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Project Concept Report — Page 3 P.l. Number: 122012
County: Forsyth/Hall

PLANNING & BACKGROUND DATA
Project Justification Statement:

This bridge (Structure ID 117-0022-0; SR 369 over Chattahoochee River (Lake Lanier)) was built in 1855
and rehabilitated in 1999. The bridge superstructure consists of a 4 span through truss with 5 steel
approach spans. The through truss spans contain fracture critical members. The substructure consists
of concrete caps on steel piles and concrete caps on concrete columns. This bridge was designed using a
truck configuration that weighs less than the current state legal truck weights. No rehabilitation work
performed on the structure components would improve this bridge to current design standards. The
overall condition of this bridge is fair. The deck is in fair condition due to concrete cracking and spalling.
The superstructure is in fair condition due to section loss in the steel. The substructure is in fair
condition due to concrete cracking and spalling of the caps. Due to the structural integrity of the bridge,
based on the design, the fracture critical members, and that bridge members above the roadway are
prone to being impacted by oversized loads, replacement of this bridge is recommended.

Description of the proposed project:

Project with P.I. No. 122012 at the Forsyth and Hall County border represents the construction of a new
two lane bridge over the Chattahoochee River (Lake Lanier) approximately 11.5 miles northeast of the
City of Cumming. The project will replace the existing steel truss bridge that currently exists at this
location, which has a sufficiency rating of 39.45. The project will begin at a point approximately 0.41
miles west of the Chattahoochee River and extend to a point approximately 0.38 miles east of the
Chattahoochee River. The project length is approximately 0.79 miles. The proposed bridge will consist of
two 12-foot lanes with 8-foot shoulders. The roadway approaches will be reconstructed to provide two
12-foot lanes and 8-foot shoulders. The shoulder will include a 6.5-foot paved shoulder.

Federal Oversight: ] Full Oversight X Exempt [Jstate Funded [Jother
MPO: CIn/a B4 MPO - Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC)
MPO Project TIP # FT-062C
CIn/a X MPO - Gainesville - Hall MPO

MPO Project TIP # GH-057

Regional Commission: [_| N/A B{ rRC - Georgia Mountains RC
RC Project ID # None Assigned

Congressional District{s): 9

Projected Traffic AADT:

Current Year (2010): 12,800 Open Year (2018): 14,700 Design Year (2038): 24,000
Traffic Projections Performed by: GDOT

Functional Classification (Mainline): Rural Minor Arterial

Is this project on a designated bike route? [CINo X ves
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This section of SR 369 is not identified as a proposed multi-use path in the Forsyth County Bicycle
Transportation and Pedestrian Walkways 2025 Plan however it is identified as a potential
connection point to adjacent facilities in the Gainesville Hall Metropolitan Planning Organization
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 2006. The Gainesville Hall Metropolitan Planning Organization Bicycle
and Pedestrian Plan 2006 lists the portion of SR 369 located in Hall County as having Bike Lanes.

Is this project located on a pedestrian plan? E No D YES
Is this project located on or part of a transit network? [X] No O ves

CONTEXT SENSITIVE SOLUTIONS

2{?& s hArsterie awn ;/e/(/jlb/c fon
(@

Issues of Concern: None Ex/'sfiag bi!
Ny P

Context Sensitive Solutions: N/A

DESIGN AND STRUCTURAL DATA

Mainline Design Features:
Roadway Name/Identification: SR 369/Browns Bridge Rd.

Feature Existing Standard® Proposed

Typical Section

- Number of Lanes 2 2 2

- Lane Width(s) 12-ft 12-ft 12-ft

- Median Width & Type None None None

- Outside Shoulder Width & Type 6-ft total 8-ft total 8-ft total

2-ft paved 6.5-ft paved 6.5-ft paved

- Outside Shoulder Slope 6.00% 6.00% 6.00%

- Inside Shoulder Width & Type None None None

- Sidewalks None None None

- Auxiliary Lanes None None None

- Bike Lanes None None None

Posted Speed 45 MPH 45 MPH

Design Speed 45 MPH 45 MPH 45 MPH

Min Horizontal Curve Radius 1030’ 643’ 930’

Superelevation Rate 8.6% 6.0% 5.6%

Grade 5.4% 5.0% 5.0%

Access Control Permit Permit Permit
| Right-of-Way Width 120-ft N/A 160-ft

Maximum Grade — Crossroad 21.5% 14.0% 14.0%

Design Vehicle SU SuU SU

Additional ltems as needed

*According to current GDOT design policy if applicable

Major Structures:

Structure Existing Proposed

Browns Bridge 1372-ft long, 28-ft wide consisting of two 12-ft 1430-ft long, 43.25-ft wide
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ID# 117-0022-0 | lanes with brush curb, steel truss bridge consisting of two 12-ft
Sufficiency Rating: 39.45 lanes with 8-ft shoulders, 8
span concrete girder

Retaining walls None Wall #1 consists of 970-
ft long Tie-Back wall.

Wall #2 consists of 100-
ft long MSE wall
according to GDOT
Spec. Sect. 267.

Wall #3 consists of 140-
ft long Type 2 concrete
side barrier.

Other N/A N/A

Major Interchanges/Intersections: N/A

Utility Involvements:

Telecom — AT&T

Cable TV — Comcast CATV

Water & Sewer - Forsyth County Water and Sewer
Overhead Electric — Sawnee EMC

Public Interest Determination Policy and Procedure recommended (Utilities)? [_] YES E NO
Per the District 1 Utilities Office, Public Interest Determination Policy and Procedures are not
required for this project as discussed in the concept team meeting.

SUE Required: [ Yes X No
Railroad Involvement: N/A
Complete Streets - Bicycle, Pedestrian, and/or Transit Warrants:

Warrants met: [_JNone  [X]Bicycle  [] Pedestrian [ Transit

According to the Gainesville Hall Metropolitan Planning Organization Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
2006, there is a proposed bicycle lane on Browns Bridge Road extending from McEver Road/SR 53
to the Chattahoochee River/Lake Lanier. The proposed bicycle lane meets the Bicycle Standard
Warrant in the GDOT Design Policy Manual which states a warrant is met where a need is identified
by a local government, MPO or regional commission through an adopted planning study.

Right-of-Way:
Required Right-of-Way anticipated: X ves CIno ] undetermined
Easements anticipated: l:l Temporary [_] Permanent [_] Utility ] other
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Anticipated number of impacted parcels:
Anticipated number of displacements (Total):
Businesses:
Residences:
Other:

DO 00 M

Location and Design approval: [:l Not Required E Required

Off-site Detours Anticipated: [X] No [ Yes [J undetermined

Transportation Management Plan Anticipated: @ YES [:| NO

This federal-aid project requires a TMP as part of the federal Work Zone Safety and Mobility Rule.
This projects falls under the ‘non-significant’ category per Appendix C of GDOT Policy 5240-1 and

only a Temporary Traffic Control plan will be required.

Design Exceptions to FHWA/AASHTO controlling criteria anticipated:

Appvi Date
FHWA/AASHTO Controlling Criteria YES {if applicable) Undetermined
1. Design Speed 4
2. Lane Width =
3. Shoulder Width <
4. Bridge Width =
5. Horizontal Alignment X
6. Superelevation X
7. Vertical Alignment )_Z{
8. Grade ]
9, Stopping Sight Distance 2
10. Cross Slope =
11. Vertical Clearance X
12. Lateral Offset to Obstruction g
13. Bridge Structural Capacity [}
Design Variances to GDOT standard criteria anticipated:
Reviewing Appvl Date
GDOT Standard Criteria Office YES | (if applicable) | NO |Undetermined
1. Access Control DP&S L] X L]
- Median Opening Spacing
2. Median Usage & Width OP&S
3. Intersection Skew Angle DP&S
4. Lateral Offset to Obstruction DP&S
5. Intersection Sight Distance DP&S
6. Bike & Pedestrian Accommodations DP&S
7. GDOT Drainage Manual DP&S
8. Georgia Standard Drawings DP&S
9. GDOT Bridge & Structural Manual Bridge
Design
10. Roundabout Hlumination DP&S i X [
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11. Rumble Strips DP&S
12. Safety Edge DP&S i

VE Study anticipated: [_] No [ ves (X completed - Date: 10/4/12
ENVIRONMENTAL DATA
Anticipated Environmental Document:

GEPA: [} NEPA: [X] Categorical Exclusion (] ea/FoONSI Ceis
Air Quality:
Is the project located in a PM 2.5 Non-attainment area? CIno B4 ves
Is the project located in an Ozone Non-attainment area? I no B4 ves

This project is exempt from CO modeling and PM 2.5 hotspot requirements since it is a bridge
replacement project and no modifications to existing lane capacity will be made.

MS4 Compliance - Is the project located in an MS4 area? Cno X ves

Environmental Permits/Variances/Commitments/Coordination anticipated:

Permit/ Variance/ Commitment/
Coordination Anticipated
1. U.S. Coast Guard Permit
Forest Service/Corps Land
CWA Section 404 Permit
Tennessee Valley Authority Permit
Buffer Variance
Coastal Zone Management
Coordination
NPDES
FEMA
. Cemetery Permit
10. Other Permits
11. Other Commitments

-
m
(7]

Remarks

USACE Land
Regional Permit 96

o[ ]w]m

wle[~

O DX XIS

Flood storage capacity needs to
be net zero; environmental
tewardship program; special
E:rojects
12. Other Coordination X L] t()pper Chattahoochee River
eepers, local stakeholders

Isa PARrequired?  [X]No [ Yes [J Completed - Date:

NEPA/GEPA: A Categorical Exclusion will be prepared. One 4{f) resource has been identified within
the project corridor, the existing Browns Bridge cver the Chattahoochee River.

Ecology: The ecology rescurce survey has been approved by GDOT. Special Provisions will be required
for the protection of migratory hirds, the Indiana bat, and the bald eagle. Lake Lanier is a water of the
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U.S., therefore impacts will require a section 404 permit; Lake Lanier is a buffered state water, non-
exempt impacts would require a Stream Buffer Variance {SBV) from GDNR-EPD.

History: The existing bridge was previously identified as a historical resource eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places and SHPO concurrence was received. No other potential
resources were identified in the most recent historic survey; SHPO concurrence was received April
11, 2012. The existing bridge will be removed; thus an adverse effect is assumed.

Archeology: The field survey for potential archeology resources and a GDOT Archaeological Short
Form for Negative Findings have been completed.

Air & Noise: A Type |ll noise assessment with no modeling has been approved. The project would
be exempt from PM2.5 hotspot requirements and the draft air quality assessment does not require
any carbon monoxide modeling.

Public Involvement: A Public Information Open House (PIOH) was held on May 22, 2012. Up to
three stakeholder meetings are anticipated for the project. The replacement of the bridge was also
discussed at a PIOH in March 2007 when the bridge was to be replaced concurrent with the SR 369
widening project.

Major stakeholders: In addition to the traveling public, the major stakeholders for this project
include the US Army Corps of Engineers, Forsyth County and Hall County.

CONSTRUCTION

Issues potentially affecting constructability/construction schedule: None

Early Completion Incentives recommended for consideration: B No [ ves

PROJECT RESPONSIBILITIES

Project Activities:

Project Activity Party Responsible for Performing Task(s)
Concept Development Michael Baker Jr., Inc.
Design Michael Baker Jr., Inc.
Right-of-Way Acquisition GDOT
Utility Relocation Utility Owners
Letting to Contract GDOT
Construction Supervision GDOT
Providing Material Pits GDOT
Providing Detours N/A
Environmental Studies, Documents, & Permits | Michael Baker Jr., Inc.
Environmental Mitigation GDOT
Construction Inspection & Materials Testing GDOT

Lighting required: X No [ Yes

Initial Concept Meeting: N/A
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Concept Meeting: March 7, 2013

Other projects in the area:

Pl No. 122017 - S.R. 369 at Two Mile Creek Bridge Replacement

PI No. 150200 - S.R. 53 from S.R. 369/Browns Bridge Rd. to S.R. 53 Connector

Pl No. 0010211 - S.R. 369 at Six Mile Creek Bridge Replacement

Pl No. 0000811 - S.R. 368 at Six Intersections between Waldrip Rd. and Doc Bramblett Rd.

Other coordination to date:
Early Coordination — USACOE, March 7, 2012

Project Cost Estimate and Funding Responsibilities:

Breakdown of Environmental
PE ROW Utility CST* Mitigation Total Cost
By Whom GDOT GDOT GDOT GDOT GDOT
$ Amount | $1,474,120.53 | $2,015,000.00 $0.00 $13,295,136.10 $59,380.00 | $16,843,663.63
Date of 03/23/2012 08/16/2012 | 06/20/2012 01/04/2013 5/07/2012
Estimate

*CST Cost includes: Construction, Engineering and Inspection, and Liguid AC Cost Adjustment.
ALTERNATIVES DISCUSSION

Alternative selection:

Preferred Alternative: SR 369 Bridge Replacement to the South of the Existing Bridge

Estimated Property Impacts: | 4 Parcels Estimated Total Cost: $16,843,663.63

Estimated ROW Cost: | $2,015,000.00 Estimated CST Time: 36 Months

Rationale: This alternative consists of building the replacement bridge to the south side of the existing
bridge. This alternative was selected because the right of way impacts to the properties along Peninsula Dr.
were eliminated. There is additional existing right of way to the south side of the existing centerline than
there is to the north side, thus reducing the amount of required Right-of-Way needed to construct the
project. Constructing the proposed bridge to the south shortens the project length and simplifies the
geometry required to keep super-elevation off the proposed bridge.

No-Build Alternative: SR 369 Existing Bridge

Estimated Property Impacts: | 0 Estimated Total Cost: 0

Estimated ROW Cost: | 0 Estimated CST Time: N/A

Rationate: This alternative was not selected because it does not satisfy the requirements of the project
need and purpose. The existing bridge has structural rating of 39.45 and is recommended for
replacement.

Alternative 1; SR 369 Bridge Replacement to the North of the Existing Bridge

Estimated Property Impacts: | 4 Parcels Estimated Total Cost: | $17,101,285.16
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Estimated ROW Cost: | $2,015,000.00 |  Estimated CST Time: | 36 Months

Rationale: This alternative consists of building the replacement bridge to the north side of the existing
bridge. This alternative was not selected due to the increase in right of way impacts. There is less existing
Right-of-Way to the north of the existing bridge. Additional tie-back walls will likely be needed to retain
Peninsula Dr. located on the north side of the existing road, Peninsula Dr. would also need to be shifted in
order to keep the road open during construction of the proposed walls. This alternative would also be
more difficult to stage construct while maintaining traffic on the existing alignment. Overall, there are
more right of way impacts and higher costs for the construction of additional walls if this alternative were
chosen.

Alternative 2: SR 369 Bridge Replacement on existing alignment

Estimated Property Impacts: | 4 Estimated Total Cost: $15,903,663.63

Estimated ROW Cost: | $1,075,000.00 Estimated CST Time: 27 Months

Rationale: This alternative was not selected because there are no suitable detour routes while the
proposed bridge is being constructed

Comments: None

Attachments:
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
e. Environmental Mitigation (EPD, etc)
Traffic diagrams
MS4 Concept-Level Hydrology Study
Bridge inventory
Minutes of Concept meetings
Minutes of any meetings that shows support or objection to the concept (e.g. PIOH, PHOH,
Detour Meeting, Town Hall Meeting, etc.)
9. VE implementation Letter

NN A

APPROVALS

Dnreéj:br of Engmeey(ng

Approve: // 24 Z Vi /% 10l

Chief E Engineer Date
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

STATE OF GEORGIA

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

FILE PROJECT No/BRF00-0012-01(080) |, |Forsyth/Hall OFFICE

REPLACEMENT

S.R. 369 AT CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER "LAKE LANIER" BRIDGE

DATE

P.1. No.|122012

Print Form j

OPD

3/31/2013

FROM |Genetha Rice-Singleton, State Program Delivery Engineer

TO Lisa L. Myers, Project Review Engineer

SUBJECT REVISIONS TO PROGRAMMED COSTS

MNGT LET DATE |2015FY

PROJECT MANAGER |Steve Adewale, CPEng, P.E. MNGT R/W DATE [2014FY
PROGRAMMED COST (TPro W/OUT INFLATION) LAST ESTIMATE UPDATE
CONSTRUCTION  $}13,552,757.63 DATE |1/4/2013
RIGHT OF WAY  ${2,096,406.00 DATE [1/4/2013
UTILITIES ${41,720.26 DATE |1/4/2013
REVISED COST ESTIMATES

CONSTRUCTION* §

RIGHT OF WAY 3%

UTILITIES $

* Costs contain |5

REASON FOR COST INCREASE

Revised: March 14, 2012

13,294,998.2ﬁ|

2,015,000.00

0.00

% Engineering and Inspection

Adjusted Asphalt and Fuel Index.




CONTINGENCY SUMMARY

Construction Cost Estimate: $(12,587,449.46 (Base Estimate)
Engineering and Inspection: ${629,372.47 (Base Estimate x |5 | %)
Total Liquid AC Adjustment  $|78,176.29 (From attached worksheet)
Construction Total: $/13,294,998.212
REIMBURSABLE UTILITY COST
Utility Owner Reimbursable Cost
AT&T 0.00
Comcast CATV 0.00
Forsyth County Water & Sewer 0.00
Sawnee EMC 0.00

Attachments
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GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
PRELIMINARY ROW COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Date: 8/16/2012 Project: BRFO0-0012-01(080)
Revised: County: Forsyth/Hall
PI: 122012

Description: SR 369 Over The Chattahoochee River
Project Terminl: SR 369 Over The Chattahoochee River
Existing ROW: Varies
Parcels: 8 Required ROW: Varies

Land and Improvements $1,822,500.00

Proximity Damoge $0.00
Consequential Damage 50,00
Cast to Cures 50.00

Trode Fixtures $0.00

Improvements $130,000.00

Valuation Services $17,500.00
Legal Services $80,400.00
Relocation $16,000.00
Demolition 50.00
Adminlstrative $78,500.00
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS $2,014,900.00
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS {ROUNDED) $2,015,000.00
Preparation Credits Hours Signature :

Prepared By: \ S ese DO 68 ONG C& “3\1\;{3\3@\1
Approved By: %&L e ?’m}f LR ¥ Dxntas B\

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




DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

FILE BHF00-0012-01(060) Forsyth/Hall Co. OFFICE Galnesville
P.i. No. 122012
SR 389 Over Chattahoochee River DATE June 20, 2012
FROM Allen Ferguson

District Utilities Engineer

TO Steve Adewale, Project Manager

SUBJECT PRELIMINARY UTILITY COST (ESTIMATE)
As requested by your office, we are furnishing you with a Preliminary Utility Cost estimate for the subject

project.

FACILITY OWNER NON-REIMBURSABLE REIMBURSABLE
AT&T $27,000.00 $0.00

Forsyth County Water/Sewer $84,500.00 $0.00

Sawnes EMC $54,000.00 $0.00

TOTAL $146,500.00 $0.00

If you have any questions, please contact Allen Ferguson at 770-532-6510.

RAF

C: Jeff Baker, P.E., State Utilities Englneer {email only)
Angie Robinson, Office of Financia! Management (email only)
Matt Needham, Area Enginesr (email only)
File
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Department of Transportation
State of Georgia

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

FILE BRF00-0012-01(080) OFFICE Planning
Forsyth & Hall Counties
P.I.# 122012

DATE August 2, 2012
FROM Cynthia L. VanDyke, State Transportation Planning Administrator

TO Genetha Rice-Singleton, State Program Delivery Engineer
Attention: Steve Adewale

SUBJECT Estimated Traffic Assignments for SR 369 @ CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER

“LAKE LANIER".
We are furnishing estimated traffic assignments for the above project as
follows:
NO BUILD BUILD
BRIDGE ID | BRIDGE ID
117-0022-0 | 117-0022-0
2010 ADT 12800 12800
2018 ADT 14700 14700
2038 ADT 21900 24000
2010 DHV 1345 1345
2018 DHV 1545 1545
2038 DHV 2300 2520
D 53% 53%
K 10.5% 10.5%
T 10.00% 10.00%
S.U. 5.75% 5.75%
COMB. 4.25% 4.25%
24HR. T. 11.00% 11.00%
S.U. 7.00% 7.00%
COMB. 4.00% 4.00%

If you have any questions concerning this information please contact
Andre Washington at (404) 631-1925.

CLV/AMW
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Concept Team Meeting Minutes
GDOT Project BRF00-0012-01(080), BHF00-0012-01(082)
P.I. Number 122012, 122017, 0010211, Forsyth/Hall County
SR 369 Bridge Replacement over Chattahoochee River (Lake Lanier), Two Mile Creek,
and Six Mile Creek
GDOT District 1 Office — Gainesville, GA
March 7, 2013

Attendees:

Steve Adewale — GDOT (Office of Program Delivery)
Justin Lott — GDOT (Traffic Operations)

Jason Dykes — GDOT (Area |1 Construction)
Bobby Dollar — GDOT (OES)

Kim Coley — GDOT (District 1 Planning)

Andy Casey — GDOT (Roadway)

Brent Cook — GDOT (Preconstruction)

Cory Payne — GDOT (Right of Way)

Neil Kantner — GDOT (Utilities)

Tim Alien — Forsyth County

Al Bowman — Baker (Structures)

Tyler Mclntosh — Baker (Project Manager)
Chad Havens — Baker (Project Engineer)
Christine Quinn — KEA Group (Environmental)
Lenor Bromberg — KEA Group (Environmental)
Karl Ledford — Georgia Transmission

Mike Souther — Windstream

Lorie Short — AT&T

Chris Bates — Comcast

Johnny Millwood — Forsyth County Water and Sewer
Greg Farr — Sawnee EMC

Matt Henderson — GPUD

Tommy Evans — Jackson EMC

Attendees via teleconference:

Lynn Clements —~ GDOT (Bridge Office)
Ben Rabun — GDOT (Bridge Office)
Bill Duvall - GDOT (Bridge Office)

Introduction

The meeting began with introductions. Steve Adewale, the GDOT project manager, gave a brief overview
of the project along with going over the meeting agenda and then Tyler Mclntosh, the Baker project
manager, was introduced.

Draft Concept Report

Mr. Mclintosh introduced himself as the consultant project manager and then began to review the draft
concept report of the bridge repiacement of SR 369 over Six Mile Creek and Two Mile Creek because
they are similar in nature. The project’s need and purpose was provided along with a few points
justifying the need to replace the old bridge. The justification points for both Six Mile and Two Mile
included: the existing bridges were designed using a truck configuration less than the current state legal

ErE : Page1of 5



truck weight, no rehabilitation would meet current design load standards, and both projects have low
sufficiency ratings.

After reviewing the Complete Streets section, the question was asked if the bridge replacements provide
for bicycle lanes. Since the Forsyth County Bicycle Transportation and Pedestrian Walkways 2025 Plan
updated in 2008 proposes an 8’-10" multi-use path, there was worry that the bridges would have to be
widened 5-15 years from now to accommodate the multi-use path. The proposed bridges have 8’
shoulders on both sides and therefore meet the requirement for bicycle lanes.

Mr. Mclntosh then moved on to the concept layout for the bridge replacements over Six Mile Creek and
Two Mile Creek which continues in the Concept Layout section below.

After reviewing the concept layout of the SR 369 bridge replacements over Six Mile Creek and Two Mile
Creek, Mr. Mclntosh reviewed the draft concept report of SR 369 bridge replacement over the
Chattahoochee River (Lake Lanier). The need and purpose of this bridge replacement was the same as the
previous bridge replacements over Six Mile Creek and Two Mile Creek. Mr. Mclntosh pointed out that a
Transportation Management Plan is anticipated on all three projects, therefore would need to be checked
“YES.” There were no other comments on the draft concept report. Mr. Mclntosh then went on to review
the concept layout.

Concept Layout

Mr. Mclntosh first presented the concept layouts of SR 369 bridge replacements over Six Mile Creek and
Two Mile Creek prepared by Michael Baker. There are no GDOT-acceptable detours available at these
crossings of Lake Lanier. The existing bridges would need to remain in place during construction,
therefore, the conceptual plan is to maintain traffic on the existing bridge and build the new bridge on
parallel alignment 44 feet to the north (centerline to centerline) for both projects. This allows the bridge
to be constructed in a single stage reducing construction time for bridge and the impacts to users of Lake
Lanier. Construction on the north side of Six Mile Creek was chosen to avoid the boat ramp which is
considered a 4(f) resource. Going to the north also avoids the overhead utility facilities located on the
south side of the existing roadway. Construction on the north side of Two Mile Creek was chosen due to
the lesser environmental, utility and right of way impacts along the existing roadway. Going to the north
of the existing bridge also reduces the impacts to Lake Lanier.

Mr. Mcintosh was asked about existing utilities attached to the bridges and was determined that water
lines and telecoms are attached to these two bridges and that they would have to be reattached to the
proposed bridges. Tim Allen of Forsyth County asked that right turn lanes be provided at any county
roads including Floyd Lane, Bennett Lane and Six Mile Cove Road within the project limits. 1t was
determined that these improvements will be investigated and provided if possible without extending limits
of construction significantly or requiring additional right-of-way along the side streets due to steep
existing grades.

Mr. Bowman then presented the bridge plans for Six Mile Creek and Two Mile Creek. At Six Mile, the
proposed bridge was sized to clear the emergency full pool elevation of 1085, while maintaining the flood
storage capacity in the lake. Therefore, the existing 425 ft long steel beam bridge would be replaced with
a higher and longer concrete beam bridge. The additional length is justified by the long term savings
realized in not having to paint a steel structure. The proposed bridge length is 600 ft and is achieved with
4 spans of 150 ft long Bulb-T girders. The proposed bridge would have 3 piers in the lake, one of them in
deep water (approximately 65 ft deep) near the center of the channel. This pier could be built with either
drilled caissons or a traditional cofferdam/seal footing. The exact substructure type would be determined
in conjunction with a Bridge Foundation Investigation during final design. The proposed bridge would
utilize an MSE abutment that wraps around the north side of the approaches as a measure towards
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preserving the flood storage capacity of the lake mentioned earlier. The top of the leveling pad for this
wall would be set at elevation 1073, two feet above the normal pool elevation of the lake (1071).

At Two Mile, the proposed bridge was sized to clear the emergency full pool elevation of 1085, while
maintaining the flood storage capacity in the lake. Therefore, the existing 306 ft long steel beam bridge
would be replaced with a higher and longer concrete beam bridge. The additional length is justified by
the long term savings realized in not having to paint a steel structure. The proposed bridge length is 560
ft and is achieved with 4 spans of 140 ft long Bulb-T girders. The proposed bridge would have 3 piers in
the lake, one of them in deep water (approximately 45 ft deep) near the center of the channel. This pier
could be built with either drilled caissons or a traditional cofferdam/seal footing. The exact substructure
type would be determined in conjunction with a Bridge Foundation Investigation during final design. The
preposed bridge would utilize an MSE abutment that wraps around the north side of the approaches as a
measure towards preserving the flood storage capacity of the lake mentioned earlier. The top of the
leveling pad for this wall would be set at elevation 1073, two feet above the normal pool elevation of the
lake (1071).

After reviewing the draft concept report of SR 369 bridge replacement over the Chattahoochee River, Mr,
Mclntosh reviewed the concept layout of this project. There are no GDOT-acceptable detours availabie at
this crossing of Lake Lanier. The existing bridge would need to remain in place during construction,
therefore, the conceptual plan is to maintain traffic on the existing bridge and build the new bridge on
paraliel alignment 44 feet to the south (centerline to centerline). Construction on the south side of the
existing bridge was chosen to avoid right of way impacts along Peninsula Drive. If the bridge was
constructed to the north, this would result in having to build an overpass to connect Browns Bridge Drive
and Peninsula Drive as Peninsula Drive cannot remain open to traffic with an option that is constructed to
the north. There is additional existing right of way available for use on the south side of the existing
roadway as well. Constructing the proposed bridge to the south shortens the project length and simplifies
the roadway geometry. There were no comments or questions during the review of the concept layout.

Mr. Bowman then gave an overview of the bridge concepts for the main lake crossing at the
Chattahoochee River. Due to the long length of the structure (1400 ft) and the very deep water (110 ft) in
this section of the lake, LPA/Baker prepared a structure type study in which the pros and cons of six
superstructure alternates, and three substructure alternates were studied in terms of maintenance,
constructability, and overall cost to arrive at the most appropriate alternate for the crossing. Mr. Bowman
mentioned that only beam type bridges were considered viable alternates because structures such as cable
stays, suspension, and arches were not warranted in a crossing of this type and would require specialized
construction methods not practiced by most local contractors and would limit bid competition.

During early coordination meetings with the United State Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE), it was
determined that the replacement bridge at this location shall provide at least the same vertical clearance
and approximately the same main channel horizontal clearance as the existing bridge. The existing
through truss bridge has very little structure depth below the deck and provides approximately 17 feet of
minimum vertical clearance above normal pool elevation of 107]. In order to accommodate this
minimum vertical clearance with a beam type bridge, the profile of the roadway needed to be rajsed
approximately 12 feet. This raise of grade causes the proposed bridge to touch down slightly further up
the bluffs on either side of the lake, resulting in a proposed bridge length of 1430 feet, just slightly longer
than existing.

Mr. Bowman commented that due to the deep water in the lake, the construction of the substructure
represented a substantial proportion of the total cost of the bridge, therefore the strategy used in
determining alternates was to use the least costly substructure type and also minimize the number of
substructure units required.

Therefore, three substructure types were considered. Option A consisted of traditional spread footings on
rock. This type of feundation would require cofferdams, and would cost nearly $1,000,000 each. Option
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B would use two large diameter drilled caissons tied together with a waterline footing, and the cost would
be approximately $900,000 for each unit. Option C would use 4 smaller diameter caissons with steel
braces added at various locations along each shaft for additional support at a slightly lower cost of
$800,000 for each unit. It was noted that the structure type study recommended using the braced caisson
due to the lowest cost.

Derek Wade with GDOT Construction asked how well each of these proposed substructure pier options
would hold up structurally if subjected to a collision with a large vessel such as an 80-foot party barge.
Mr. Bowman responded that the proposed piers for each of the build options (varying from 5 to 8 feet in
diameter depending on the build option) would easily handle an impact from a vessel that size. Ben
Rabun with the GDOT bridge office asked about the horizontal clearance of the proposed substructure,
and if the USACE was accepting of the proposed substructure during the pre-concept meeting. Mr.
Bowman explained that the existing bridge is a 3-span continuous structure with 2 piers within the lake
and approximately 280 feet of horizontal clearance. He added that the USACE would like to see
something close to the existing 280 feet of horizontal clearance provided by the new bridge.

Mr. Bowman then presented the superstructure options considered in the structure type study.

Option A proposes a simple-span beam structure with six 150-foot spans plus four spans at 133 feet with
9 piers for support. This alternative would be constructed using conventional prestressed concrete (PSC)
beams and would require one pier to be located within the main channel. This alternative would cost
approximately $152 per square foot, or $9.4 million for construction. This alternative was rejected due to
not being lowest cost or meeting channel clearance requirements specified by USACOE.

(Mr. Bowman deferred discussing Option B to the end)

Option C proposes a segmented concrete box girder. The continuous box girder only requires four spans
and minimizes the number substructure units. The 295’-420°-420°-295" span arrangement would satisfy
the main channel clearance requirements, but at great cost due to the specialized construction methods
required. The cost of this alternative would be approximately $192 per square foot or $12.2 million
dollars for construction. This alternative was rejected due to the high cost.

Option D proposes a steel plate girder with two sub options. Option D1 features a four span continuous
plate girder main unit (200°-260°-260°-200") flanked by prestressed concrete approach spans at 128 feet
each. Option D2 features longer spans in the continuous main unit (235°-330°-330°-235") flanked by
prestressed concrete approach spans at 150ft each. Both alternatives would satisfy the main channel
clearance requirements. The idea behind using the longer spans in D2 is that it required two less
substructure units than D1 and may reduce cost. However, the larger steel beams needed for D2 actually
increased the costs of D2 over D1. The cost of D1 would be approximately $176 per square foot or $10.8
million for construction. And the cost of D2 would be approximately $202 per square foot and $12.4
million for construction. Both of these alternatives were rejected due to high cost.

Option B proposes a post-tensioned concrete spliced girder. The idea behind this alternative is that by
using post-tensioning to make a concrete beam continuous, longer spans can be achieved while keeping
cost low. The main span of this alternative would feature a four span continuous unit (185°-240°240’-
185°) flanked by simple span prestressed concrete spans of 145 feet each. The 240° span across the main
channel is less than the 327’ existing, but was deemed acceptable by the USACOE in early coordination.
This aiternative costs approximately $138 per square foot or $8.5 million for construction. This
alternative was selected due to lowest cost while meeting USACOE requirements.  Since this was the
preferred alternative, Mr. Bowman gave an overview of the construction sequence for those in the
meeting not familiar with Spliced Girders. Ben Rabun said his office would like to further discuss the
design of the substructure and spliced girders at a later meeting. There were no other comments.

Other Discussion
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Ms. Bromberg from KEA Group discussed the environmental concerns on all three bridge replacements.
She mentioned how all three existing bridges are now considered historical resources. Since the existing
bridges will be removed during construction, the projects would require a programmatic 4(f) and
coordination with SHPO is required to determine mitigation requirements. GDOT is currently preparing
bridge management plans for all three projects which will be included as part of the HABS/HAER
documentation. All three projects could potentially have impacts to the Indiana Bat. Baker is in the
process of coordinating requirements for field observations, including mist netting and echo soundings, to
be completed this summer. It was determined that the design team wili set up the environmental survey
to conclude its environmental impacts.

Mr. Adewale then asked the representatives of the GDOT offices to comment on the three projects. The
Office of Utilities requested a PDF of the concept layouts, Representatives from Forsyth Water and Sewer
and District 1 Utilities discussed the addition of a water line on Brown’s Bridge to connect Forsyth and
Hall County. It was determined that this would be decided during the utility coordination process for
these projects. Georgia Transmission mentioned that they have proposed transmission lines along SR 369
over Six Mile and Two Mile Creek.

The Office of Traffic Operations requested to see if the design team can post and stripe all three bridges
for passing. The design team will investigate further.

As part of an email comment on the concept report, the Office of Policy and Support doesn’t think these
projects should be classified as ‘minor’ projects. Mr. Mclntosh re-iterated that while the bridge projects
appear larger in nature, there is relatively minor environmental, right-of-way, and utility impacts.

Neil Kantner from District Utility Office said Public Interest Determination would not be required for
these projects.

Forsyth County re-iterated their previous comment requesting right turn lanes on all county roads within
each project and that they are looking forward to completing the projects.

Mr. Adewale stated that there were no other items to be covered on the agenda and then adjourned the
meeting.

Action Items

1. Meeting between Baker and the GDOT Bridge Office to discuss the design of the bridge
substructure.

2. Investigate right turn lanes at side streets

3. Investigate passing sight distance across bridges

Prepared by:  Chad Havens
Michael Baker Jr., Inc.
March 21, 2013

—— Page5of 5 —



6300 Powers Ferry Road
K@A KENNEDY ENGINEERING Buidling 600 Sufte 9¢1
& ASSOCIATES GROUP LLC Allanta, GA 30339

(678) 904-8591
MEETING MINUTES
Date/Time: March 7, 2012; 10:00 am
Location: US Army Corps of Engineers, Lanier Project Management Office
Subject: Pl # 122012, 122017, and 0020211
Forsyth and Hall Counties
SR 369 Bridge Replacement Projects at Chattahoochee River/Lake Lanier,
Two Mile Creek and Six Mile Creek
Attendees:
Mary Dills, USACE, Savannah 678-422-2727 mary.e.dills@usace.army.mil
Jeff Emmert, USACE 770-945-9531 jeffrey.g.emmert@usace.army.mil
Myles Barton, USACE 770-945-9531 myles.a.barton@usace.army.mil
Bobby Dollar, GDOT 404-631-1920 rdollar@dot.ga.gov
Al Bowman, LPA Group 770-263-9118 abowman@lpagroup.com
Paul F. Condit, LPA Group 770-263-9118 pfcondit@mbakercorp.com
Mary Best, LPA Group 770-263-9118 mdbest@mbakercorp.com
Chad Havens, LPA Group 770-263-9118 chad.havens@lpagroup.com
Lenor Bromberg, KEA Group 678-904-8591 x27  |bromberg@keagroup.com
Christine Quinn, KEA Group 678-904-8591 x29  cvquinn@keagroup.com
Claire lke, KEA Group 678-904-8591 x 28 jcike@keagroup.com

Topics of Discussion:

1) Introductions/ Point of Contact
a) Al Bowman started off introductions and noted that Tyler Mcintosh, LPA Group, is serving as the
Project Manager, but was unable to attend the meeting today. Mr. Bowman then gave a brief
summary of how the previous project, the widening of SR 369 from SR 306 to SR 53 was stopped
and the three bridges at Six Mile Creek, Two Mile Creek, and the Chattahoochee River were
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pulled out as three separate bridge replacement projects. The purpose of this meeting is to
present concept layouts for the three projects.

2) Project Layouts/ Bridge Information/Impacts
a) Six Mile Creek

Chad Havens described the existing bridge typical section with two 12-foot travel lanes
Proposed typical section includes two 12-foot lanes with 8-foot shoulders on the bridge and
10-foot shoulders {with 4 foot paved) on the roadway; the design speed is 55 mph

There are no side road intersections for this concept layout

The proposed profile has been set by tying back in to the existing profile as quickly as
possible based on stopping sight distance design criteria

The bridge is 600 feet long and includes four 150-foot spans

The proposed bridge alignment is 44 feet north of the existing bridge; this offset allows for the
possible four-lane widening of SR 369 in the future. This alignment would avoid impacts to
the existing boat ramp south of SR 369 and would avoid utilities that parallel the south side of
the existing roadway.

The bridge is designed to be above the 1085-foot elevation for all spans

MSE walls are being used to reduce impacts to the flood storage capacity; currently there is
net zero impact to the flood storage volume below 107 1-foot elevation and between the 1071-
foot and 1085-foot elevation

The proposed right-of-way was noted on the layouts

Lenor Bromberg asked if the new MS4 permitting requirements could affect the right-of-way
needs.

Al Bowman noted that the bridge was designed so that all stormwater would run along the
bridge profile and off the bridge to land before flowing back towards the creek; i.e. there are
no drains on the bridge.

Al continued on to show more details of the bridge plan and profile view. The bridge is a 4
span Bulb T standard concrete bridge. The existing bridge provides a 10-foot clearance
above the 1071-foot elevation; the proposed bridge provides a 17-foot clearance above the
1071-foot elevation.

MSE walls would be utilized to minimize fills in the lake. These would be constructed with the
wall bottoms at 1073-foot elevation to keep them out of the normal pool. Fill slopes would be
graded at the bottom of the walls to match existing ground. The balance of fill would be
removed from the south side of the existing road alignment to result in net zero impact to the
flood storage capacity.
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Jeff Emmert noted that the USACE would require net zero impact to the flood storage
capacity, but would also be concerned about other environmental impacts, such as impacts to
the existing vegetation.

It was noted that the existing boat ramp is associated with park property that has recently
been leased to Forsyth County Parks and Recreation Department through a 5-year permit. At
the end of the five years, the County will have the option to negotiate a new lease. In the
meantime the County will be preparing a master plan. Any change to the existing access to
the boat ramp parking should be coordinated with the County. Myles Barton and Jeff Emmert
need to confirm the area of the lease. The park will be listed in the NEPA document as a 4(f)
resource, however no effect is anticipated.

Mary Dills asked if traffic will be maintained on the existing bridge until after completion of the
new bridge. This is correct, and the existing bridge will be removed after traffic is moved on
to the new bridge. Existing fill south of the existing bridge would also be removed to provide
the net zero impact to the fiood storage capacity.

Ms. Dills recommended that a side sonar scan be completed prior to the start of construction
through a special provision so that the items to be removed that are the contractor's
responsibility will be clearly documented. She also noted that blasting is discouraged and
requires a public notification period.

Environmental Special Studies:

Archaeology — ARPA permit has been requested, but not yet received. Myles Barton
suggested that the archaeologist forward the request to him and he would look into it.
Archeology field surveys will be completed upon receipt of the permit.

History — there were no eligible resources from the approved 2008 Historic Resource Survey
Report (HRSR) in the Six Mile Creek project area of potential effect (APE). No new resources
were found during the field survey. The new HRSR will be submitted this week.

Ecology — field work has been completed; report being drafted

b) Two Mile Creek

There are three intersections within the project concept limits: Pleasant Grove Circle, Bennett
Lane, and Floyd Lane.

The existing and proposed typical sections are the same as those presented for Six Mile
Creek.

The proposed bridge alignment is 44-feet north of the existing alignment.

The current concept will remove fill from the existing roadway south of the proposed
alignment and west of the creek. It is currently proposed to grade this area flat at an elevation
of 1068-feet. A discussion about the USACE'’s preferences concluded that a contoured slope
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at 4 to 1 or 6 to 1 would be preferred over the flat slope due to concems about boat and
swimmers/waders in the water.

The proposed right-of-way was described. The amount of required right-of-way will most
likely be reduced as the design progresses. LPA Group will coordinate this with the USACE.
Myles Barton noted that the plans should show the staging areas; the USACE would issue
construction licenses for these areas for use during construction.

There was a discussion about the concepts fill slopes appearing to impact a dock north of the
proposed bridge on the east bank of the creek. Although there is some information in the
dock permit application, there is most likely not enough to assist in the design. It is
recommended that the dock be observed in the field to determine if an impact is possible.
Each dock has a USACE permitftag posted near the approved dock location. A review of the
pathway to the dock will assist in determining the normal dock location. There are dock
spacing and offset requirements of 50-feet. The dock owner will be concerned about the
water‘depth under and around the dock.

Al Bowman reviewed the bridge plan and profile details. This is a 4-span bridge with 150-foot
spans and is proposed to be a Bulb T standard concrete bridge. The profile has been set to
keep all spans above the 1071-foot elevation. There would be some walls.

Environmental Special Studies:

Archaeology — ARPA permit has been requested, but not yet received.

History — there were two eligible resources from the approved 2008 Historic Resource Survey
Report {(HRSR) in the Six Mile Creek project area, but they are outside the APE. Six new
resources were found during the field survey; but none are determined to be eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places. The new HRSR will be submitted this week.

Ecology — field work has been completed; report being drafted

An existing ditch located along the north side of the alignment and east of the bridge was
discussed and the impact to right-of-way noted.

c) Chattahoochee River/Lake Lanier

The existing and proposed typical sections are the same as those presented for Six Mile
Creek.

The proposed bridge alignment is 44-feet south of the existing alignment. This was based on
avoiding impacts to Peninsula Road, a side road that runs parallel and very close to the north
side of the existing road alignment. It is believed that access and traffic flow would be difficult
to maintain.

A tie-back wall would be utilized on the south side of the proposed road and west of the river.
Fill slopes would be used on the Hall County (east) side of the river.
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e The limits of construction along the side roads is based on the profile grade tie-ins and
stopping sight distance. The alignment and length of construction in the area of the Browns
Bridge Trucking Company was discussed.

» [f the alignment were shifted north of the existing bridge, there would be impacts to the lake in
an area west of the river crossing where the lake edge comes close to the north side of the
existing roadway.

» |t was noted that the USACE land use designation for the shores along the Chattahoochee
River crossing are recreation. It is believed that the land use at Six Mile Creek and Two Mile
Creek is protected zoning, but this needs to be confirmed. The recreational land use would
resuit in a 4(f) use, but should continue to fall under the Programmatic 4(f).

+ The proposed profile grade for the Chattahoochee River crossing is 12 feet above the existing
profile. The existing structure type resuits in a shallow deck depth. Replacing the existing
bridge with concrete beams will resuit in a deeper depth that will require raising the profile
grade in order to maintain the clearance above the 1085-foot elevation.

¢ There are no impacts to the flood storage capacity (107 1-foot elevation) or the 1071 to 1085
elevation area on the east side of the river. There are minor impacts to the area on the west
side of the river.

o Bridge details were presented: the proposed bridge is approximately 1400 feet long with a
four span main unit consisting of two 240-foot spans with 185-foot side spans. The pier
locations match the existing piers as much as possible. The main channel of the river is
nearly clear-spanned, but is short by approximately 50 feet. The changes in pier location
between the existing bridge and proposed bridge may result in some issues during
construction, but these are not anticipated to be a major problem.

= Construction is anticipated to last 18 months.

¢ There is high boat traffic in the area that results in bottle necks at the current bridge. Need to
make sure that there is plenty of clearance, but Jeffery Emmert thinks it will be uitimately be
okay.

o Jeff Emmert asked if CAD files or PDFs could be provided of the three proposed bridge
layouts. LPA Group will provide these files.

3) Pemmitling

¢ Al Bowman asked if there were any special permit requirements.

o There was discussion about the NW 25, RP 96 and RP 1 and which one(s) would be most
applicable for the bridge replacement projects.

This is our understanding of the items discussed. Please contact us if there are any changes or
additions.

Submitted by: Lenor Bromberg, KEA Group
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Kelth Golden, P.E., Commissioner GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

One Georgla Center, 800 West Peachtree Straet, Nw
Atianta, Georgia 30308
Telephone: (404) 831-1000

December 6, 2012

Mr. James McCabe
9195 Ponderosa Trail
Gainesville, GA 30506

Re: Project BRF00-0012-01(080), Forsyth and Hall Counties, P.1. No, 122012
SR 369/Browns Bridge Road at the Chattahoochee River/Lake Lanier Bridge Replacement
Responses to Open House Comments

Dear Mr. McCabe:

Thank you for your comments concerning the proposed project referenced above. We appreciate your
participation and ell of the input that was received as a result of the May 22, 2012 Public Information Open
House (PIOH). Every written comment received and verbal comment given to the court reporter at the PIOH
has been made part of the official record of the project. On the behalf of the Georgia Department of
Transportation, please accept our sincere apologies for the extreme delay in sending this response.

A total of 100 people attended the PIOH. For the three bridge replacement projects that were shown at the
- meeting, 27 comments were received. This letter responds only to comments received for the above referenced
project. Separate response letters are being mailed for the other two projects. Of the 14 respondents who
formally commented on this project, four were in support of the project, 10 were uncommitted, and four
expressed conditional support.

The attendees of the PIOH and those persons sending in comments afterwards raised the following questions
and concemns. The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) has prepared this one response letter that
addresses all comments received so that everyone can be aware of the concerns raised and the responses given.
Please find the comments summarized below (in italics) followed by our response.

e Why is a new bridge required, as the existing bridge seems to handle current loads?

The Chattahoochee River/Lane Lanier bridge warrants replacement based on its low sufficiency rating. GDOT
uses sufficiency rating as a measure of a bridge’s structural integrity. On a scale of 1 to 100, a sufficiency
rating of 1 denotes a bridge in serious need of replacement, while a rating of 100 indicates a bridge without any
deficiencies. A rating of 50 points or less signifies the bridge is a candidate for replacement. The existing
bridge on SR 369 at Six Mile Creck has a sufficiency rating of 39.45, making it a strong candidate for
replacement.

o The new bridge should have an additional 6 feet of boat clearance.

¢ The new bridge should have at least 40-foot full pool clearance to accommodate sailboats; a suspension
bridge was suggested as a solution,

The proposed new structure would maintain the existing vertical clearance of 17 feet above the currently
approved full pool elevation (1071 feet). Any additional height over the lake surface would require significant
re-engineering of the roadway approaches and increase the project length, which would require using more land
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December 6, 2012
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on the sides of the lake and increased construction cost of the project. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has
jurisdiction over the bridge type and clearance above the waterway and has approved the preliminary design.

o The new bridge should have shoulders on both sides.
The proposed bridge would have 8-foot shoulders on both sides.

e The replacement bridge should be attractive. Suggestions were made to utilize a steel truss bridge similar
in design to the existing, to utilize a suspension bridge, or to enhance the proposed design with the use of
colored concrete.

Neither a steel truss bridge similar to the existing bridge nor a suspension bridge would be a cost effective
solution at this location as both require more costly materials and are more complicated to construct over an
active waterway. The bridge’s design has been considered in consultation with the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE), which has jurisdiction over the proposed bridge type and has indicated a preference for a
low profile bridge that would not obstruct views across the lake from either the adjacent land or from the water.
The currently proposed design includes concrete beams that will have shallow parabolic arches, rather than flat
arches. GDOT and the USACE t may consider other cost-effective aesthetic elements during the bridge design

process.
e Start the project sooner.

GDOT would certainly like to begin this project as soon as possible; however, the project is not programmed
for construction until Fiscal Year 2016 in Metro Atlanta’s Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP). The TIP,
which is compiled by the Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC), allocates funds and establishes project
schedules based on the priorities of metro-Atlanta govermnments. Since the need for transportation
improvements always exceeds the availability of transportation dollars, the TIP serves as a necessary guide to
project scheduling.

SR 369 should have been four lanes from Gainesville to Cartersville 20 years ago.
The roadway should be expanded to four lanes as soon as possible.
The new bridge should be completed, and the existing bridge should be maintained to accommodate four
lanes of traffic on SR 369.

e Replacing the existing two-lane bridge with another two-lane bridge does not make economic sense, as a
Jour-lane bridge will probably be required in the future. I would like to see the cost benefit ratios to do it all
at one time.

The need for widening the SR 369 roadway is recognized; however funding for these improvements has been
programmed as a long range (2018 — 2030) priority. Due to the poor structural integrity of the existing bridge
and insufficient vertical clearance between the existing roadway and the steel truss support system above the
roadway, the bridge replacement project needs to move forward rather than wait on the future roadway
widening project. The existing bridge is not able to be modified to improve the structural integrity or increase
the vertical clearance above the roadway. The future SR 369 roadway widening project proposes to construct a
four-lane roadway with a 44-foot wide grassed median; this typical section would require two parallel bridges,
rather than one single bridge. For this reason, it is proposed to construct one new bridge parallel to the existing



Project BRF00-0012-01(080), PI No. 122012, Forsyth and Hall Counties
December 6, 2012
Page 3 of 4

bridge and retain the existing alignment and right-of-way so that a second new bridge could easily be
constructed in the future when SR 369 is widened to four lanes. There would be no cost savings if both bridges
were built now; rather the second new bridge would sit un-used for 6 to 12 years until the SR 369 roadway
widening would be completed.

o Concerns were expressed about impacts to the Browns Bridge Dock Company. The proposed layout would
apparently remove one of two access driveways, would impact the employee parking area, and would limit
property access. In addition, the right-of-way and parcel information appeared to be incorrect.

Based on the concerns raised at the PIOH, as well as a result of the Value Engineering Study completed for this
project, GDOT is considering shortening the project limits to avoid these impacts and the draft plans are
currently under review. GDOT will notify the interested property owners once a final decision is reached. The
right-of-way and parcel information will also be updated to make sure the correct information is included in the
construction plans

o Traffic control is a concern; it would be best if pavement is done last,

GDOT requires the design engineers and contractors to develop traffic control plans. For this project access
along SR 369 and to side roads and driveways within the construction limits will be maintained for the duration
of construction. The final pavement surface is one of the last steps in the construction sequence.

e Concern was expressed about increased noise and the lack of aesthetic sound barrier to replace removed
trees and create a buffer for residents along North Cove Road.

The proposed project has been evaluated for possible traffic noise impacts. The proposed project would not
substantially change the location of the bridge crossing and it would not provide additional travel lanes or any
other change that would noticeably affect current traffic noise levels. In the vicimity of North Cove Road, the
residences are approximately 440 feet to 760 feet south of the existing roadway location. These residences will
be approximately 400 feet to 700 feet south of the proposed roadway location which represents a six to eight
percent reduction in the mostly wooded buffer.

o The new bridge will require a higher number of piers than the existing bridge, which may create hazardous
conditions and traffic delays for boaters.

The proposed bridge design and pier placement have considered boat traffic and match the existing pier
locations as much as possible; the nine span existing bridge will be replaced with an eight span bridge, thus
actually eliminating one pier location. The main channel of the river is nearly clear-spanned. The Department
is aware of the high volume of boat traffic in the area and will continue to consider this during the design
development to make sure acceptable clearance is provided for boat traffic during and after construction.

e Tractor trailer traffic should be banned on SR 369 between SR 400 and McEver Road to increase safety
along the corridor.

SR 369/Browns Bridge Road is a direct route between the City of Cumming and the City of Gainesville. The
portion of SR 369/Browns Bridge Road between SR 400 and McEver Road is also designated as a state truck
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route and is utilized as an alternative to SR 53 to the north and SR 20 to the south, Closing SR 369 between SR
400 and McEver Road to tractor trailer traffic would cause undue inconvenience and expense to the companies
that use the corridor for shipping and would cause excessive tractor trailer traffic on the above-referenced
alternate roads. Although there may be tractor trailer related crashes elsewhere on the SR 369 corridor, a
review of recent crash history in the proposed bridge replacement project area does not indicate a significant
crash rate that would need to be addressed through eliminating tractor trailer access.

o Environmental sensitivity to wildlife and landscaping is requested. There are nesting ospreys on Brown's
Bridge.

The proposed project would be constructed in accordance with all environmental laws, rules and regulations.

The ospreys are known to the project team, and precautions will be taken to avoid disturbing, harming, or
harassing the ospreys during construction.

Again, thank you for your comments concerning this project. Should you have any further questions,
comments, or concerns, please call the project manager, Steve Adewale, at (404) 631-1578 or the environmental
analyst, Bobby Dollar, at (404) 631-1920.

Sincerely,

Glenn Bowman, P.E.
State Environmental Administrator

GB/bd

cC: Steve Adewale, GDOT Project Manager
Bobby Dollar, GDOT NEPA Specialist



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
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INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

FILE: BRF00-0012-01(080) Hall & Forsyth Co. OFFICE: Engineering Services
P.1. No.: 122012-
SR 369 Bridge Replacement DATE: December 5, 2012

FROM: Lisa L. Myers, State Project Review Engineer {i."

TO: Genetha Rice-Singleton, State Program Delivery Engineer
Attn.: Steve (Adesoji) Adewale

SUBJECT: IMPLEMENTATION OF VALUE ENGINEERING STUDY ALTERNATIVES

The VE Study for the above project was held October 1-4, 2012. Responscs were received on
November 19, 2012. Recommendations for implementation of the Value Engineering Study
Alternatives are indicated in the table below. The Project Manager shall incorporate the VE
alternatives recommended for implementation to the extent reasonable in the design of the project.
Please note, if the implementation of a VE recommendation requires a Design Exception and/or
Design Variance, the DE or DV must be requested separately.

Potential
ALT # Description Savings/ Implement Comments
LCC
Reduce the number of
beams in the end spans i
B-4.0 omiseven (1) BTs 4 sl $69,263 Yes This will be done.
six (6).
This will be done, but the cost
Shorten approacl roadway Proposed = savings were revised to include
R-10 |O0 West side of project to $638,609 Yes, with some additional shoring, pavement,
~ | tie into SR 369 East of Actual= | modifications | and wall guantities which have to
Brown Bridge Drive. $481.306 be accounted for to fully implement
this recommendation.
Construct new bridge on
North side of existing
structure in lieu of South R-1.4 will not be implemented
Rad side and shorten approach J RN e because R-1.0 was selected instead.
length on West side of the
bridge.
Construct retaining wall
from Sta. 341+00 lefi to Proposed = . .
Rso |S0343450leRtoreduce | S172737 | Yes,with | [0 Cos! savings were modified to
“ | right of way impacts to Actal = | modifications ot o, e pcafcs
parcel 7 (U.S. Army Corps $181.787 4 :
of Engineers).
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Reduce width of shoulder

R-7.0 from 10 feet to 8 feet.

Proposed =
$42.359
Actual =
$36.988

Yes, with
modifications

The cost savings were modified to
include additional earthwork for the
shoulder along the tie-back wall.

Split traffic during
construction to reduce or
eliminate the need for
temporary shoring.

R-8.0

$97,500

No

This option would require the
contraclor to construct the second
stage of the approaches between
traffic. Earth moving operations
would require haul trucks to enter/
exit the existing traffic flow, twice
the amount of temporary barrier,
portable impact attenuators, and
temporary drainage features. In
addition, this staging method would
add an additional MOT phase
increasing the total construction
duration of the project and delay
removal of the existing structure.

Utilize permanent easement
in lieu of required Right of
Way wherever possible.

R-9.0

$358,875

No

Based on discussions with GDOT's
Right of Way Office permanent
easement costs more than what was
calculated for this recommendation
and if utilities are 1o be located in
the permanent easement, the
appraised value of the land must
also include the use for utilities.

Reduce project length on
East approach of the
roadway by 100 linear feet
to eliminate Right of Way
acquisition on parcel #8.

R-11.0

Proposed =
$17,057
Actual =
$19,685

Yes, with
modifications

The costs were modified to include
additional savings of guardrail that
will no longer be needed.

Use reduced depth asphalt
shoulders in lieu of full
depth.

R-12.0

$35,191

No

The Office of Materials concurs
that the shoulder pavement remains
full depth to match the travel lanes.
This altemmative is not being
implemented because the truck
volumes along this corridor exceed
10% and the shoulder will be
utilized during staging of the
construction.

The Office of Engineering Services concurs with the Project Manager’s responses.

"\‘
Approved: \J%QAQ W\KP

Date: | -

Gerald M. Ross, PE, Chief Engineer
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Attachments
c: Russell McMurry/Paul Liles
Genetha Rice-Singletor/Albert Shelby/Steve (Adesoji) Adewale
Ben Rabun/Bill Duvall/Ted Cashin
Bobby Dollar
Harold Muil/Matt Needham/Bruce Nicholson
Ken Werho
Matt Sanders
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