area?   No   Yes 

Scott Allison 

Project is within City of Richmond Hill, which will become MS4 on Jan 1, 2015.  

Matt Bennett 

Project currently shown outside of MS4 area.  If this changes the change will be made in the concept.  

Project cost may increase if project changes to meet MS4 requirements.   

 

Environmental Permits/Variances/Commitments/Coordination anticipated:   

Permit/ Variance/ Commitment/ Coordination 

Anticipated No Yes Remarks 

1.  U.S. Coast Guard Permit     

2. Forest Service/Corps Land    

3. CWA Section 404 Permit    

4. Tennessee Valley Authority Permit    

5. Buffer Variance    

6. Coastal Zone Management Coordination    

7. NPDES    

8. FEMA    

9. Cemetery Permit    

10. Other Permits    

11. Other Commitments    

12. Other Coordination    

 

Is a PAR required?  No   Yes    Completed – Date:    

Donnie Williams 

Draft PAR has been submitted to GDOT, however cannot be approved until ecology study is approved.  

Ecology has been reviewed and comments produced by GDOT.  Ecology will be resubmitted to GDOT 

this week. 

Environmental Comments and Information: 

NEPA/GEPA:  The project footprint on the western portion of the interchange has been assessed 

for wetlands, protected species and critical habitats, as well as historic and archaeological 

resources.  The original work performed was on a 1,471-acre tract owned by TerraPointe Services, 

Inc. within which the western portions of the interchange are planned.    More specifically, the 

Corps of Engineers has verified the wetland boundaries on 21 October 2011.  This verification is 

set to expire on 21 October 2016.   

 

The appropriate resource agencies were contacted in March 2012 to ascertain if they were aware 

of any listed species or critical habitats within the tract.  A site specific habitat and species 
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assessment was conducted in February 2011 on a portion of the site, and in June 2011 on the 

remainder of the site.  Based upon the information gathered from the resource agencies, and the 

field assessment, there are no known listed species on site or within the interchange project area.   

 

In March and April 2012, a cultural resource assessment was completed on the 1,471 acre site.  

Similar to above, the work performed included the proposed interchange footprint.  In May 2012 

a report was prepared and submitted to the Corps of Engineers for evaluation purposes.  In June 

2012, the Corps of Engineers prepared a letter to the Georgia Department of Natural Resources 

Historic Preservation Division.  In July 2012, the Historic Preservation Division prepared a letter 

to the Corps concurring with the report findings.  Although there are cultural resources found 

within the 1,471-acre tract, no cultural resources were encountered within the interchange 

footprint.   

 

The project footprint on the eastern portion of the interchange has been assessed for wetlands, 

protected species and critical habitats, as well as historic and archaeological resources.  The 

original work performed was on a 360-acre tract owned by TerraPointe Services, Inc. within which 

the eastern portions of the interchange are planned.    More specifically, the wetlands on site 

have been delineated in February 2013.  In March 2013, the Corps of Engineers performed a field 

inspection.  Following the field inspection a formal survey of the wetland boundaries was initiated 

and is anticipated to be completed in December 2013.  Once the survey has been completed, it 

will be submitted to the Corps of Engineers for verification.  

 

Wetlands within the existing I-95 median have been delineated.    Work will proceed in preparing 

appropriate documentation for submittal to the Corps of Engineers for review and approval. 

 

The appropriate resource agencies were contacted in January 2013 to ascertain if they were 

aware of any listed species or critical habitats within the tract.  A site specific habitat and species 

assessment was conducted in March 2013 on the site.  Based upon the information gathered from 

the resource agencies, and the field assessment, there are no known listed species on site or 

within the interchange project area.   

 

In December 2012, a cultural resource assessment was completed on a 26-acre site which 

completed the entire interchange footprint on the eastern and western sides of I-95.  The work 

performed on the eastern side of the interstate included an entirely new assessment.  The work 

performed on the western side of the interstate included supplemental field work to that work 

performed previously on the 1,471-acre parcel.   In January 2013 a report was prepared but has 

not been submitted to the Corps of Engineers or the Historic Preservation Division for evaluation 

purposes.  A draft management summary is currently being prepared for submittal  

to GDOT for evaluation.   The assessment found one archaeological site and one isolated find.  

Based upon this evaluation, the consultant recommends that this site and the isolated find are 

not eligible for the NRHP. 

Review environmental comments and information for notes on closing roadway during 

construction. 

NEPA/GEPA issues and/or risks present including 4f resources. 

 

Ecology:  The appropriate resource agencies were contacted in March 2012 and again in January 

2013 to ascertain if they were aware of any listed species or critical habitats within the tract.  A 

site specific habitat and species assessment was conducted in February 2011, June 2011, and 

March 2013.  Based upon the information gathered from the resource agencies, and the field 

assessments, there are no known listed species on site or within the interchange project area.  

The probability of this site supporting any listed species is low. 
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Report has been reviewed by GDOT and comments issued.  Will be resubmitted to GDOT this 

week. 

 

History:  Based upon work completed to date, there should be no effects to historic resources.  

SHPO has concurred with work performed on a 1,471-acre site on the western side of the 

interstate which includes the area of the proposed interchange.  SHPO review of the assessment 

completed on the eastern portion of the interchange has not begun.  

Currently being completed and will be submitted to GDOT soon. 

 

Archeology:  Based upon work completed to date, there should be no effects to archaeological 

resources.  SHPO has concurred with work performed on a 1,471-acre site on the western side of 

the interstate which includes the area of the proposed interchange.  SHPO review of the 

assessment completed on the eastern portion of the interchange has not begun.  No cemeteries 

have been found within or near to the proposed interchange. 

Management study submitted to GDOT and comments received.  Revisions being completed and 

will be resubmitted soon. 

Air Quality: 

Is the project located in a PM 2.5 Non-attainment area?   No   Yes 

Is the project located in an Ozone Non-attainment area?   No   Yes 

Is a Carbon Monoxide hotspot analysis required?   No   Yes 

Air Study approved by GDOT. 

 

Noise Effects:   

Classified as a type I project.  Per 23 CFR Part 772 (772.17) and as outlined in the GDOT Noise 

Abatement Policy, these undeveloped parcels were modeled to provide local officials with 

information that can help them to be aware of incompatible land uses near state highway 

systems.  Large undeveloped lands without building permits along the project corridor were 

modeled at 50-feet and then foot intervals from the nearest edge of pavement.  No impacts were 

identified for this project. 

Noise Study approved by GDOT. 

 

Public Involvement:  Public Information Open House meeting and Public Hearing Open House 

meeting will be required. 

GDOT/T&H/Bryan County working on date for PIOH. 

 

Major stakeholders:  Bryan County, City of Richmond Hill, Travelling Public, TerraPointe Services Inc. 

 

CONSTRUCTION 
Issues potentially affecting constructability/construction schedule:  Construction of the north bound 

ramps and the bridge over I-95 will be in close proximity to the overhead power transmission lines.  

Clearance during construction will be monitored closely.  The staging will be determined by the SR 144 

widening project schedule.  If the SR 144 project is not under construction the roadway may be closed 

during construction of the interchange.  If the both projects are under construction at the same time, the 

project will be staged to minimize traffic interference. 

 

 

Early Completion Incentives recommended for consideration:    No   Yes   

 

COORDINATION, ACTIVITIES, RESPONSIBILITIES, AND COSTS  
Initial Concept Meeting:  Initial Concept Meeting was held December 11, 2013.  The contacts from GDOT, City 

of Richmond Hill, Bryan County, TerraPointe and Thomas and Hutton were introduced.  The project was 
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identified as important to the economic development for the region and the potential for environmental 

impacts were discussed.  See attached minutes for detailed information. 

 

Concept Meeting:   

 

Other coordination to date:  N/A 

 

Project Activity Party Responsible for Performing Task(s) 

Concept Development Bryan County, Thomas and Hutton Engineering Co. 

Design Bryan County, Thomas and Hutton Engineering Co. 

Right-of-Way Acquisition Bryan County 

Utility Relocation Bryan County 

Letting to Contract GDOT 

Construction Supervision GDOT 

Providing Material Pits Contractor 

Providing Detours Contractor 

Environmental Studies, Documents, & Permits Bryan County, Thomas and Hutton Engineering Co. 

Environmental Mitigation Bryan County 

Construction Inspection & Materials Testing GDOT 

 

Project Cost Estimate Summary and Funding Responsibilities 

 

 Breakdown 

of PE ROW 

Reimbursable 

Utility CST* 

Environmental 

Mitigation Total Cost 

 Funded 

By 

Bryan Co. Bryan Co Bryan Co. GDOT Bryan Co.  

$ Amount 1,800,000.00 1,500,000.00 0 16,468,278.17 102,795.00 19,871,073.17 

Date of 

Estimate 

9/3/2013 9/3/2013 9/3/2013 5/12/2014 1/30/2014  

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

Will Murphy 

GDOT is capped at $8.6 million per the PFA agreement.  May need to consider MSE wall to reduce fill and cost.  

Any construction cost over PFA agreement will be funded by others. 

Donnie Williams 

$16.4 million was calculated with current layout.  T&H will review numbers and be ready to discuss at next 

monthly meeting. 

Matt Bennett 

Recently awarded I-95@SR 251 Interchange is a good project to compare cost.  Can look at cost saving items to 

reduce cost.  The TEA Splosh estimate for project was $9 million. 

Ray Pittman 

Project team needs to review cost estimate and reduce cost as much as possible to be within budget.  Estimate 

should be reviewed to make as precise as possible with current information so decisions on funding can be made.   
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ALTERNATIVES DISCUSSION 
Alternative selection:   

 

Preferred Alternative: Widening of Belfast Keller Road to the north. 

Estimated Property Impacts: 7  Estimated Total Cost: 0 

Estimated ROW Cost: $1,500,000.00 Estimated CST Time: 10 months 

Rationale:  Widening to the north is recommended because it is the most cost effective, and avoids relocating 

residences or business while minimizing impacts to the environment.  Widening to the south would not reduce 

the required USACE permit requirements and has the potential to increase utility conflicts. 

 

No-Build Alternative:  Existing conditions remain and no interchange is constructed.  Existing Belfast Keller 

Road bridge remains. 

Estimated Property Impacts: 0  Estimated Total Cost: 0 

Estimated ROW Cost: 0 Estimated CST Time: 0 

Rationale:  Existing deficient bridge with sufficiency rating of 45.54 would remain.  Travel from this area to I-

95 or Richmond Hill would continue to US 17 6.4 miles then north to I-95 or Richmond Hill.  The expected 

growth in this area of the county will continue to increase the travel times and maintenance required for the 

route. 

 

Alternative 1: Widening of Belfast Keller road to the south 

  Estimated Property Impacts: 7  Estimated Total Cost: 0 

Estimated ROW Cost: 1,500,000.00 Estimated CST Time: 10 months 

Rationale:  Alternative 1 is not preferred because it did included the most environmental impacts and had 

an increased potential for utility conflicts with the utilities being located on the south side of existing Belfast 

Keller Road.   

Matt Bennett 

Estimated CST Time for above Alternative selection needs to be reviewed.  10 months not enough to complete 

construction. 

Comments:   

 

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS/SUPPORTING DATA  
1. Concept Layout 

2. Typical sections 

3. Detailed Cost Estimates: 

a. Construction including Engineering and Inspection 

b. Completed Fuel & Asphalt Price Adjustment forms  

c. Right-of-Way 

d. Utilities 

4. Traffic diagrams 

5. Capacity analysis summary 

6. S I & A Report 

7. Pavement studies 

8. Utility Risk Management Plan  

9. Minutes of Concept meetings 

10. Minutes of Coordination meetings 

11. PFA 

APPROVALS  
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Concur:    

 Director of Engineering   

    

    

Approve:    

 Division Administrator, FHWA  Date 

    

    

Approve:    

 Chief Engineer  Date 
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I–95 @ BELFAST KELLER ROAD – INTERCHANGE 

P.I. 0012659 – BRYAN COUNTY  
 

 

What:  Initial Concept Team Meeting 

 

Where: Thomas & Hutton Engineering Co. office in Savannah, Georgia 

 

When:  Wednesday, December 11, 2013 at 9:30 a.m. 

 

 

 

Minutes 

 
Ms. Michelle Wright, GDOT Program Delivery Project Manager, briefly introduced the project to 

the team.  Introductions of everyone in attendance and their or organization was completed 

next.  A copy of the sign-in sheet is attached.  Mr. Tom McQueen, GDOT Planning office, 

reviewed the Project Justification Statement with the group.  The project is an economic 

development project that is important to the region for its access to the Port of Savannah and 

support of economic development for the State.  There were no questions or comments for Mr. 

McQueen regarding the Project Justification Statement.  Mr. Doyle Kelley, Thomas & Hutton, 

then asked Mr. Dan Camp, TerraPointe Development, to provide a little more background for 

the group regarding the property both east and west of Interstate 95.  Mr. Camp briefly 

discussed the project history and the property’s many advantages, especially railroads, which 

made the area attractive to those in the manufacturing and logistics sector of business.  Mr. 

Jimmy Burnsed, Bryan County Commission Chairman, discussed the importance of the project to 

Bryan County.  He indicated it was a project the residents of the County had been in favor of for 

some time and was a likely driver in the Bryan County area being one of the few in the coastal 

region that were in favor of the Transportation Investment Act.  He stated the roadway name 

had been officially changed to Belfast Keller (from Belfast Siding) Road at the County 

Commission meeting the previous night.  He thanked GDOT for their assistance and participation 

in the project and looked forward to getting things moving as quickly as possible.  Mr. Harold 

Fowler, Mayor City of Richmond Hill, reiterated what Mr. Burnsed had said and indicated the 

project was important for the growth of the City of Richmond Hill.  He thanked GDOT as well as 

Mr. Ron Stephens, State House Representative, for their assistance getting the project started.  

Representative Stephens discussed the project importance on the State level as it related to the 

Port of Savannah as well as commerce around the State.  He indicated this was a project the 

Governor said was important and needed to get done.  The project has support from all levels of 

government.  Mr. Kelley asked if anyone else had anything to say or add to the comments 

previously spoken.  There were no additional comments to add. 

 

Mr. Kelley then began discussions of the project site, its location in the County and approvals to 

date in the area.  The IJR for the project was approved in 2012 by GDOT and FHWA to advance 

to the environmental documentation and design phase of the project.  The property owner, 

TerraPointe, has wetland Jurisdictional Determination for the entire project area west of I-95 and 

a submittal for the Corps for the area east of I-95.  Mr. Kelley indicated these wetland 

delineations will give the project a head start in the environmental process and development of 

the concept for the project.  Mr. Kelley reviewed the concept document in its entirety with the 

group.  There are no known issues at this time that could impact the development of the 

Concept for the project from an environmental standpoint.  With the wetlands in the vicinity of 

the interchange a Practical Alternatives Report (PAR) will be required during the Concept 

Development phase of the project.  This report will evaluate alternatives that include a widening 
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to the north of the existing bridge, south of the existing bridge and a no build alternative.  This 

information will be reviewed with the Corps and other agencies for their input prior to a 

preferred alternative being recommended.  The City of Richmond Hill asked about lighting for 

the interchange.  Mr. Kelley indicated it had not been proposed at this time.  Mr. Ray Pittman, 

Bryan County Administrator, indicated it was not needed at this time and could be requested as 

a future project when warranted.  The City of Richmond Hill also asked about signals at the 

ramps being installed with the project.  Mr. Kelley indicated a signal warrant analysis would be 

completed as a part of the traffic study and a recommendation would be made at that time 

regarding signals for the project.  Based on current and design year traffic it is unlikely a signal 

will be needed when the project opens to traffic.  Mr. Pittman asked about the installation of 

dual left turns for vehicles wanting to go northbound on I-95 towards Savannah.  Mr. Kelley 

indicated dual turn lanes would likely not be warranted with the construction of the project but 

could, like the signal and lights, be added when warranted.  Mr. Will Murphy, GDOT District 5-

Preconstruction Engineer, suggested one bridge instead of 2 parallel bridges as currently 

proposed be considered to more easily allow for the addition of dual lefts in the future.  The 

group agreed the single bridge should be proposed to more easily (construction and 

economics) accommodate the future condition.  The existing bridge will be left in place during 

construction to maintain connectivity and facilitate staging and traffic control for the project.  

Mr. Pittman asked what the timing of this project would be in relation to the 144 widening project 

currently proposed by GDOT.  Mr. Murphy indicated there would like be some overlap between 

the construction times for the project.  Mr. Pittman indicated when the widening of 144 was 

ongoing the traffic on this roadway would likely increase.  The County and City both indicated 

they would like to see accommodations for bicycles and pedestrians included in the 

interchange project to connect the mostly residential areas on the east side of I-95 with the 

mostly commercial areas on the west side of I-95.  Mr. McQueen asked if Belfast Keller was on 

the local bike/pedestrian plan. The City/County indicated it was not.  It would need to be 

added to the local bike/ped plan before FHWA would be able to include funding for those 

items with the project.  The County indicated they would get with the City in January to discuss 

getting this done so those accommodations could be made now.  Mr. McQueen asked that the 

construction cost in the concept be verified since it was different than what was shown in the 

PFA.  Mr. Kelley indicated a draft schedule had been provided to Ms. Wright for submittal to the 

scheduling office.  There has been no update yet from them regarding the proposed project 

schedule.  The main issue from a design development standpoint had to do with constructing 

the bridge near the power transmission lines.  Clearance could be an issue and would need to 

be evaluated closely during the design of the bridge.  The utility office indicated there was gas 

and power distribution on the south side of the existing Belfast Keller Road that needed to be 

considered as the concept was developed but the only utility they saw to date the appeared to 

be reimbursable were the large new transmission lines located outside the R/W parallel to I-95.  

Mr. Kelley indicated the power company know the interchange project was a possibility when 

they were design their poles and a request was made for them to provide as much clearance 

and spacing as possible in the area.  Mr. Kelley indicated the goal was to not move any of the 

poles with the proposed entrance and exit ramps.  Mr. Murphy asked Mr. Pittman if the roadway 

could be closed during construction.  Mr. Pittman indicated it would depend on the timing of 

the 144 widening project.  If that project was ongoing during the interchange then it would be 

difficult but could likely be shut down for short periods of time.  Mr. Camp asked about 

harvesting timber on their property within the future interchange footprint.  The consensus of the 

group was if it was done prior to the NEPA process beginning there is really nothing anyone can 

say since the property is owned by TerraPointe/Rayonier and they are in the timber business.  Mr. 

Glenn Durrence, Thomas & Hutton, indicated many interchanges were cleared from R/W to R/W 

to reduce maintenance costs and improve safety along the roadway by removing the trees 

adjacent to the roadway.  The group agreed this would be a good path forward for this project 
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as well.  The only areas that may not get cleared with the project would be those wetland areas 

that were required to be protected as identified during the environmental process.  Mr. Camp 

also asked about the 1000’ Limited Access beyond the ramp termini and where an example of 

that or something similar may be in the area.  The group indicated the I-95/Pooler Parkway 

interchange was less than 1000’ and there were some issues at that and other interchanges that 

were less than 1000’ with development traffic impacting the Level of Service for the ramp 

termini.  The current policy is Limited Access beyond the ramp termini for interchanges is 1000’. 

 

Mr. Kelley asked if anyone wanted to make a site visit together to look at anything that they felt 

the group needed to see.  No one wanted to make the site visit.  Mr. Kelley thanked everyone 

for coming and providing input and adjourned the meeting. 

 

DDK/kts 
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Richmond Hill City Center 

9:00 am 

Attendees       

See attached sign in sheet           

          

Minutes: 
 

1. Introduction of meeting purpose – Scott Allison 

• During team concept meeting on July 1, 2014 concerns 

developed about logical termini and construction cost. 

• These issues were discussed at length at the monthly team 

meeting on July 17, 2014.  It was suggested that all the major 

stakeholders meet to discuss options to address these issues. 

2. Background – Doyle Kelley 

• FHWA has recently not approved four lane facility 

construction that ties to two lane roadways on similar 

projects. 

• Matt Bennett (GDOT) coordinated with Jennifer Giersch 

(FHWA) on possibilities of using four lane bridge if four lane 

roadway is programed for later construction.  She advised if 

the four lane roadway is programed the environmental 

document should include both the interchange project and 

the road widening.   

• Including road widening in the current environmental 

document will add time and money. 

• GDOT has committed approx. $8.6 million dollars to the 

construction of this project.  Conceptual Construction cost is 

approx. $16.5 million which includes contingency, fuel price 

increases and engineering inspection. 

• The Team has three options for the design of Belfast Keller Rd 

at I-95.  These options are described in the August 1, 2014 

memo. 

3. Options 



 
    

 

• Option One – 24’ median with one through lane and left 

turns. 

i. Lowest cost, lowest environmental impacts, high 

probability of approval from FHWA. 

• Option two – original concept of 32’ median with two 

through lanes and left turns. 

i. Highest cost, highest environmental impacts, high 

probability of FHWA not approving project because of 

logical termini. 

• Option three – 24’ median, construction of two through 

lanes, but one would be striped out, include left turns. 

i. Cost just less than option two, approx. same 

environmental impacts as option two, possibility to get 

FHWA approval however will take more time. 

4. Discussion by Team 

• If build only two lanes on Belfast Keller Rd now, possibility that 

when widening project is programed GDOT will possibly fund 

portions of project.  Bridge will be on GDOT R/W. 

• Four lanes on bridge will not improve traffic flow because 

Belfast Keller Rd remains two lanes. 

• Team agrees that time is the most critical element of the 

options and we need to use the one that has the least 

possibility of delay. 

• A plan should be developed to handle the widening when a 

major traffic producer comes to the area. 

i. Growth projections are included in the traffic study that 

indicate it will be near 2039 before widening is needed. 

ii. Same process as used to start this project can be used 

to program the widening project.  Best for locals to 

request the widening project be programed when the 

need is able to be justified.   

iii. Should not request widening project programed until 

construction of the interchange is underway. 

iv. The widening project should be added to the County 

Transportation Plan when request sent to GDOT for it to 

be programed. 

• Bridge will be designed to accommodate future widening 

without major rework. 



 
    

 

• Option one may allow environmental impacts to be 

reduced to point that the environmental document will be 

reduced from EA to CE.  This will save time during the 

environmental process. 

• The interchange at Horse Stamp Church Rd. has four lanes 

across the bridge, however there are side roads on either 

side of I-95 that the outside lanes tie to before the project 

ties to a two lane road.  Matt Bennett indicated these side 

roads may have reduced the traffic enough to justify the 

four lanes across the bridge.  The Belfast Keller interchange 

does not have this condition.  There are no side roads that 

produce a traffic reduction. 

• Team agreed to proceed with option 1, because of the time 

required to work through logical termini with FHWA and 

reduced cost. 

5. Environmental-Team Discussion 

• If impacts are reduced enough GDOT could potentially 

approve environmental document through a programmatic 

Categorical Exclusion (PCE), which is not sent to FHWA for 

approval. 

• EA environmental document typically takes 24-30 months 

and CE typically takes 12-18 mts. 

• The more the wetland impacts are reduced the less time it 

will take to get these impacts permitted. 

• Project will be cleared R/W to R/W except for resources that 

are not mitigated.  These areas may remain untouched 

because of environmental regulations. 

• Environmental work done now will aid in environmental work 

required for the future widening project by providing 

knowledge of area.  All studies will have to be redone, 

however previous studies will aid in the production of the 

new studies. 

• Ecology report is biggest area of concern now.  Currently 

under EA document ecology report will be approved in two 

phases.  Phase one under review now.  By changing the 

project foot print to 2 lanes the ecology report will need to 

be revised.  Matt proposes that we get the phase 1 portion 

approved showing the current impacts, then revise the 



 
    

 

report reducing the impacts because of the new 2 lane 

concept. 

• Reduction in impacts may allow PAR to be removed.  If PAR 

eliminated, the phase 2 ecology will not be required.  When 

the new impacts are verified, T&H will coordinate with GDOT- 

Office of Environmental Services as to the best approach 

forward. 

• Public Information Open House can be held after concept 

report is revised.  If CE document is used, only one public 

meeting is required unless the route has major changes after 

the first public meeting is held.  Only one route will be shown 

at the Public Information Open House, because the best 

route will have already been chosen. 

• The public support obtained during the planning process is 

important to the overall project success for both locals, 

FHWA and GDOT. 

• City/County stated reduction in environmental impacts is 

important to reducing cost and time to complete project. 

• Schedule currently has final environmental document 

approval March 2016.  This schedule is set up considering EA 

environmental document.  The schedule is updated as 

submittals are approved.  Each time a submittal is approved 

ahead of schedule the overall schedule is revised.  If the 

project moves to a CE, the schedule will be updated. 

6. Lighting – Team Discussion 

• Lighting is not currently included in project. 

• Typical GDOT cost for Lighting  

i. Engineering $150,000.00 to $180,000.00 

ii. Construction $1.00 million 

• In most recent lighting projects after construction 

completed, GDOT has paid for materials and the locals 

provided: engineering, labor and power. 

• Lighting can be added after project is complete or at final 

plan preparation. 

• Final plan preparation is about 1 year away from starting. 

• City/County can request funds for lighting from GDOT as 

separate agreement. 

• Difficult to design/construct lighting now to accommodate 

future widening of Belfast Keller Rd. 



 
    

 

• T&H has price from Atlanta Consulting Engineer to provide 

design that is closer to $100,000.00 than $150,000.00. 

• Quickest most cost effective way to get lighting into project 

would be for T&H’s contract to be amended to include 

lighting and lighting included in the construction during the 

interchange construction. 

• GDOT has designers that can provide lighting design at 

typical cost. 

• Team agreed for TerraPointe/City/County meet and discuss 

possible funding for lighting, however lighting would be 

needed. 

7. Roundabouts – Team Discussion 

• The City presented a layout with roundabouts at the SR 

144/I-95 interchange to GDOT last week.  This interchange 

has high traffic volumes on SR 144 and off ramps from I-95.  

The current traffic signal backs traffic onto the off ramps.  

During discussions on the SR 144/I-95 interchange between 

GDOT/T&H/City, the possibility of roundabouts at the Belfast 

Keller Rd was discussed. 

• The possibility of roundabouts at Belfast Keller Rd. should be 

discussed and direction agreed at this meeting.  Now is time 

to review this possibility.  When meeting is over, T&H will need 

to move forward with concept and design. 

• The stop controlled intersections at the ramps will become 

inadequate at some time in the future.  Per GDOT policy, all 

traffic signal studies include roundabout analysis.  A 

roundabout will function better and longer before a signal 

will have to be installed, than the stop controlled 

intersection. 

• When widening project programed, roundabouts may be 

included. 

• Roundabouts must be lighted, which will increase the cost of 

the project. 

• The roadway footprint will increase with roundabouts, 

however there will be little to no increase in environmental 

impacts. 

• Cost of roundabouts will be about same as stop controlled 

intersection. (not including lighting)   

• Roundabouts will provide additional space for landscaping.   



 
    

 

• These intersections will need to be show case (attractive) for 

those entering the area. 

• There may be separate federal funds for the construction of 

roundabouts. 

• Team agreed to move forward with stop sign controlled 

intersection because of possibility of increased cost and 

delay in project. 

8. Cost – Team Discussion 

• The memo from GDOT to Bryan County agreeing to 

participate in project caps the GDOT funding for the project 

at approx. $8.6 million.  This memo also states that additional 

funding can be requested if needed. 

• Construction cost estimates are revised at milestones such as 

Concept approval, preliminary field planning review, right of 

way plan submittal and final planning review.   

• Matt Bennett suggest additional funds be requested after 

right of way plans are approved (at earliest June-Sept 2015).  

The estimate at this point will be close to the final estimate 

and will give approx. a year to get additional funds for 

construction. 

• Possibility of GDOT giving additional funding when requested 

is higher if team has done everything possible to reduce the 

cost. 

9. Next Steps 

• T&H move forward with option 1, revise concept and hold 

additional team concept meeting on revised concept. 

• T&H validate the need for PAR and coordinate with OES on 

how to move forward with revised concept. 

• GDOT provide schedule that shows potential time savings 

from elimination of PAR and using CE document over EA. 

• TerraPointe/City/County meet and discuss possible sources 

of funding for lighting. 
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PIC: 0012659 1-95@ CR 90/BELFAST SIDING ROAD- NEW INTERCHANGE 
TYPICAL SECTION MEETING 
Meeting Sign-In Sheet 

14 

15 

16 

17 i 

I 

! 

18 

19 

20 

August 5, 2014 at 9:00 A.M. 

Thomas & Hutton 

Page 3 of 3 



Keith Golden, P.E., Commissioner 

Honorable Jimmy Burnsed, Chairman 
Bryan County Board of Commissioners 
Post Office Box 430 
Pembroke, GA 31321 

Dear Mr. Burnsed: 

September 3, 2013 

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

One Georgia Center, 600 West Peachtree Street, NW 
Atlanta, Georgia 30308 
Telephone: (404) 631-1000 

I am returning for your files an executed agreement between the Georgia Department of Transportation and 
Bryan County for the following project: 

Biyan County, PI# 0012659 

We look forward to working with you on the successful completion of the joint project. 
Should you have any questions, please contact the Project Manager Michelle Wright at (912) 271-7562. 

rr:)~~~ 
Angela Robinson, 
Financial Management Administrator 

AR:kp 

Enclosure 

c: Bob Rogers 
Karon Ivery- District 5 Engineer 
Maggie Yoder- District 5 Planning & Programming Engineer 
Stephen Thomas -District 5 Utilities Engineer 
Mike Bolden- State Utilities Engineer 
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Project ID 0012659, Bryan County 

AGREEMENT DO NOT OBLIGATE 

BETWEEN 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

STATE OF GEORGIA 

AND 

Bryan County 

FOR 

TRANSPORTATION FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS 

This Framework Agreement is made and entered into this ;;;),3-rcP day of 

f\u_&~t , 20_&, by and between the DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, 

an agency of the State of Georgia, hereinafter called the "DEPARTMENT", and Brvan 

Counjy. acting by and through its Mayor and City Council or Board of Commissioners, 

hereinafter called the "LOCAL GOVERNMENT". 

WHEREAS, the LOCAL GOVERNMENT has represented to the DEPARTMENT a 

desire to improve the transportation facility described in Attachment A, attached and \ 

incorporated herein by reference and hereinafter referred to as the "PROJECT"; and 
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Project ID 0012659, Bryan County 

WHEREAS, the LOCAL GOVERNMENT has represented to the DEPARTMENT 

a desire to participate in certain activities including the funding of certain portions of the 

PROJECT and the DEPARTMENT has relied upon such representations; and 

WHEREAS, the DEPARTMENT has expressed a willingness to participate in 

certain activities of the PROJECT as set forth in this Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, the DEPARTMENT has provided an estimated cost to the LOCAL 

GOVERNMENT for its participation in certain activities of the PROJECT; and 

WHEREAS, the Constitution authorizes intergovernmental agreements whereby 

state and local entities may contract with one another "for joint services, for the 

provision of services, or for the joint or separate use of facilities or equipment; but such 

contracts must deal with activities, services or facilities which the parties are authorized 

by law to undertake or provide." Ga. Constitution Article IX, §Ill, 1fl(a). 

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises made and of the 

benefits to flow from one to the other, the DEPARTMENT and the LOCAL 

GOVERNMENT hereby agree each with the other as follows: 

revised : 12/2011 
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1. The LOCAL GOVERNMENT has applied for and received "Qualification 

Certification" to administer federal-aid projects. The GDOT Local Administered Project 

(LAP) Certification Committee has reviewed, confirmed and approved the certification 

for the LOCAL GOVERNMENT to develop federal project(s) within the scope of its 

certification using the DEPARTMENT'S Local Administered Project Manual procedures. 

The LOCAL GOVERNMENT shall contribute to the PROJECT by funding all or certain 

portions of the PROJECT costs for the preconstruction engineering (design) activities, 

hereinafter referred to as "PE", all reimburseable utility relocations, all non­

reimburseable utilities owned by the LOCAL GOVERNMENT, railroad costs, right of 

way acquisitions and construction, as specified in Attachment A, affixed hereto and 

incorporated herein by reference. In addition, the September 17, 2010 Planning Office 

memorandum titled "Preliminary Engineering Oversight for Project Managers/Project 

Delivery Staff', outlines the five (5) conditions when the LOCAL GOVERNMENT will be 

requested to fund the PE oversight activities at 100%. Attached as Attachment "C" and 

incorporated herein by reference. Expenditures incurred by the LOCAL 

GOVERNMENT prior to the execution of this AGREEMENT or subsequent funding 

agreements shall not be considered for reimbursement by the DEPARTMENT. PE 

expenditures incurred by the LOCAL GOVERNMENT after execution of this 

AGREEMENT shall be reimbursed by the DEPARTMENT once a written notice to 

proceed is given by the DEPARTMENT. 
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2. The DEPARTMENT shall contribute to the PROJECT by funding all or certain 

portions of the PROJECT costs for the PE, right of way acquisitions, reimbursable utility 

relocations, railroad costs, or construction (specified in Attachment A) affixed hereto and 

incorporated herein by reference, and none of the five (5) conditions apply from the 

Planning Office memorandum dated September 17, 2010 (specified in Attachment C). 

3. The DEPARTMENT shall provide a PE Oversight Estimate to the LOCAL 

GOVERNMENT, if appropriate, appended as Attachment "D" and incorporated by 

reference as if fully set out herein. The LOCAL GOVERNMENT will be responsible for 

providing payment, which represents100% of the DEPARTMENT's PE Oversight 

Estimate at the time of the Project Framework Agreement execution. 

If at any time the PE Oversight funds are depleted within $5,000 of the remaining 

PE Oversight balance and project activities and tasks are still outstanding, the LOCAL 

GOVERNMENT shall, upon request, make additional payment to the DEPARTMENT. 

The payment shall be determined by prorating the percentage complete and using the 

same estimate methodology as provided in Attachment "D". If there is an unused 

balance after completion of all tasks and phases of the proiect. then pending a final 

audit. the remainder will be refunded to the sponsor. 
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4. It is understood and agreed by the DEPARTMENT and the LOCAL 

GOVERNMENT that the funding portion as identified in Attachment "A" of this 

Agreement only applies to the PE. The Right of Way and Construction funding estimate 

levels as specified in Attachment "A" are provided herein for planning purposes and do 

not constitute a funding commitment for right of way and construction. The 

DEPARTMENT will prepare LOCAL GOVERNMENT Specific Activity Agreements for 

funding applicable to other activities when appropriate. 

Further, the LOCAL GOVERNMENT shall be responsible for repayment of any 

expended federal funds if the PROJECT does not proceed forward to completion due to 

a lack of available funding in future PROJECT phases, changes in local priorities or 

cancellation of the PROJECT by the LOCAL GOVERNMENT without concurrence by 

the DEPARTMENT. 

5. In accordance with Georgia Code 32-2-2, The LOCAL GOVERNMENT shall be 

responsible for all costs for the continual maintenance and operations of any and all 

sidewalks and the grass strip between the curb and sidewalk within the PROJECT 

limits. The LOCAL GOVERNMENT shall also be responsible for the continual 

maintenance and operation of all lighting systems installed to illuminate any 
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roundabouts constructed as part of this PROJECT. Furthermore, the LOCAL 

GOVERNMENT shall also be responsible for the maintaining of all landscaping installed 

as part of any roundabout constructed as part of this PROJECT. 

6. Both the LOCAL GOVERNMENT and the DEPARTMENT hereby acknowledge 

that Time is of the Essence. It is agreed that both parties shall adhere to the schedule 

of activities currently established in the approved Transportation Improvement 

Program/State Transportation Improvement Program, hereinafter referred to as 

"TIP/STIP". Furthermore, all parties shall adhere to the detailed project schedule as 

approved by the DEPARTMENT, attached as Attachment Band incorporated herein by 

reference. In the completion of respective commitments contained herein, if a change 

in the schedule is needed, the LOCAL GOVERNMENT shall notify the DEPARTMENT 

in writing of the proposed schedule change and the DEPARTMENT shall acknowledge 

the change through written response letter; provided that the DEPARTMENT shall have 

final authority for approving any change. 

If, for any reason, the LOCAL GOVERNMENT does not produce acceptable 

deliverables in accordance with the approved schedule, the DEPARTMENT reserves 

the right to delay the PROJECT's implementation until funds can be re-identified for 

right of way or construction phases, as applicable. 

7. The LOCAL GOVERNMENT shall certify that the regulations for 

"CERTIFICATION OF COMPLIANCES WITH FEDERAL PROCUREMENT 
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REQUIREMENTS, STATE AUDIT REQUIREMENTS, and FEDERAL AUDIT 

REQUIREMENTS" are understood and will comply in full with said provisions. 

8. The LOCAL GOVERNMENT shall accomplish the PE activities for the 

PROJECT. The PE activities shall be accomplished in accordance with the 

DEPARTMENT's Plan Development Process hereinafter referred to as "PDP", the 

applicable guidelines of the American Association of State Highway and Transportation 

Officials, hereinafter referred to as "AASHTO", the DEPARTMENT's Standard 

Specifications Construction of Transportation Systems, and all applicable design 

guidelines and policies of the DEPARTMENT to produce a cost effective PROJECT. 

Failure to follow the PDP and all applicable guidelines and policies will jeopardize the 

use of Federal Funds in some or all categories outlined in this agreement, and it shall 

be the responsibility of the LOCAL GOVERNMENT to make up the loss of that funding. 

The LOCAL GOVERNMENT's responsibility for PE activities shall include, but is not 

limited to the following items: 

a. Prepare the PROJECT Concept Report and Design Data Book in 

accordance with the format used by the DEPARTMENT. The concept for the 

PROJECT shall be developed to accommodate the future traffic volumes as 

generated by the LOCAL GOVERNMENT as provided for in paragraph 7b and 

approved by the DEPARTMENT. The concept report shall be approved by the 

DEPARTMENT prior to the LOCAL GOVERNMENT beginning further development 

of the PROJECT plans. It is recognized by the parties that the approved concept 

may be updated or modified by the LOCAL GOVERNMENT as required by the 
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DEPARTMENT and re-approved by the DEPARTMENT during the course of PE 

due to updated guidelines, public input, environmental requirements, Value 

Engineering recommendations, Public Interest Determination (PI D) for utilities, 

utility/railroad conflicts, or right of way considerations. 

b. Prepare a Traffic Study for the PROJECT that includes Average Daily 

Traffic, hereinafter referred to as "ADT", volumes for the base year (year the 

PROJECT is expected to be open to traffic) and design year (base year plus 20 

years) along with Design Hour Volumes, hereinafter referred to as "DHV", for the 

design year. DHV includes morning (AM) and evening (PM) peaks and other 

significant peak times. The Study shall show all through and turning movement 

volumes at intersections for the ADT and DHV volumes and shall indicate the 

percentage of trucks on the facility. The Study shall also include signal warrant 

evaluations for any additional proposed signals on the PROJECT. 

c. Prepare environmental studies, documentation reports and complete 

Environmental Document for the PROJECT along with all environmental re-

evaluations required that show the PROJECT is in compliance with the provisions of 

the National Environmental Policy Act or the Georgia Environmental Policy Act as 

per the DEPARTMENT's Environmental Procedures Manual, as appropriate to the 

PROJECT funding. This shall include any and all archaeological, historical, 

ecological, air, noise, community involvement, environmental justice, flood plains, 

underground storage tanks, and hazardous waste site studies required. The 
revised : 12/2011 
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completed Environmental Document approval shall occur prior to Right of Way 

funding authorization. A re-evaluation is required for any design change as 

described in Chapter 7 of the Environmental Procedures Manual. In addition, a re­

evaluation document approval shall occur prior to any Federal funding 

authorizations if the latest approved document is more than 6 months old. The 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT shall submit to the DEPARTMENT all studies, documents 

and reports for review and approval by the DEPARTMENT, the F'HWA and other 

environmental resource agencies. The LOCAL GOVERNMENT shall provide 

Environmental staff to attend all PROJECT related meetings where Environmental 

issues are discussed. Meetings include, but are not limited to, concept, field plan 

reviews and value engineering studies. 

d. Prepare all PROJECT public hearing and public information displays and 

conduct all required public hearings and public information meetings with 

appropriate staff in accordance with DEPARTMENT practice. 

e. Perform all surveys, mapping, soil investigations and pavement evaluations 

needed for design of the PROJECT as per the appropriate DEPARTMENT Manual. 

f. Perform all work required to obtain all applicable PROJECT permits, 

including, but not limited to, Cemetery, TVA and US Army Corps of Engineers 

permits, Stream Buffer Variances and Federal Emergency Management Agency 
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(FEMA) approvals. The LOCAL GOVERNMENT shall provide all mitigation 

required for the project, including but not limited to permit related mitigation. All 

mitigation costs are considered PE costs. PROJECT permits and non-construction 

related mitigation must be obtained and completed 3 months prior to the scheduled 

let date. These efforts shall be coordinated with the DEPARTMENT. 

g. Prepare the stormwater drainage design for the PROJECT and any required 

hydraulic studies for FEMA Floodways within the PROJECT limits. Acquire of all 

necessary permits associated with the Hydrology Study or drainage design. 

h. Prepare utility relocation plans for the PROJECT following the 

DEPARTMENT's policies and procedures for identification, coordination and conflict 

resolution of existing and proposed utility facilities on the PROJECT. These policies 

and procedures, in part, require the Local Government to submit all requests for 

existing, proposed, and relocated facilities to each utility owner within the project 

area. Copies of all such correspondence, including executed agreements for 

reimbursable utility/railroad relocations, shall be forwarded to the DEPARTMENT's 

Project Manager and the District Utilities Engineer and require that any conflicts with 

the PROJECT be resolved by the LOCAL GOVERNMENT. If it is determined that 

the PROJECT is located on an on-system route or is a DEPARTMENT LET 

PROJECT, the LOCAL GOVERNMENT and the District Utilities Engineer shall 

ensure that permit applications are approved for each utility company in conflict with 
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the project. If it is determined through the DEPARTMENT's Project Manager and 

State Utilities Office during the concept or design phases the need to utilize 

Overhead/Subsurface Utility Engineering, hereinafter referred to as "SUE", to obtain 

the existing utilities, the LOCAL GOVERNMENT shall be responsible for acquiring 

those services. SUE costs are considered PE costs. 

i. Prepare, in English units, Preliminary Construction plans, Right of Way plans 

and Final Construction plans that include the appropriate sections listed in the Plan 

Presentation Guide, hereinafter referred to as "PPG", for all phases of the PDP. All 

drafting and design work performed on the project shall be done utilizing 

Microstation V8i and InRoads software respectively using the DEPARTMENT's 

Electronic Data Guidelines. The LOCAL GOVERNMENT shall further be 

responsible for making all revisions to the final right of way plans and construction 

plans, as deemed necessary by the DEPARTMENT, for whatever reason, as 

needed to acquire the right of way and construct the PROJECT. 

j. Prepare PROJECT cost estimates for construction, Right of Way and 

Utility/railroad relocation along with a Benefit Cost, hereinafter referred to as "B/C 

ratio" at the following project stages: Concept, Preliminary Field Plan Review, Right 

of Way plan approval (Right of Way cost only), Final Field Plan Review and Final 

Plan submission using the applicable method approved by the DEPARTMENT. The 

cost estimates and 8/C ratio shall also be updated annually if the noted project 
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stages occur at a longer frequency. Failure of the LOCAL GOVERNMENT to 

provide timely and accurate cost estimates and B/C ratio may delay the PROJECT's 

implementation until additional funds can be identified for right of way or 

construction, as applicable. 

k. Provide certification, by a Georgia Registered Professional Engineer, that 

the Design and Construction plans have been prepared under the guidance of the 

professional engineer and are in accordance with AASHTO and DEPARTMENT 

Design Policies. 

I. Provide certification, by a Level II Certified Design Professional that the 

Erosion Control Plans have been prepared under the guidance of the certified 

professional in accordance with the current Georgia National Poll.utant Discharge 

Elimination System. 

m. Provide a written certification that all appropriate staff (employees and 

consultants) involved in the PROJECT have attended or are scheduled to attend the 

Department's PDP Training Course. The written certification shall be received by 

the Department no later than the first day of February of every calendar year until all 

phases have been completed. 

9. The Primary Consultant firm or subconsultants hired by the LOCAL 

GOVERNMENT to provide services on the PROJECT shall be prequalified with the 
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DEPARTMENT in the appropriate area-classes. The DEPARTMENT shall, on request, 

furnish the LOCAL GOVERNMENT with a list of prequalified consultant firms in the 

appropriate area-classes. The LOCAL GOVERNMENT shall comply with all applicable 

state and federal regulations for the procurement of design services and in accordance 

with the Brooks Architect-Engineers Act of 1972, better known as the Brooks Act, for 

any consultant hired to perform work on the PROJECT. 

1 0. The DEPARTMENT shall review and has approval authority for all aspects of 

the PROJECT provided however this review and approval does not relieve the LOCAL 

GOVERNMENT of its responsibilities under the terms of this agreement. The 

DEPARTMENT will work with the FHWA to obtain all needed approvals as deemed 

necessary with information furnished by the LOCAL GOVERNMENT. 

11 . The LOCAL GOVERNMENT shall be responsible for the design of all bridge(s) 

and preparation of any required hydraulic and hydrological studies within the limits of 

this PROJECT in accordance with the DEPARTMENT's policies and guidelines. The 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT shall perform all necessary survey efforts in order to complete 

the hydraulic and hydrological studies and the design of the bridge(s). The final bridge 

plans shall be incorporated into th is PROJECT as a part of this Agreement. 
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12. The LOCAL GOVERNMENT unless otherwise noted in attachment "A" shall be 

responsible for funding all LOCAL GOVERNMENT owned utility relocations and all 

other reimbursable utility/railroad costs. The utility costs shall include but are not limited 

to PE, easement acquisition, and construction activities necessary for the utility/railroad 

to accommodate the PROJECT. The terms for any such reimbursable relocations shall 

be laid out in an agreement that is supported by plans, specifications, and itemized 

costs of the work agreed upon and shall be executed prior to certification by the 

DEPARTMENT. The LOCAL GOVERNMENT shall certify via written letter to the 

DEPARTMENT's Project Manager and District Utilities Engineer that all Utility owners' 

exsiting and proposed facilities are shown on the plans with no conflicts 3 months prior 

to advertising the PROJECT for bids and that any required agreements for reimbursable 

utility/railroad costs have been fully executed. Further, this certification letter shall state 

that the LOCAL GOVERNMENT understands that it is responsible for the costs of any 

additional reimbursable utility/railroad conflicts that arise during construction. 

13. The DEPARTMENT will be responsible for all railroad coordination on 

DEPARTMENT Let and/or State Route (On-System) projects; the LOCAL 

GOVERNMENT shall address concerns, comments, and requirements to the 

satisfaction of the Railroad and the DEPARTMENT. If the LOCAL GOVERNMENT is 

shown to LET the construction in Attachment "A" on off-system routes, the LOCAL 
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GOVERNMENT shall be responsible for all railroad coordination and addressing 

concerns, comments, and requirements to the satisfaction of the Railroad and the 

DEPARTMENT for PROJECT. 

14. The LOCAL GOVERNMENT shall be responsible for acquiring a Value 

Engineering Consultant for the DEPARTMENT to conduct a Value Engineering Study if 

the total estimated PROJECT cost is $10 million or more. The Value Engineering Study 

cost is considered a PE cost. The LOCAL GOVERNMENT shall provide project related 

design data and plans to be evaluated in the study along with appropriate staff to 

present and answer questions about the PROJECT to the study team. The LOCAL 

GOVERNMENT shall provide responses to the study recommendations indicating 

whether they will be implemented or not. If not, a valid response for not implementing 

shall be provided. Total project costs include PE, right of way, and construction, 

reimbursable utility/railroad costs. 

15. The LOCAL GOVERNMENT, unless shown otherwise on Attachment A, shall 

acquire the Right of way in accordance with the law and the rules and regulations of the 

FHWA including, but not limited to, Title 23, United States Code; 23 CFR 710, et. Seq., 

and 49 CFR Part 24 and the rules and regulations of the DEPARTMENT. Upon the 

DEPARTMENT's approval of the PROJECT right of way plans, verification that the 
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approved environmental document is valid and current, a written notice to proceed will 

be provided by the DEPARTMENT for the LOCAL GOVERNMENT to stake the right of 

way and proceed with all pre-acquisition right of way activities. The LOCAL 

GOVERNMENT shall not proceed to property negotiation and acquisition whether or not 

the right of way funding is Federal, State or Local, until the right of way agreement 

named "Contract for the Acquisition of Right of Way" prepared by the DEPARTMENT's 

Office of Right of Way is executed between the LOCAL GOVERNMENT and the 

DEPARTMENT. Failure of the LOCAL GOVERNMENT to adhere to the provisions and 

requirements specified in the acquisition contract may result in the loss of Federal 

funding for the PROJECT and it will be the responsibility of the LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

to make up the loss of that funding. Right of way costs eligible for reimbursement 

include land and improvement costs, property damage values, relocation assistance 

expenses and contracted property management costs. Non reimbursable right of way 

costs include administrative expenses such as appraisal, consultant, attorney fees and 

any in-house property management or staff expenses. The LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

shall certify that all required right of way is obtained and cleared of obstructions, 

including underground storage tanks, 3 months prior to advertising the PROJECT for 

bids. 
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16. The DEPARTMENT unless otherwise shown in Attachment "A" shall be 

responsible for Letting the PROJECT to construction, solely responsible for executing 

any agreements with all applicable utility/railroad companies and securing and awarding 

the construction contract for the PROJECT when the following items have been 

completed and submitted by the LOCAL GOVERNMENT: 

a. Submittal of acceptable PROJECT PE activity deliverables noted in this 

agreement. 

b. Certification that all needed rights of way have been obtained and cleared of 

obstructions. 

c. Certification that the environmental document is current and all needed 

permits and mitigation for the PROJECT have been obtained. 

d. Certification that all Utility/Railroad facilities, existing and proposed, within 

the PROJECT limits are shown, any conflicts have been resolved and reimbursable 

agreements, if applicable, are executed. 

If the LOCAL GOVERNMENT is shown to LET the construction in Attachment "A", 

the LOCAL GOVERNMENT shall provide the above deliverables and certifications and 

shall follow the requirements stated in Chapters 10, 11, 12 and 13 of the 

DEPARTMENT's Local Administered Project Manual. The LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

shall be responsible for providing qualified construction oversight with their personnel or 

by employing a Consultant firm prequalified in Area Class 8.01 to perform construction 
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oversight. The LOCAL GOVERNMENT shall be responsible for employing a GDOT 

prequalified consultant in area classes 6.04a and 6.04b for all materials testing on the 

PROJECT, with the exception of field concrete testing. All materials testing, including 

field concrete testing shall be performed by GDOT certified technicians who are certified 

for the specific testing they are performing on the PROJECT. The testing firm(s) and 

the individual technicians must be submitted for approval prior to Construction. 

17. The LOCAL GOVERNMENT shall provide a review and recommendation 

by the engineer of record concerning all shop drawings prior to the DEPARTMENT 

review and approval. The DEPARTMENT shall have final authority concerning all shop 

drawings. 

18. The LOCAL GOVERNMENT agrees that all reports, plans, drawings, studies, 

specifications, estimates, maps, computations, computer files and printouts, and any 

other data prepared under the terms of this Agreement shall become the property of the 

DEPARTMENT if the PROJECT is being let by the DEPARTMENT. This data shall be 

organized, indexed, bound, and delivered to the DEPARTMENT no later than the 

advertisement of the PROJECT for letting. The DEPARTMENT shall have the right to 

use this material without restriction or limitation and without compensation to the LOCAL 

GOVERNMENT. 
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19. The LOCAL GOVERNMENT shall be responsible for the professional quality, 

technical accuracy, and the coordination of all reports, designs, drawings, 

specifications, and other services furnished by or on behalf of the LOCAL 

GOVERNMENT pursuant to this Agreement. The LOCAL GOVERNMENT shall correct 

or revise, or cause to be corrected or revised, any errors or deficiencies in the reports, 

designs, drawings, specifications, and other services furnished for this PROJECT. 

Failure by the LOCAL GOVERNMENT to address the errors, omissions or deficiencies 

within 30 days of notification shall cause the LOCAL GOVERNMENT to assume all 

responsibility for construction delays and supplemental agreements caused by the 

errors and deficiencies. All revisions shall be coordinated with the DEPARTMENT prior 

to issuance. The LOCAL GOVERNMENT shall also be responsible for any claim, 

damage, loss or expense, to the extent allowed by law that is attributable to errors, 

omissions, or negligent acts related to the designs, drawings, specifications, and other 

services furnished by or on behalf of the LOCAL GOVERNMENT pursuant to this 

Agreement. 

20. The DEPARTMENT shall be furnished with a copy of all contracts and 

agreements between the LOCAL GOVERNMENT and any other agency or contractor 
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associated with construction activities. The DEPARTMENT's Project Manager shall be 

the primary point of contact unless otherwise specified. 

21 . The LOCAL GOVERNMENT shall provide the DEPARTMENT with a detailed 

project schedule that reflects milestones, deliverables with durations for all pertinent 

activities to develop critical path elements. An electronic project schedule shall be 

submitted to the Project Manager after execution of this agreement. 

This Agreement is made and entered into in FULTON COUNTY, GEORGIA, and 

shall be governed and construed under the laws of the State of Georgia. 

The covenants herein contained shall, except as otherwise provided, accrue to the 

benefit of and be binding upon the successors and assigns of the parties hereto. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the DEPARTMENT and the LOCAL GOVERNMENT have 

caused these presents to be executed under seal by their duly authorized 

representatives. 

DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION 

BY: !1/A 
Commissioner 

Bryan County 

Signed, sealed and delivered this ,12 
day of :Iu\~ , 20 \3, in the 
presence of: 

Witn s 

~~~ 
My Commission Expires Oct. 30,2015 

21 

This Agreement approved by Local 
Government, the ;> )_ day of 

0 \), \") ' 20b . 

Attest 

FEIN: 5~ ~\n OCY::l .. 'i~\ 
revised : 12/2011 
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Project# 0012659 Bryan County 

Attachment "A" Funding Sources and Distribution 
County: Brvan PI No.: 0012659 !Attach "Project Manager" Project charging Form for Approval I 

Preliminary Engineering Grand Total 

I 
Preliminary Engineering · Phase I GDOT Oversight for PE {Phase 1)' 

(Phase I)' 

Maximum PE PEA<tivity 

I 
Percentage PEAmount ~rticipant Percentage Amount Particip,ant Percentage Amount 

Participation Amount{$) Sponsor 

1 0% $0.00 $0.00 Federal N/A 50.00 Federal 0% $0.00 I 

2 0% so.oo so.oo State loc01l N/A $0.00 State 0% $0.00 I 

3 100% $1,706,000.00 N/A Local Government N/A $94,000.00 Local 100% $1,800,000.00 I 

4 0% $0.00 $0.00 Other N/A $0.00 Other 0% $0.00 I 

TOtl l 100% $1,706,000.00 N/ A $94,000.00 100% $1,800,000.00 I -

Right ofWay- Phase II Utility Relocation- Phase IV 

~ Maximum ROW Acquisition Fund 
Percentage ROW Amount Participant Acquisition By: 

Participa1ion Amount($) By: Ql Utility Funding By: Railroad Funding By; ., 
"' .r:. 

1 0% so.oo $0.00 Federal ~ 

2 0% $0.00 $0.00 State Local l oca l 

3 100% $1,500,000.00 N/A Local Governm~nt Government 

4 0% so.oo $0.00 Other 

~ Local Government Local Government 

5 
Totol 100% $ 1,500,000.00 100% 100% 

Construction- Phase Ill 
.. 
.r:. GDOT Oversight for CST (Ph•se 111)2 
tiD 

Peroentage CST Amount 
Maximum CST 

Partidpomt letting By: 
Participation Amount($) 

~-
Ql > 
~oil Tes1ing (Phose V) Funding Inspection (Phase 

s: > By: VI) Funding By: 

1 80% $6,922,359.20 $6,922,359.20 Federal 
2 20% $1,730.589.80 $1,730.589.80 Sta"' GOOT 

0% $0.00 N/A Local 3 
4 0% so.oo $0.00 Other 

Total 100% $8,652.949.00 

0 ., 
tl 

Ql .. 
:I "' ... .r:. 

GOOT t;~ GDOT 
s: 
8 

100% 100% 

Grand Total Phases I through Ill 

Maximum Participation 
Percentage Total Amount Participant 

Amount($) 

1 58% $6,922,359.20 $6,922.359.20 Federal 

2 14% $1,730,589.80 $1,730,589.80 State 
3 28% $3,300,000.00 N/A Local 
4 0% $0.00 $0.00 Other 

Total 100% $11,952.949.00 I I 

The funding: portion Identified in Attachment.HA" only applies to PE. The Right ofWi.y ~nd Construction funding estimates are provided for planning purposes and do not constitute a f unding commjtment for right of way and 
construction. 

l-rhe Maximum allowable GDOT participatins amounts for PE phase are shown above. Loca l Government will only be re imbursed the percentage of the acaued invo iced amounts up to but not to 
exceed the maximu m amount indicated. 

2GOOT Oversl.ghtfo r PE (Phase I) Is detailed in Attachment "o•. 

'The GOOT Oversight check shall be remitted to the District Planning and Programming Engineer along with the signe:d Proje-ct Frame:work Agre:ement (PFA). 

4 Right-of·Way and Construction amounts shown are for budget planning purposes only. 

NOTE~ St!porote GDOT P.O.s wlfl be .esttlbllshed for each funding phase. 
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Proposed Project Timeline 

Environmental Phase 

Concept Phase 

Preliminary Plan Phase 

Right of Way Phase 

Deadlines for Execute 
Responsible Parties Agreement 

Annual Reporting Requirements 

ATTACHMENT "8" Project Timeline 

PI # 0012659-. Bryan County 

May/2014 
(Approve 

Concept) 

January/2015 
(Approve Env. 

Document) 

July/2015 
(Authorize Right 

of Way funds) 

Project# 0012659 Bryan Count~· 

June/2016 
(Authorize 

Const. funds) 

The Local Government shall provide a written status report to the Department's Project Manager with the actual phase 
completion date(s) and the percent complete/proposed completion date of incomplete phases. The written status report shall 
be received by the Department no later than the first day of February of every calendar year until all phases have been 
completed. 

revised : 12/2011 
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D.O.T.66 

FILE 

FROM 

TO 

ATTACHMENT "C" 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
STATE OF GEORGIA 

INTERDEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

Project# 0012659 Bryan County 

OFFICE Planning 

. _./ DATE September 17,2010 

~~~Plnm1ing Administrator 

Todd I. Long, PE, PTOE, Director of Planning 
Gerald M. Ross, PE, Chief Engineer/Deputy Commissioner 

SUBJECT Preliminary Engineel'jng Oversight for Project Managers/Project Delivery Staff 

Note: This memo supersedes the previous PE Oversight Memo, dated Augus/17, 2010. PE OVersight 
fUnding for Safe Route to School (SRTS) projects are eligible for PE Oversight fonds, paid for with 
jimdlngfrom the SRTS program. No other changes were made to the memo. 

As you are aware, the Department is unable to continue funding PE oversight with 100% motor fttel funds 
due to the decline in motor fi1el revenues. As a result, the Department needs an established procedure 
detailing the circumstances under which the Department will fund PE oversight with federal~aid funds 
(matched with state motor fuel funds) and when the Department wm request that the local 
government/project sponsor fund the Department's expenses associated with PE oversight. The PE 
Oversight funds will be used to fund staff man-hours and any other associated expenses incurred by any 
ODOT employee working on the project. Please note that the process detailed below applies equally to 
routes both on and off the state highway system. 

GDOT Funds PE Ovel'sight with FederAl-Aid: 

The Department will fund PE oversight with federal-aid funds (and matching motor fuel funds), only if a 
subsequent project phase (ROW, UTL, CST) is programmed within the first 4 active years of the 
currently approved TJP/STIP. The source offederalwaid funds to be used for the PE oversight activities is 
as follows: 

1) Projects on the National Highway System wm use NHS funds (LOSO) to finance GDOT's PE 
oversight expenses 

2) Projects not on the National Highway System but eligible for Surface Transportation Program 
(STP) funds, wm follow one of the scenarios below: 

a) Projects in urban areas between 5~000 and 199,999 in population will use L200 funds 
(with MPO approval, if applicable) 

b) Projects in urban areas with a population greater than 200~000 will use L230 funds 
(with MPO approval) 

c) Projects in rural areas with a population less than 5,000 wHI use L250 funds 

d) The Department may, at the joint discretion of the Chief Enginee1· and Director of 
Planning, apply L240 funds to any federal-aid eligible project 

24 



Project# 0012659 Bryan County 

3) Projects which have received an earmark in federal legislation, will use a portion of the 
earmark funding for GDOT's PE oversight expenses, pending MPO approval if applicable. (Note: 

eannark funded projects could receive PE oversight funding regardless of the funding being 
programmed within the first 4 active years of a currently approved TIP/STIP). 

4) Projects funded with Safe Route to School (SRTS) funds will use SRTS funds to finance ODOT,s PB 
oversight expenses, regardless of whether or not a subsequent phase of the project appears in the 
STIP/I'IP. 

GDOT Requests Local Government/P•·oject Sponsot· to Fund PE Oversight: 

The Department will request that the local government fund PE oversight with 100% local funds under 
the following conditions: 

I) A subsequent phase of the project is not programmed within the first 4 active years of the 
Currently approved TIP/STIP 

2) The MPO has elected to not approve the use ofL200 or L230 funds for ODOT's PE oversight 
expenses 

3) The project is funded with CMAQ funds 

4) The project is funded with an earmark identified in federal legislation and the local 
government/entity which secured the earmark (or MPO, if applicable) declines to allow 
GDOT to use a portion of the earmark for PE oversight expenses 

S) The project is currently funded entirely with local funds; however, the local government 
intends to secure federal funding at a future date 

Once the PE oversight process is implemented, it will be the responsibility of the ODOT Project Manager 
to work with the GDOT Office of Financial Management to establish an appropriate amount of federal­
aid funded PE oversight funding, or work with the local government to secure locally sourced PE 
oversight funds . 

If you approve of this process, please sign below. Once an acceptable process is developed and approved 
by both the Chief Engineer and Director of Planning, we will provide the finalized process to the Office 
of Program Control for distribution to the GDOT Project Managers and incorporation into future Project 
Framework Agreements. If you have any questions, please contact Matthew Fowler at 404-631-1777. 

Approv 

ATA:MF 
25 



Project# 0012659 Bryan County 

ATTACHMENT D 

GDOT Oversight Estimnte for Locnlly Administered Project 

Thursday. April 04 . 2013 11 :29 AM 

PI ~umbE't' 0012659 ProjN.'t NmnbE't' 1---- - ------------J 

Count~· Proj E-ct LE-ngth 0.400 I :\Iile~ 

Pt·oject i\l:lnaget· Wright. Michelle Project Co~t 11.352.949.oo 1 

Rural lnterstllte Interchange (Reconsu·uct 'New) 

Project 
DE-snii)tion 

I-95 @ CR 901Belfast Siding Road- New Interchange 

Expt'cted Lirf' of Projf'ct 5.00 I Yf'at·s 

Project PhnsE' 

1. Pt·ojf'ct luitlntion 

2. Concept Dewlopmeut 

3. Dntnbn~e Prepnt•ntiou 

4. Pt·E'llminnt·~- De~ign 

S. Euyh·onmE'ntnl 

6. Flunl Design 

Total On t·sight E sthnntf' 

Percf'ntagf' of Pr oject Cost 

Owrsight Hour.~ 

232 

227 

555 

336 

605 

2,048 

0.83 % 

0 Yf'l'sigllt Co~t 

$ 5.000.00 

$ 11.000.00 

$ 8.000.00 

$ 25.000.00 

$ 12.000.00 

$ 26.000.00 

$ 7.000.00 

s 94,000.00 

Note: The project cost is greater tlum $10.000.000.00. Therefore. a Vnlue Engineering s tudy is required 
nnd the estimated cost for the oversight of this study is $5.500.00 which is included in the Concept 
Development Phase. 

C":\Docum~nts and s~nings\micwright\Dt~ktop\Pl 0012659 - 0 \'er.;ight Estim., te for Comultant LAP Project4413.xhm 

ODOT 0\·might E~tiuut• for CoMult~nt 3Jld l oc3ll)' Admi.ui1tmd PtoJOC!>- Vt r<ion 2 Ol - Stptombtr ! ()I I 

revised : 12/2011 
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Project# 0012659 Bryan County 

GDOT Ovel'Sigbt Estimnte for Locally Administet·ed Project 
Ust>r Input nod St>lt>ction 

Proj~<'t Iuformntiou Png~ 

PI :\fumbt>t': 0012659 

Count)·: Btyan 

Projt>ct 1\Ianagt>t': Wright. Michelle 

Expt>ctt>cl Lift> of Projt>rt: 5.00 Yt>aa·~ 

Consultant Projt>ct Owrsight: D 
Projt>ct Dt>srl'iption 

Projt>ct :\fumbt>t': 

Pt·ojt>ct Lt>ngth: 

Pt·ojt>ct Cost: $ 

1-95 @ CR 90/Belfast Siding Road· New Interchange 

Projt>ct T~"}lt>: Rural Inters tate Interchange (Reconstruct. N ew) 

Optious Pnge 

0.400 Mllt>s 

11.3 5.2 .949.00 

!.'i mnbN' of Bl'idgt>s 

Traffic Signals - Existing 

Ta·nffic Signals - i\"t>w 

i\"umbu of Iutt>l'~t>ctiom 

NumbN· of Intt>a•rhaugt>~ 

A Dt>tom• h Rt>quirt>d 

Roaclwn~· Lighting Includt>d 

Intt>lligt>nt Trnu~poa·tatiou S~·~ttm (ITS) Iududt>d 

Risk fnctoa· 

I Offl<'~ Png~ 

0 Bl'idge Design 
De<>ign Policy .. '\: Support 

H~·(h·olo~·/H~·cJa·aullc Studies 
De-sign Pollcy/GA Standat·d s & Details/Lighting 
State Conceptual DE-~ign 
State-wide Sm·nys Stnudat•dc;/QA 

ESSS - QA Check 
Dic;tl'lct Offices 

Eugiuet>riug Sea·vlce~ 

Emia·onmental Sea·virt>~ 

l\latt>a·lals & Resena·ch 

Right-of-Wa~· 

Roadwa~· Design 
Traffic Otleot·atlom 

C:\Documeut\ and Seni.llgs\m.icwright\Desktop\PI 0012659- Ovenight E~tin1.11e for Consultant LAP Project 4413.xl'm 

GDOT 0\·onight E•timatt for Con•ultant md L()(ally Adroinattrtd Projt <t• . Vtmon 2.01 • St pttwbtr 1011 

revised : 12/2011 

27 



Project# 0012659 Bryan County 

GDOT Oversight Estimate for Locally Administered Pt·oject 
Otflrt> Hours and Cost 

Total Total Ta·anl 
Offi(.'e Hours Cost Cost 

Pt·ogmm Delint·~· 338.1 s 18,608.63 $ 1.673.20 

1. Pro e(.'t Initiation 2. Cou(.'e >t Denlopment 3. Dntnbnse Pa·ef>nmtion 
Hours Cost Hom·s Cost Hom·s I Cost 
92 .0 $ 4.60S.2S 12.7 $ 633.64 40.3 I S 2.016.12 

4. Pt·eliminnn Design 5. En,·h·onmeutnl 6. Fiunl Design 
Hours Cost Hom·s Cost Houn I Cost 
88 .6 $ 4.435.47 16. 1 $ 806.45 88.6 Is 4.435.47 

Total Total Tt·anl 
Offi(.'e Hom·s Cost Cost 

Bridge Design 312.0 s 13,648.13 $ 334.64 

1. Pa·oje(.'t Initiation 2. Cou(.'ept DenlOfHneut 3. Database Pt•epna·atiou 
Hom·s Cost Hom·s Cost Hom·s I Cost 

0.0 $ - 0.0 $ - 0 .0 I s -

4. Pnlimiuna·v Design 5. Etnh·onmental 6. Fiunl Design 
Hours Cost Hom·s Cost Hom·s I Cost 
152.0 $ 6.772.85 0.0 $ - 160.0 I S 6540.63 

Totnl Totnl Tt•n,·el 
Offi(.'e Ho\U's Cost Cost 

Design Polky 325.0 s 13,164.74 $ 1.052.98 
.. ~ Suppoa·t 

1. Proje(.' t Initintiou 2. Con(.'ept Denlot>ment 3. Dntnbnse Pa·tt>nmtlon 
Hom·s Cost Hom·s Cost Hom·s I Cost 

0.0 $ - 40.0 $ 1.624.45 t87.o I s 5.999.48 

4. Pt·elimiuat'Y Desl2n 5. Envh·omnental 6. Finnl Desi2n 
Hom·s Cost Hours Cost Hom·s I Cost 

55.0 $ 2.477.74 0.0 $ - 43.0 I $ 2.010.09 

C':\Documents and Seniugs\m..icmight\Desktop\PI 0012659- 0\·ersight Estiu~ate for Consultant LAP Project -1413.xlsm 

ODOT 0\-might Euilll3tt for Consultant and l~aU)• Admini\ttrtd PtoJ~~. Vtmon 2.01 • Stpttmbtr 2011 

revised : 12/2011 
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Project# 0012659 Bryan County 

GDOT Ovel'Sight Estimate for Locally Administered Pt·oject 
Offirt> Hours and Cost 

Total Total Ta·n,·el 

Offit>e Hom·s Cost Cost 
Distt·ict Offices 205.8 s 9,610.09 $ 784.99 

1. Pa·oject Initiation 2. Conce )t DeYelopment 3. Dntnbnse Pl'epnmtlon 
Hom·s Cost Hom·s Cost Homs I Cost 

0.0 $ - 61.7 $ 2.670.85 0.0 I S -

4. Pa·ellmin:uy Design 5. E nyh·omneutnl 6. Final Design 
Hom·s Cost Hom·s Cost Hom·s I Cost 

60.6 $ 2.736.41 8.0 $ 274.28 75.5 I S 3.143.56 

Total Total T l'llnl 
Office Hom·s Cost Cost 

Eugiueea·ing 386.0 s 18,326.20 $ 1.003.92 
Senices 

1. Pa·oject Initiation 2. Couct()t Den•lotuneut 3. Database Pa·epna·ation 
Hom·s Cost Hom·s Cost Homs I Cost 

0.0 $ - 90.0 $ 4.978.68 0.0 1$ -

4. Pnliminna·~· Design 5. E nYh·onmentnl 6. Final Design 
Hours Cost Hom·s Cost Homs I Cost 
148.0 $ 6.206.85 0.0 $ - 148.0 I S 6.136.74 

Total Total Ta·awl 
Office Hom·s Cost Cost 

Euyh·onmental 312.0 s 11,701.02 $ 1.003.92 
SetTires 

1. Pa·oject Initiation 2. Concept Denlopment 3. Database Pa•tt)at•ntlon 

Hom·s Cost Hom·s Cost Homs I Cost 
0.0 $ - 0.0 $ - 0.0 IS -

4. Pt·elhnhaaa·y Design 5. Em·h·onmental 6. Finnl DeslKn 
Hom•s Cost Hom·s Cost Hom·s I Cost 

0.0 $ - 312.0 $ 10.697.10 0.0 I S -

C':\DocumetUs and Seniugs\micwright\Desktop\PI 0012659- Q\·ersight Estimate for Consultant LAP Project 4413.xlsm 

revised : 12/2011 
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Project# 0012659 Bryan County 

GDOT Oversight Estimnte fo1· Locnlly Administered Project 
Offlc«.> Hours and Cost 

Totnl Totnl Tt·nvt>l 
Oftlcl' Hom·s Cost Cost 

~lntt>rinls 38.0 s 1,539.09 $ -
&Rt>Sl'lll'Ch 

1. Pl'Ojt>ct Initiation 2. Concl'JH Dt>nlo)nnt>nt 3. Databnsl' Pt'l')Jat•ation 
Hom·s Cost Hours Cost Hom·s I Cost 

0.0 $ - 0.0 $ - 0.0 IS -
4. PJ•t>lhnhlalT Dt>slgn 5. Enyb·omnt>ntal 6. Final Dfslgn 
Houl's Cost Hout·s Cost Hom·s J Cost 

0.0 $ - 0.0 $ - 38.0 IS 1.539.09 

Totnl Totnl Tt•nwl 
Offict> Hom·s Cost Cost 

G.O. Right-of-Wa~· 56.0 s 2,435.92 $ 334.64 

1. P1·oject Iuitintion 2. Concl' H Dt>wlo)Jml'nt 3. Dntabnsl' Pt'l'Jllll'ation 
Houl's Cost Hours Cost Hom·s I Cost 

0.0 $ - 8.0 $ 294.43 0.0 J$ -

4. Pl·t>lhnina•·~· Design 5. Enyh·onmental 6. Final Dfsigu 
Houl's Cost Hom·s Cost Hom·s 1 Cost 
24.0 $ 903.43 0.0 $ - H .O I S 903.43 

Total Total T1·anl 
Offict> Hom·s Cost Cost 

Roadway Dt>sign 18.0 s 1,089.79 $ -
1. Pl'Oject Initiation 2. Concf Jt Dt>nloaunt>nt 3. Databasf Pnpat•atlon 

Hom·s Cost Hour.s Cost Hours I Cost 
0.0 $ - 2.0 $ 121.09 0.0 J $ -

4. Prt>UminntT Dt>sigu 5. Enyh·oumt>utnl 6. Final Dt>si&n 
Hom·s Cost Hom·s Cost Hom·s I Cost 

8.0 $ 484.35 0.0 $ - 8.0 I S 484.35 

(':\Documents ~ud Senings\micwrigltt\Desktop\PI 0012659- O\·ersight E$tim."e for C'ousultant LAP Project 4413.xlsm 

GOOT Ovmighr Enim.11< for Consull3111 oud Locolly Admi.tusrmd Projtcl~ . Vtmon 1.01 . Stpt<mber JOII 

revised : 12/2011 
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Project# 0012659 Bryan County 

ATTACHMENT E 
APPENDIX E--GEORGIA SECURITY AND IMMIGRATION COMPLIANCE ACT AFFIDAVIT 

Name of Contracting Entity: 

Contract No. and Name: t' t 06 JZlP51 

By executing this affidavit, the undersigned person or entity verifies its compliance with O.C.G.A. § 13-
10-91, stating affrrmatively that the individual, frrm, or entity which is contracting with the Georgia 
Deprutment of Transportation has registered with, is authorized to participate in, and is participating in 

the federal work authorization program commonly known as E-Verify, or any subsequent replacement 
program, in accordance with the applicable provisions and deadlines established in O.C.G.A. § 13-10-91. 

The undersigned person or entity further agrees that it will continue to use the federal work authorization 
program throughout the contract period, and it will contract for the physical performance of services in 
satisfaction of such contract only with subcontractors who present an affidavit to the undersigned with the 
information required by O.C.GA. § 13-10-91(b). 

The undersigned person or entity further agrees to maintain records of such compliance and provide a 
copy of each such verification to the Georgia Department of Transportation within five (5) business days 

after any subcontractor is retained to perform such service. 

\51 C4 5'1 
E-Verify I Company Identification Number 

~- ?:>- \o 
Date of Authorization 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN 

BEFORE ME ON THIS THE 

.22_ DAY OF _ --:1--=-u...:._\-+J ____ , 201.3 

lS:)G-L~ I Ja±vJ 
Notary Public 

My Commission Expires: . , 

. :. ,..y ~:Expire~:· OilltltS: 

Printed Nam of Authortzed Officer or Agent 

Title of Authorized Officer or Agent 

Date 

[NOTARY SEAL] 

revised : 12/2011 
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Project# 0012659 Bryan County 

TITLE VI ACKNOWLEDGEMENT FORM 
The 15ttj~..) Co. assures that no person shall on the grounds or 

race, color, national origin or sex as provided by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and the 

Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987 be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, 

or otherwise be subjected to discrimination under any City or County sponsored program or 

activity. The =sMm CA . assures that every effort will be made to 
ensure non discrimination in all of its programs or activities, whether those programs are 

federally funded or not. 
Assurance of compliance therefore falls under the proper authority of the City Council or the 
County Board of Commissioners. The Title VI Coordinator or Liaison is authorized to ensure 

compliance with provisions of this policy and with the Law, including the requirements of23 

Code of Federal Reg11 ations (CFR) 200 and 49 CFR 21. 

1~ 2-2- l ~ 
Date 

Citations: 
Title VI ofthe Civil Rights Act of 1964; 42 USC 2000d to 2000d-4;42 USC 4601to 4655;23 

USC 109(h); 23 USC 324; DOT Order 1050.2; EO 12250; EO 12898; 28CFR 50.3 

Other Nondiscrimination Authorities Expanded the range and scope of Title VI coverage 
and applicability 

The 1970 Uniform Act (42 USC 4601) 

Section 504 of the 1973 Rehabilitation Act (29 USC 790) 
The 1973 Federal-aid Highway Act (23 USC 324) 

The 1975 Age Discrimination Act (42 USC 6101) 

Implementing Regulations (49 CFR 21 & 23 CFR 200) 

Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice (EJ) 
Executive Order 13166 on Limited English Proficiency (LEP) 

34 
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Project# 0012659 Bryan County 

ATTACHMENT F 

TITLE VI INTRODUCTION 

As a sub-recipient of federal funds from Georgia Department of Transportation, all 

municipalities are required to comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 which 
provides that: 

"No person in the United States shall, on the grounds of race, color, or national 
origin, be excluded from participation in, or be denied the benefits of, or be subjected 
To discrimination under any program or activity receiving federal assistance under 
This title or carried out under this title.,, 

Additionally, the Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987, expanded the definition of the terms 
"programs and activities" to include all programs or activities of federal recipients, subrecipients, 

and contractors, whether or not such programs and activities are federally assisted. 

The provisions of Title VI apply to all contractors, subcontractors, consultants and suppliers. 

And is a condition for receiving federal funds. All sub recipients must sign Title VI assurances 

that they will not discriminate as stated in Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 
In the event that the sub recipient distributes federal aid funds to second tier entity, the sub­

recipient shall include Title VI language in all written documents and will monitor for 
compliance. If, these assurances are not signed, the City or County government may be subjected 
to the loss of federal assistance. 

All sub recipients that receive federal assistance must also include Federal Highways 

Administrations 1273 in their contracts. The FHWA 1273 sets out guidance for ensuring non 
discrimination and encouraging minority participation and outreach. 

Enclosed you will find Title VI acknowledgment form and the Title VI assurances. The Title VI 

acknowledgment form and Title VI assurances must be signed by your local government official 
if it has not been signed. 

revised : 12/2011 
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