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PROJECT LOCATION 

 
 

 Project Location Map (not to scale) 

Project: BRST0‐0090‐01(023), PI No.: 533176 

US 221/SR 135 @ Whitehead Creek One Mile North of Denton 

 Jeff Davis County, Georgia  
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PLANNING, APPROVED CONCEPT, & BACKGROUND DATA 

Project Justification Statement:   

US 221/SR 135,  is a north‐south route connecting the cities of Hazlehurst and Denton  in Jeff Davis 
County, Georgia. The US 221/SR 135 Bridge over Whitehead Creek  is  located  approximately one 
mile  north  of  City  of  Denton.  The  area  of  the  proposed  project  is  primarily  undeveloped  and 
wooded. Land use is rural and agricultural. The existing bridge was constructed in 1952. This project 
was added to the work program in 2000. 
 
The existing bridge  (Structure  ID 161‐0012‐0)  is approximately 189  feet  long with a deck width of 
about 30.0 feet. The bridge consists of seven spans of steel beam on concrete caps and steel piles. 
The bridge had a 2008 AADT of 2,900 vehicles per day with a 24‐hour truck percentage of 16%. 
 
This section of US 221/SR 135 is functionally classified as a rural minor arterial. It has a posted speed 
limit of 55 mph. The facility is located on a designated school bus route and Surface Transportation 
Assistance Act (STAA) designated access route allowing single and twin trailers. It is not a part of the 
State Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. 
 
The bridge was designed using a truck configuration that weights  less than the current state  legal 
truck weights. The bridge  is  currently posted  from 15  to 32  tons and has a  Sufficiency Rating of 
43.86. The overall condition of this bridge would be classified as good to satisfactory. The deck is in 
satisfactory  condition  due  to minor  concrete  deterioration.  The  superstructure  and  substructure 
elements are  in good condition with minor problems noted. Due to the structural  integrity, based 
on the design and that the bridge is currently posted, replacement of this bridge is recommended. 
 
Description of the approved concept:  
The proposed project  is  approximately 4,600  feet  (0.871 miles)  long, beginning  at mile 4.50  and 
ending at mile 5.37 along US 221, and  is  located 1 mile north of  the  city of Denton  in  Jeff Davis 
county. The new bridge will be constructed on new alignment to the east of the existing bridge with 
a centerline‐to‐centerline offset of 60  feet while maintaining  traffic on  the existing  roadway. The 
termini  of  the  project  were  determined  to  provide  sufficient  length  for  the  proposed  road  to 
connect the new structure to the existing tangents, while providing a smooth transition from new to 
existing pavement.  
 
Description  of  the  revised  concept:  
GDOT  Project  BRST0‐0090‐01(023)  involves  the  replacement  of  US  221/SR  135  bridge  over 
Whitehead Creek,  located one mile north of the City of Denton  in Jeff Davis County, Georgia. The 
proposed project would be approximately 0.61 miles  in  length, beginning at mile point 4.50 and 
ending at mile point 5.11. The proposed replacement bridge will be parallel to existing structure on 
its east side and will be located approximately 20 feet from the existing bridge (measured centerline 
to  centerline).  The  replacement  bridge would  be  approximately  240  feet  long  and  48  feet wide 
(clear  width).  Replacement  bridge  will  be  stage  constructed  to  facilitate  two  way  traffic  during 
construction. The project would be designed  to provide two 12‐foot travel  lanes with rural 8‐foot 
outside shoulders. 
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Federal Oversight:   Full Oversight   Exempt  State Funded   Other 
 
MPO:   N/A        MPO Project ID: N/A 
 
Regional Commission:   Heart of Georgia RC  RC Project ID: N/A 
 
Congressional District(s):  1   
 
Projected Traffic as shown in approved Concept Report: ADT 

Open Year (2006):   3,700  Design Year (2026):  6,000 
 
Updated Traffic: AADT 

Current Year (2008):   2,900    Open Year (2019):   4,000  Design Year (2039):  6,000 
Traffic Projections Performed by:   GDOT Planning Office 
 
Functional Classification (Mainline):  Rural Minor Arterial 
 
Is this a 3R (Resurfacing, Restoration, & Rehabilitation) Project?   No     Yes 
 
Is this project on a designated Bike Route, Pedestrian Plan, or Transit Network?     

 None    Bike Route     Pedestrian Plan      Transit Network 

 

CONTEXT SENSITIVE SOLUTIONS 
 
Issues of Concern:  Environmental  studies  and  screening have  identified  gopher  tortoise burrows 
and Eastern indigo snake skin within project limits establishing this area as an active foraging habitat 
and active winter refuge habitat for the federally protected snake. It would be desirable to replace 
existing bridge on existing alignment by maintaining traffic on off‐site detour during construction. 
The shortest, state route, off‐site detour between the nearest cities of Hazlehurst and Douglas is 3.2 
miles long. Local residents of Denton will have an increase of 4.4 miles using a combination of local 
and  state  routes. Rerouting  traffic on  the off‐site detour will have  significant negative  economic 
impact  on  nine  truck‐related  businesses  in  Denton  and  West  Green  in  addition  to  convenience 
stores and small restaurants that depend heavily on through traffic along US 221/SR 135. The offsite 
detour  option  is  strongly  opposed  by  the  public  because  of  the  resulting  loss  to  businesses, 
inconvenience  to  school  children  and  increased  response  time  for  emergency  services.  Off‐site 
detour alternatives were presented at a Public Information Open House on October 18, 2005 and a 
Stakeholders  Meeting  on  January  19,  2006  and  received  significant  negative  feedback  from  the 
public. A petition with 400 signatures was filed with all Georgia State Legislators, State Senators and 
GDOT in January 2006 expressing strong opposition to the off‐site detour alternative. 
 
Context Sensitive Solutions:   Preferred alternative would stage construct replacement bridge at a 
new alignment just 20 feet east of existing bridge (measured center to center). Additionally, barrier 
walls  are  proposed  to  further  minimize  construction  footprint  within  Eastern  indigo  snake  and 
gopher tortoise habitat. Stage construction of the bridge would allow two lanes of traffic to remain 
open  at  all  times  during  construction  thereby  minimizing  inconvenience  to  travelling  public  and 
addressing community concerns. 
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DESIGN AND STRUCTURAL DATA 
 
Mainline Design Features:  US 221/SR 135 

Feature  Existing  Standard*  Proposed 

Typical Section       

‐ Number of Lanes   2  2  2 

‐ Lane Width(s)  12 ft.  11 ft. – 12 ft.  12 ft. 

‐ Median Width & Type  N/A  N/A  N/A 

‐ Outside Shoulder or Border Area 
Width 

6 ft. (2 ft. – 4 
ft. Paved, 2 
ft. – 4 ft. 
Grassed) 

8 – 10 ft. (2 
ft.‐6.5 ft. 
Paved, 3.5 
ft.‐6 ft. 
Grassed) 

8 ft. (2 ft. 
Paved, 6 ft. 
Grassed) 

‐ Outside Shoulder Slope  6.00%  6.00%  6.00% 

‐ Inside Shoulder Width  N/A  N/A  N/A 

‐ Sidewalks   N/A  N/A  N/A 

‐ Auxiliary Lanes   N/A  N/A  N/A 

‐ Bike Lanes  N/A  N/A  N/A 

Posted Speed  55 mph    55 mph 

Design Speed  55 mph  55 mph  55 mph 

Min Horizontal Curve Radius  3,820 ft.  1,060 ft.  3,820 ft. 

Superelevation Rate  4.50%  6.00%  3.20% 

Grade  3.00%  4.00%  3.00% 

Access Control  By Permit  By Permit  By Permit 

Right‐of‐Way Width  100 – 200 ft.  Varies  110 – 200 ft. 

Maximum Grade – Crossroad  N/A  N/A  N/A 

Design Vehicle  WB‐50  SU  WB‐50 

Maximum Grade – Driveway  5.00%  10%  10% 

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

Structure  Existing  Proposed 

ID  #  161‐0012‐0 
Bridge  carrying 
US  221/SR  135 
over  Whitehead 
Creek 

Length= 189 ft. 
Width= 30.00 ft. 
1 lane in each direction 
12 ft. travel lane width 
1 ft. shoulder width 
Sufficiency rating = 43.86 

 Length= 240 ft. (approx.) 
Width= 48 ft. (clear width) 
1 lane in each direction 
12 ft. travel lane width 
8 ft. shoulder width left 
16 ft. shoulder width right 

Retaining walls  N/A  Barrier walls 

Other  N/A  N/A 

 
Major Interchanges/Intersections:  None 
 
Utility  Involvements:  Overhead  power  lines  are  located  along  the  east  side  and  buried 
communication  lines are  located on the west side of US 221/SR 135. Utility owners  include Satilla 
EMC & Bellsouth. Other utilities to be determined.  
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Public Interest Determination Policy and Procedure recommended (Utilities)?    YES   NO  
 
SUE Required:      Yes     No 
 
Railroad  Involvement:  Existing  Norfolk  Southern  Corporation  railroad  bed  runs  parallel  to  US 
221/SR 135. This is located approximately 240 feet east of US 221/SR 135. Railroad tracks were not 
observed on site and appear to have been abandoned. This facility is outside project limits and will 
not be impacted by the proposed project. 
 
Right‐of‐Way: 
Required Right‐of‐Way anticipated:    NO     YES     Undetermined 
Easements anticipated:    None   Temporary   Permanent   Utility   Other 
 

Anticipated number of impacted parcels:   4 
Displacements anticipated: Total: 0 

  Businesses: 0 
  Residences: 0 
  Other:  0 

 
Location and Design approval:     Not Required   Required 
 
Off‐site Detours Anticipated:   No     Yes     Undetermined  
 
Transportation Management Plan Anticipated:       YES    NO  
 
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         
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Design Variances to GDOT standard criteria anticipated:  

GDOT Standard Criteria 
Reviewing 
Office  NO 

Undeter‐
mined  YES 

Appvl Date 
(if applicable)

1.  Access Control  
‐  Median Opening Spacing 

DP&S         

2. Median Usage & Width  DP&S         

3. Intersection Skew Angle  DP&S         

4. Lateral Offset to Obstruction  DP&S         

5. Intersection Sight Distance  DP&S         

6. Bike, Pedestrian & Transit 
Accommodations 

DP&S         

7. GDOT Drainage Manual  DP&S         

8. Georgia Standard Drawings  DP&S         

9. GDOT Bridge & Structural Manual  Bridge 
Design 

       

10.  Roundabout Illumination   DP&S         

11. Rumble Strips  DP&S         

12. Safety Edge  DP&S         

 
VE Study anticipated:     No     Yes     Completed    
 

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

Permit/ Variance/ Commitment/ 
Coordination Anticipated  YES  NO  Remarks 

1.  U.S. Coast Guard Permit        

2. Forest Service/Corps Land       

3. CWA Section 404 Permit       

4. Tennessee Valley Authority Permit       

5. Buffer Variance       

6. Coastal Zone Management Coordination       

7. NPDES       

8. FEMA       

9. Cemetery Permit       

10. Other Permits       

11. Other Commitments       

12. Other Coordination      Section 7 Consultation with 
USFWS is required. 
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Is a PAR required?   No     Yes     Completed – Date:   
It  is  anticipated  that  the  preferred  alternative  can  be  implemented  with  less  than  3.0  acres  of 
impacts to waters of the US and that Regional Permit 96 will apply. 
 
NEPA/GEPA:   
The level of NEPA documentation is currently expected to be a Categorical Exclusion.  Although the 
level  of  public  controversy  was  high  regarding  the  off‐site  detour  alternative,  the  proposed 
alternative is expected to resolve this issue. 
 
Ecology: 
Suitable  habitat  for  the  federally  protected  Eastern  indigo  snake  is  present  in  the  project  area.  
Previous surveys for this species  identified evidence of species being present.   The project  is being 
designed  to  avoid and minimize harm  to  this  species.    Section 7  consultation  is underway and a 
Biological  Assessment  is  required.    An  addendum  to  the  approved  Ecology  Report  is  required.  
Annual surveys of gopher tortoise burrows are required. 
 
History: 
Historic  resources  survey  was  conducted  in  2011.    No  eligible  resources  were  identified.  SHPO 
concurrence on Historic Resources Survey Report was received on June 16, 2011. 
 
Archeology: 
Archaeology survey was conducted  in 2011.   No sites  identified.   Short Form of Negative Findings 
will be prepared. 
 
Air & Noise: 
Air  quality  assessment  and  noise  screening  assessment  for  Type  III  projects  required  with  no 
modeling anticipated. 
 
Public Involvement: 
Public meetings on other alternatives were conducted ‐   

 A PIOH detour meeting was held on October 18, 2005 – 35 people came.  Subsequently, 213 
comment  forms  were  submitted  –  negative  feedback  related  to  the  offsite  detour 
alternative. 

 A Stakeholders Meeting was held on January 19, 2006 at the Jeff Davis County Courthouse.  
Major opposition was received to the off‐site detour proposed with a different alternative. 
Meeting minutes are attached as Attachment 7. A written petition against off‐site detour 
alternative was submitted on January 30, 2006 with over 400 signatures from residents of 
Cities of Denton, Hazlehurst and Douglas. This is attached as Attachment 9. 

 
Additional PIOH was held on August 21, 2012 on  the preferred alternative and positive  feedback 
was received from public specifically because the off‐site detour was not proposed. PIOH synopsis is 
attached as Attachment 8. 
 
Major stakeholders:   
Residences and business located in the City of Denton. 
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CONSTRUCTION 
 
Issues potentially affecting  constructability/construction  schedule:   The proposed bridge will be 
stage constructed to accommodate two‐way traffic during construction. 
 
Early Completion Incentives recommended for consideration:        No     Yes   
 

PROJECT RESPONSIBILITIES 
 
Project Activities: 

Project Activity  Party Responsible for Performing Task(s) 

Concept Development  GDOT (Parsons as Consultant) 

Design  GDOT (Parsons as Consultant) 

Right‐of‐Way Acquisition  GDOT 

Utility Relocation  Utility Companies 

Letting to Contract  GDOT 

Construction Supervision  GDOT 

Providing Material Pits  Contractor 

Providing Detours  Contractor 

Environmental Studies, Documents, and Permits  GDOT (Parsons as Consultant) 

Environmental Mitigation  GDOT 

Construction Inspection & Materials Testing  GDOT 

 
Lighting required:        No       Yes 
 
Initial  Concept Meeting:  Initial  Concept  Team  Meeting  was  held  on  March  13,  2012.  Meeting 
minutes attached as Attachment 6. 
 
Concept Meeting: Meeting attendees at the Initial Concept Team Meeting agreed that an additional 
Concept Team Meeting was not required. 
 
Other projects in the area: None 
 
Other  coordination  to  date:    Project  team met with  FHWA & US  Fish & Wildlife  Service  at  the 
project site on September 19, 2011 to go over alternative concepts. Meeting minutes are attached 
as Attachment 9.   
 

Project Cost Estimate and Funding Responsibilities:   

  Breakdown 
of PE  ROW  Utility CST*

Environmental 
Mitigation  Total Cost

By Whom  GDOT  GDOT  GDOT GDOT GDOT  

$ Amount  $793,053.00  $175,000.00 $0.00 $3,273,558.19 $25,600.00  $4,267,211.19

Date of 
Estimate 

Authorized  9/6/2012  1/27/2012  9/26/2012  7/31/2012   

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

Alternative selection:   

Preferred Alternative/Alternative 1B:  Stage construct proposed bridge on new alignment 20 feet east of 
existing bridge  (measured centerline to centerline). Two‐way traffic  will be maintained at all times during 
construction. Proposed bridge is 48 feet wide gutter to gutter. Retaining walls are proposed to minimize 
project footprint. 

Estimated Property Impacts:  4 parcels Estimated Total Cost: $4,267,211.19

Estimated ROW Cost:  $175,000 Estimated CST Time: 24 months

Rationale:    This  alternate  is  recommended  as  the  preferred  alternative  because  it  results  in  minimal 
impacts to gopher tortoise burrows, has reduced bridge width in comparison to Alternative 1 and satisfies 
the project need and purpose.  

 

Alternative  1:    Stage  construct  proposed  bridge  on  new  alignment  20  feet  east  of  existing  bridge  
(measured centerline to centerline). Two‐way traffic   will be maintained at all times during construction. 
Proposed  bridge  is  56  feet wide  gutter  to  gutter.  Retaining  walls  are  proposed  to  minimize  project 
footprint. 

Estimated Property Impacts:  4 parcels Estimated Total Cost: $4,448,651.19

Estimated ROW Cost:  $175,000 Estimated CST Time: 24 months

Rationale:  This alternative results in minimal impacts to gopher tortoise burrows and satisfies the project 
need and purpose, however bridge  is 8  feet wider  than  the preferred alternative. Therefore,  this  is not 
selected as the preferred alternative.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Alternative  0:    Build  proposed  bridge  on  new  alignment  60  feet  east  of  existing  bridge  (measured 
centerline  to  centerline). Two –way  traffic would be maintained on existing bridge during  construction. 
Proposed bridge is 40 feet wide gutter to gutter.

Estimated Property Impacts:  4 parcels Estimated Total Cost: $4,100,627.74

Estimated ROW Cost:  $275,000 (approx.) Estimated CST Time: 24 months

Rationale:  This alternative was eliminated since it has the most impacts to gopher tortoise burrows.

Alternative  1A:      Stage  construct  proposed  bridge  on  new  alignment  29  feet  east  of  existing  bridge  
(measured centerline to centerline).  Two‐way traffic   will be maintained at all times during construction. 
Proposed  bridge  is  40  feet wide  gutter  to  gutter.  Retaining  walls  are  proposed  to  minimize  project 
footprint. 

Estimated Property Impacts:  4 parcels Estimated Total Cost: $4,073,201.19

Estimated ROW Cost:  $145,000 Estimated CST Time: 24 months

Rationale:   In comparison to preferred alternative 1B, this alternative moves the proposed alignment nine 
feet  further  to  the  east.  Therefore,  it  requires  a  longer  transition  to  existing  pavement  and  increases 
impacts  to  the  gopher  tortoise  habitat.  Therefore,  this  alternative  was  eliminated  from  further 
consideration. 
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No‐Build Alternative:  No‐build 

Estimated Property Impacts:  None  Estimated Total Cost: $0

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

Rationale:  This alternate was eliminated due to long‐term maintenance cost and safety concerns related 
to a structurally deficient bridge. This alternate would not satisfy the project need and purpose.   

 

Comments:  None 

 
   

Alternative 2:   Stage construct proposed bridge on existing alignment while maintaining traffic on an on‐
site  temporary detour bridge offset 30  feet east of existing bridge    (measured centerline  to centerline). 
Two‐way traffic  will be maintained at all times during construction. Proposed bridge is 40 feet wide gutter 
to gutter. 

Estimated Property Impacts:  4 parcels Estimated Total Cost: $4,110,877.74

Estimated ROW Cost:  $175,000 Estimated CST Time: 24 months

Rationale:      This  alternative  was  eliminated  due  to  impacts  to  gopher  tortoise  burrows  from  the 
construction of detour bridge.    

Alternative 3:      Stage  construct proposed bridge on existing alignment. Only one‐lane of  traffic will be 
maintained during construction. Proposed bridge is 52.25 feet wide gutter to gutter. 

Estimated Property Impacts:  4 parcels Estimated Total Cost: $3,728,237.74

Estimated ROW Cost:  $125,000 Estimated CST Time: 24 months

Rationale:   This alternative was eliminated because it only provides one lane of traffic during construction.   

Alternative 4:   Build proposed bridge on same alignment as existing bridge while maintaining traffic on an 
offsite detour. 

Estimated Property Impacts:  4 parcels Estimated Total Cost: $3,444,737.74

Estimated ROW Cost:  $125,000 Estimated CST Time: 18 months

Rationale:       This alternate was eliminated due to a  lack of convenient state route detour  in the project 
area. The shortest state route detour would re‐route traffic  to SR 107, SR 268, SR 31 and SR 206  for an 
increase of 3.2 miles between Douglas and Hazlehurst.  Local residents of Denton will have an increase of 
4.4 miles using a combination of local and state routes. Rerouting traffic on the off‐site detour will have 
significant  negative  economic  impact  on  nine  truck‐related  businesses  in Denton  and West Green  in 
addition  to convenience stores and small  restaurants  that depend heavily on  through  traffic along US 
221/SR 135. The offsite detour option is strongly opposed by the public because of the resulting loss to 
businesses,  inconvenience to school children and  increased response time for emergency services. Off‐
site detour alternatives were presented at a Public Information Open House on October 18, 2005 and a 
Stakeholders Meeting on January 19, 2006 and received significant negative feedback from the public. A 
petition with 400  signatures was  filed with  all Georgia  State  Legislators,  State  Senators  and GDOT  in 
January 2006 expressing strong opposition to the off‐site detour alternative.
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Revised: March 14, 2012

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
STATE OF GEORGIA 

-------------------- 
INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

PROJECT No. BRST0-0090-01(023) , Jeff Davis County Program 
Delivery

09/26/2012

P.I. No. 533176

FILE OFFICE

DATE

FROM

TO

SUBJECT  REVISIONS TO PROGRAMMED COSTS

Lisa L. Myers, Project Review Engineer

Genetha Rice-Singleton, State Program Delivery Engineer

PROJECT MANAGER Brent Moseley

MNGT LET DATE TBD

MNGT R/W DATE TBD

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

CONSTRUCTION      $ - DATE -

DATE -RIGHT OF WAY        $ -

DATE -UTILITIES                  $ -

REVISED COST ESTIMATES

UTILITIES                  $ 0.00

CONSTRUCTION*    $ 3,273,558.19

RIGHT OF WAY        $ 175,000.00

* Costs contain 5

REASON FOR COST INCREASE

Print Form

US 221 / SR 135 at Whitehead Creek

% Engineering and Inspection



CONTINGENCY SUMMARY

Construction Cost Estimate:     $ 3,025,439.77 (Base Estimate)

Engineering and Inspection:     $ 151,271.99 (Base Estimate x 5 %)

Total Liquid AC Adjustment      $ 96,846.43 (From attached worksheet)

3,273,558.19Construction Total:                    $

REIMBURSABLE UTILITY COST

                     Utility Owner                               Reimbursable Cost

   Attachments 
  
   

Satilla EMC $0.00

Bellsouth $0.00



                                                        STATE HIGHWAY AGENCY
DATE  : 09/27/2012
PAGE  : 1

                                                        JOB ESTIMATE REPORT
====================================================================================================================================

  JOB NUMBER : 0533176_ALT1            SPEC YEAR: 01
  DESCRIPTION: SR 135 OVER WHITEHEAD CREEK (ALTERNATIVE B)

                                                  COST GROUPS FOR JOB 0533176_ALT1

  COST GROUP  DESCRIPTION                                                      QUANTITY          PRICE        AMOUNT  ACTIVE?
  -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
  UDEF        DRAINAGE                                                            1.000    55255.00000        55255.00  Y
  UDEF        PERMANENT EROSION CONTROL                                           1.000    31338.00000        31338.00  Y
  UDEF        TEMPORARY EROSION CONTROL                                           1.000   116255.00000       116255.00  Y
  UDEF        SIGNING & MARKING                                                   1.000    19355.00000        19355.00  Y
  -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
  ACTIVE COST GROUP TOTAL                                                                                    222203.00
  INFLATED COST GROUP TOTAL                                                                                  222203.00

                                                     ITEMS FOR JOB 0533176_ALT1

  LINE  ITEM           ALT   UNITS   DESCRIPTION                                             QUANTITY          PRICE        AMOUNT
  ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
  0005  150-1000             LS      TRAFFIC CONTROL - BRST0-0090-01(023)                       1.000       53000.00        53000.00
  0010  153-1300             EA      FIELD ENGINEERS OFFICE TP 3                                1.000       55869.29        55869.29
  0020  210-0100             LS      GRADING COMPLETE - BRST0-0090-01(023)                      1.000      191106.00       191106.00
  0040  402-1812             TN      RECYL AC LEVELING,INC BM&HL                              400.000          73.42        29368.00
  0045  402-3103             TN      REC AC 9.5 MM SP,TPII,GP2, INCL BM & H                   776.000          76.36        59255.36
                                     L
  0050  402-3121             TN      RECYL AC 25MM SP,GP1/2,BM&HL                            3106.000          69.70       216488.20
  0055  402-3190             TN      RECYL  AC 19 MM SP,GP 1 OR 2 ,INC BM&HL                 1246.000          82.44       102720.24

  0060  413-1000             GL      BITUM TACK COAT                                          891.000           2.94         2619.54
  0065  432-5010             SY      MILL ASPH CONC PVMT,VARB DEPTH                         10100.000           2.94        29694.00
  0070  433-1000             SY      REINF CONC APPROACH SLAB                                 390.000         145.65        56805.17
  0075  436-1000             LF      ASPH CONC CURB - BRST0-0090-01(023)                      854.000          10.26         8766.15
  0085  456-2015             GLM     INDENT. RUMB. STRIPS - GRND-IN-PL                          0.610        3347.09         2041.73
                                     (SKIP)
  0090  634-1200             EA      RIGHT OF WAY MARKERS                                      18.000          98.29         1769.22
  0095  641-1100             LF      GUARDRAIL, TP T                                           84.000          52.23         4387.67
  0100  641-1200             LF      GUARDRAIL, TP W                                          770.000          17.99        13859.20
  0105  641-5001             EA      GUARDRAIL ANCHORAGE, TP 1                                  1.000         647.48          647.49
  0110  641-5006             EA      GUARDRAIL ANCHORAGE, TP 6                                  1.000         586.91          586.92
  0115  540-1101             LS      REM OF EX BR, STA NO -                                     1.000      210400.00       210400.00
                                     BRST0-0090-01(023)
  0120  543-9000             LS      CONSTR OF BRIDGE COMPLETE -                                1.000     1107000.00      1107000.00
                                     BRST0-0090-01(023)
  0145  310-5100             SY      GR AGGR BS CRS 10IN INCL MATL                           6416.000          21.13       135597.67
  0150  641-5012             EA      GUARDRAIL ANCHORAGE, TP 12                                 2.000        1883.07         3766.16
  0185  621-4021             LF      CONCRETE SIDE BARRIER, TY 2A                             465.000         373.41       173638.17
  0190  621-4022             LF      CONCRETE SIDE BARRIER, TY 2B                             250.000         535.13       133784.06
  0195  621-4023             LF      CONCRETE SIDE BARRIER, TY 2C                             300.000         700.22       210066.53
  ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
  ITEM TOTAL                                                                                                              2803236.76



                                                        STATE HIGHWAY AGENCY
DATE  : 09/27/2012
PAGE  : 2

                                                        JOB ESTIMATE REPORT
====================================================================================================================================
  INFLATED ITEM TOTAL                                                                                                     2803236.76

  TOTALS FOR JOB 0533176_ALT1
  ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
  ESTIMATED COST:                                                                                                         3025439.77
  CONTINGENCY PERCENT (  0.0 ):                                                                                                 0.00
  ESTIMATED TOTAL:                                                                                                        3025439.77
  ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------



PROJ. NO.  CALL NO.

P.I. NO. 

DATE

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

REG. UNLEADED Aug‐12 3.836$        

DIESEL 4.068$        

LIQUID AC  576.00$      

LIQUID AC  ADJUSTMENTS

PA=[((APM‐APL)/APL)]xTMTxAPL

Asphalt

Price Adjustment (PA) 95523.84 95,523.84$                   

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month placed (APM) Max. Cap 60% 921.60$             

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month project let (APL) 576.00$             

Total Monthly Tonnage of asphalt cement (TMT) 276.4

ASPHALT Tons %AC AC ton

Leveling 400 5.0% 20

12.5 OGFC 5.0% 0

12.5 mm 5.0% 0

9.5 mm SP 776 5.0% 38.8

25 mm SP 3106 5.0% 155.3

19 mm SP 1246 5.0% 62.3

5528 276.4

BITUMINOUS TACK COAT

Price Adjustment (PA) 1,322.59$          1,322.59$                     

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month placed (APM) Max. Cap 60% 921.60$             

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month project let (APL) 576.00$             

Total Monthly Tonnage of asphalt cement (TMT) 3.826934921

Bitum Tack

Gals gals/ton tons

891 232.8234 3.82693492

BRST0‐0090‐01(023)

533176

9/26/2012

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



PROJ. NO.  CALL NO.

P.I. NO. 

DATE

BRST0‐0090‐01(023)

533176

9/26/2012

BITUMINOUS TACK COAT (surface treatment)

Price Adjustment (PA) 0 ‐$                                 

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month placed (APM) Max. Cap 60% 921.60$             

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month project let (APL) 576.00$             

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 96,846.43$                   



Department of Transportation 
               State of Georgia 
         ----------------------     
       Interdepartmental Correspondence 

 
 
FILE     R/W Cost Estimate                                           OFFICE   Atlanta                       

        DATE                     September 6, 2012 

FROM  Phil Copeland, Right of Way Administrator             
  LaShone Alexander, Right of Way Cost Estimator 
 
TO  Brent Mosley, Project Manager 
  
     
SUBJECT Preliminary Right of Way Cost Estimate      

Project: BRST-090-1(23) Jeff Davis     
P.I. No.:  533176 
Description: Bridge Replacement  
 
As per your request, attached is a copy of the approved Preliminary Right 
of Way Cost Estimates on the above referenced projects. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact LaShone Alexander at 
One Georgia Center 600 West Parkway Street, NW Atlanta, GA  30308, 
Right of Way Office at (478) 553-1569 or (478) 232-4045. 
 
` 
PC: LA 
Attachments 
c:  File 
   



GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
PRELIMINARY ROW COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY 

Date: 9/6/2012 

Revised: 

Project: BRST-090-1(23) 

County: Jeff Davis 

PI: 533176 

Description: SR 135 @Whitehead Creek Bridge Replacement 

Project Termini: Whitehead Creek Bridge Replacement 

Parcels: 4 

Existing ROW: Varies 

Required ROW: Varies 

land and Improvements $87,000.00 
--======~ 

Proximity Damage $0.00 

Consequential Damage $0.00 

Cost to Cures $0.00 

Trade Fixtures $0.00 

Improvements $15,000.00 

Valuation Services $4,000.00 ---- ---

legal Services $40,200.00 - ---- --

Relocation $8,000.00 - --- - --

Demolition $0.00 -------

Administrative $35,500.00 ---- ---

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS $174,700.00 - ---- --

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS (ROUNDED} $175,000.00 - ---- --

Preparation Credits Hours Signature 

Prepared By: 

Approved By: 

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



DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
STATE OF GEORGIA 

 
INTERDEPARTMENT  CORRESPONDENCE 

 
 
 
FILE           BRST0-0090-01(023)                                                                                 OFFICE   District 5, Jesup  

 P.I. #                533176                                                                                                                  DATE     January 27, 2012 

                                                             
FROM   Stephen Thomas, District Utilities Engineer 
 
TO               Ernay Robinson, Project Manager, Office of Program Delivery   
                      
 
SUBJECT     PRELIMINARY UTILITY COST (ESTIMATE)  

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

      estimate of each utility with facilities potentially located within the above project limits.       
                                             

Facility Owner Non-Reimbursable Reimbursable Comments 

Satilla EMC   $12,000   

Bellsouth   $5,000   

       

    

    

    

    

    

               Totals   $17,000   

Total Reimbursement $0.00 $0.00  

  
 
CC: Angie Robinson, Office of Financial Management;  
       Terry Brigman, Assistant State Utilities Engineer 
       District Office File  
       Utilities Office File    



1

Bhattacharya, Saurabh

From: Westberry, Lisa [lwestberry@dot.ga.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2012 9:07 AM
To: Bhattacharya, Saurabh; Moseley, Brent
Cc: 'Susan Thomas'; 'Rick Filer'
Subject: RE: Jeff Davis County PI 533176, BRST0-0090-01(023), Estimated Cost of Mitigation Credits

Brent, I have verified the information discussed below regarding the cost of mitigation credits.  If you have any questions, 
please don’t hesitate to contact me. 
 
Thank you,  
 
Lisa Westberry  
Georgia Department of Transportation 
600 West Peachtree Street, NW, Atlanta, GA 30308 
404‐631‐1772 
 

From: Rick Filer [mailto:rfiler@edwards-pitman.com]  
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2012 10:48 AM 
To: Westberry, Lisa 
Cc: 'Bhattacharya, Saurabh'; 'Susan Thomas' 
Subject: Jeff Davis County PI 533176, BRST0-0090-01(023) 
 
Lisa,  
 
Edwards‐Pitman Environmental has been asked to provided a wetland mitigation cost for the above referenced project.  
This estimate is to be included in the project’s concept report.  The proposed project is located in the Satilla Watershed 
(HUC 03070201). Based upon the conversation with you the approximate cost per wetland credit is $1,600.  
 
The Draft Ecology Addendum July 2012 states that the project would impact 2.07 acres of wetland.  The proposed 
project would require a Section 404 permit from the USACE and 15.81 compensatory credits.  Based on the per credit 
and our anticipated wetland impacts the total estimated cost associated with the wetland impacts would be $25,600 (16 
x 1,600). 
 
Could you please review this estimate and provide a response email of concurrence that can be incorporated into the 
project’s concept report? 
 
Thank you for giving this matter your attention.   
 
Thanks, 
Rick Filer 
Edwards‐Pitman Environmental Inc. 
1250 Winchester Parkway Suite 200 
Smyrna, GA 30080 

 
There is no "Plan B" ‐ I am voting Yes on July 31 
 



 

     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT 4 

Traffic Volumes 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





 

     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT 5 

Bridge Inventory 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Bridge Inventory Data Listing 
Processed Date:9/27/2012

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:

161-0012-0

06

WHITEHEAD CREEK

0
SR00135

US 221

1 MI N OF DENTON

5

2010

24 09/21/2010

0 02/01/1901

0 02/01/1901

0 02/01/1901

00000

*5   Inventory Route(O/U): 1

Type: 2

Designation: 1

Number:

Direction:

00221

0

*16  Latitude:

*17  Longtitude: 82 - 41.4177

31
-
44.0608

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:
sgm

*    Location ID No: 161-00135D-004.77N

*104 Highway System:

*26  Functional Classification: 06

*204 Federal Route Type: F No: 00901

 105 Federal Lands Highway:
*110 Truck Route:

2006 School Bus Route:

217 Benchmark Elevation: 0224.30

218 Datum: 2

*19 Bypass Length: 04

*20 Toll: 3

*21 Maintanance: 01

*22 Owner: 01

*31 Design Load: 2

37 Historical Significance: 5

205 Congressional District: 01

27 Year Constructed: 1952

106 Year Reconsrtucted: 0000

33 Bridge Medium: 0

34 Skew: 00

35 Structure Flared: 0

38 Navigation Control: 0

213 Special Steel Design: 0

267 Type of Paint: 2

*42 Type of Service On: 1

      Type of Service Under:

214 Movable Bridge: 0

5

203 Type Bridge:

259 Pile Encasement

E

2

*43 Structure Type Main: 4 02

45 No.Spans Main: 007

44 Structure Type Appr: 0 00

46 No Spans Appr: 0000

111 pier Protection

226 Bridge Curve Horz

0

107 Deck Structure Type: 1

108 Wearing Structure Type: 1

        Membrane Type:

        Deck Protection:

0

8

225 Expansion Joint Type:

HMMS Prefix:SR

HMMS Suffix:00 MP:4.69

004.77

1611013500

 0

0

02

242 Deck Drains: 1

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: 1.00

0.00

235 Hazzard Boards:  1

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:161-0012-0 SUFF. RATING: 43.86

 0 Vert: 1

Jeff Davis

%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:9/27/2012

Parameters: Bridge Serial Num

Structure ID:161-0012-0

Programming Data

201 Project No:

BRST-090-1 (23)

202 Plans Available: 4

249 Prop Proj No:

F-090-1 (1)

250 Approval Status: 0000

251 PI Number: 533176-

252 Contract Date: 02/01/2008

260 Seismic No: 00000

75 Type Work: 34 1

94 Bridge Imp: Cost: $203

95 Roadway Imp. Cost:  50

96 Total Imp Cost:  341

76 Imp Length: 000400

97 Imp Year: 1990

114Furure ADT: 004605 Year:2030

Hydralic Data

215Waterway Data:

     High Water Elev: 0217.6 Year:1900

     Flood  Elev: 0000.0 Freq:00

     Avg Streambed Elev: 0210.4

     Drainage Area: 00000

     Area of Opening: 000000

113 Scour Critical U

216Water Depth: 0.6 Br.Height:15

222Slope Protection: 6

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: 161-00135D-004.77N

Measurements:

*29ADT 003070 Year:2007

109%Trucks:  0

* 28 Lanes On: 02 Under:00

210 No. Tracks On: 00 Under:00

* 48 Max. Span Length 0027

* 49 Structure Length:  189

51 Br. Rwdy. Width  25.90

52 Deck Width:  30.00

* 47 Tot. Horiz. Cl:

50 Curb / Sidewalk Width

 26

 2.00  2.00/

32 Approach Rdwy. Width

*229 Shoulder Width:

        Rear Lt:

029

 2.50 Type:2 Rt:2.50

        Fwd. Lt:  2.50 Type:2 Rt:2.50

        Permanent Width:

        Rear:  24.00 Type:2

 24.00 Type:2

        Intersaction Rear:  0 Fwd:   0

36Safety Features Br. Rail: 2

      Transition: 2

     App. G. Rail: 2

     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:  0.00

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

39 Nav Vert Cl: 000 Horiz:0000

116 Nav Vert Cl Closed: 000

245 Deck Thickness Main  7.00
        Deck Thick Approach:

 0.00
246 Overlay Thickness:  0.00

212 Year Last Painted: Sup:1994Sub:1994

Posting Data

65 Inventory Rating Mathod: 1

63 Operating Rating Method: 1

66  Inventory Type: 2 Rating: 13

64  Operating Type: 2 Rating: 13

231Calculated Loads:

      H-Modified: 15  1

      HS-Modified: 25  0

      Type 3: 27  1

      Type 3s2: 40  0

      Timber: 32 1

      Piggyback:  040

261 H Inventory Rating: 10

262 H Operating Rating 15

67 Structural Evaluation: 2

58 Deck Condition: 6

59 Superstructure Condition: 7

* 227 Collision Damage: 0

60A Substructure Condition: 7

60B Scour Condition: 8

60C Underwater Condition N

71 Waterway Adequacy: 6

61 Channel Protection Cond.: 7

68 Deck Geometry: 2

69 UnderClr. Horz/Vert: N

72 Appr. Alignment: 8

62 Culvert: N

70 Bridge Posting Required 3

41 Struct Open, Posted, CL: P

* 103 Temporary Structure: T

232 Posted Loads

       H-Modified: 15

       HS-Modified: 00

       Type 3: 27

       Type 3s2: 00

       Timber: 32

       Piggyback 00

253 Notification Date: 02/01/1901

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

N 0 0

Page 2 of 2   File Location: CF Conversions/BIMS

"The Information contained in this File/Report is the property of GDOT and may not be released to any other party without the written consent of the Data Custodian. Please dispose of this information by shredding or other confidential method."
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Meeting Summary 
 
PURPOSE: Initial Concept Team Meeting 
 
PROJECT:  BRST0-0090-01(023), PI 533176, Jeff Davis County 

 US221/SR 135 at Whitehead Creek 
 
DATE: March 13, 2012 
 
PLACE: GDOT District 5, Baxley Area Office 

 740 Oakdale Circle 
 Baxley, GA  31513 

 
RECORDED BY:  Saurabh Bhattacharya, Parsons 
  Susan Thomas, Edwards Pitman Environmental Inc. 
 
DISCUSSIONS: 
 
An Initial Concept Team meeting was held on March 13, 2012 at the Georgia Department of 
Transportation (GDOT) Baxley Area Office to review the need and purpose statement and draft 
project concept report of the subject project.  A list of meeting attendees is attached to these 
meeting minutes. 
 
The purpose of the meeting was to:  
- Present project need and purpose, concept alternates and draft concept report 
- Obtain feedback and identify any issues 
- Obtain concurrence on preferred alternate 
 
GDOT Project Manager, Ernay Robinson, conducted the meeting, and provided a brief 
description of the project including functional classification, traffic projections and design 
criteria. Saurabh Bhattacharya described the need and purpose statement and existing and 
proposed typical sections. Concept alternates considered for the project were presented, along 
with the reasons for the selection of the preferred alternate. Additionally, attendees presented 
their comments to Ernay Robinson and Parsons Team. 
 
Notes below summarize discussions and decisions from the meeting.  
 

1 Ernay Robison presented the history of this project. Project was initially developed in 
2002 and included the replacement of structurally deficient SR 135 / US 221 bridge over 
Whitehead Creek with a new bridge east of its existing location. Environmental studies 
and screenings identified gopher tortoise burrows within project limits. During the annual 
survey of gopher tortoise burrows in 2005, project ecologist found an Eastern indigo 
snake skin that established the gopher tortoise burrows as an active foraging habitat for 
the federally-protected snake. At this time, the project was in preliminary design phase. 
In order to minimize impact to the Eastern indigo snake habitat, USFWS 
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recommended that existing bridge be replaced on existing alignment and traffic 
maintained on an off-site detour for the duration of construction. The shortest off-site 
detour on State Route was strongly opposed by residents in the area due to adverse 
impacts to local businesses, increased emergency response time, increased gasoline 
consumption and increased travel time, especially for school children. GDOT received a 
written petition against the project with over 400 signatures from the residents of Denton, 
Hazlehurst and Douglas.  Shorter off-site detours were evaluated as an alternative for 
local traffic; however, these were not acceptable to the residents. Work on the project was 
eventually stopped in 2006 due to funding issues. 

2 Saurabh Bhattacharya presented advantages and disadvantages of all alternates 
considered during concept development. Alternate # 0 includes realignment of US 
221/SR 135 to a location 60 feet east of its current location and would result in most 
impacts to the gopher tortoise habitat (approx. 1.06 acres). Alternate # 3 would stage 
construct proposed bridge on existing alignment, while maintaining one-lane traffic 
during construction. This alternate would result in 0.4 acre impacts to gopher tortoise 
habitat. Alternate 1A would realign US 221/SR 135 to a location 29 feet east of its 
current location. The proposed bridge would be stage constructed and two lanes of traffic 
would be maintained at all times. Impacts to gopher tortoise habitat would be minimized 
by use of walls to approximately 0.36 acres. This alternate would result in a bridge width 
that is 16 feet wider than current GDOT standard. This alternate is currently proposed as 
the preferred alternate. 

3 Susan Thomas discussed the level of environmental documentation for this project. Given 
the public opposition to this project in the past, FHWA had recommended this to be an 
Environmental Assessment (EA). However, it is anticipated that public opposition will be 
eliminated if traffic is allowed on existing roadway during construction. Therefore the 
level of environmental documentation may be lowered to a Categorical Exclusion (CE); 
however, this decision ultimately is up to GDOT Office Environmental Services (OES) 
and FHWA.   

4 Brad Saxon mentioned that bridge crown could be allowed to fall in the middle of a travel 
lane during construction if that helps reduce proposed bridge width. However, this would 
increase the proposed centerline offset from existing centerline resulting in additional 
impacts at the gopher tortoise habitat.  

5 Brad also suggested that an unsymmetrical bridge could be considered to achieve 
reduction in proposed bridge width. 16 feet wide shoulder in the southbound direction is 
not required for maintenance of traffic during staging and therefore could be reduced to 8 
feet. This would result in significant cost savings. All attendees agreed with the 
suggestion. Parsons will update the preferred alternate accordingly and forward to Ernay 
for approval from bridge office. 

6 Chris Coppola mentioned that the gopher tortoise is listed as a federal candidate species, 
and is currently precluded from a higher listing due to other priority species. In the future, 
this status could change and the species listing may change to either threatened or 
endangered status.  Therefore, he recommended addressing the gopher tortoise in the 
Biological Evaluation, as well as the Eastern indigo snake. 

7 Chris mentioned that retaining walls along the gopher tortoise habitat area could be 
reconsidered based on the findings of the ongoing annual tortoise survey. If the habitat 
quality near the road has deteriorated and is not suitable habitat, walls could be 
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eliminated. However some kind of wildlife fencing will need to be considered to keep the 
tortoise from crossing the road. A chain-link, barrier fence was discussed.  This fence 
will need to be partially buried in the ground to maintain stability.  

8 Ernay mentioned that this project is currently scheduled for 2016 letting to construction; 
however the schedule is under review and will be updated soon.  

9 Ernay checked with meeting attendees if they were aware of any other projects in the 
area. There are none.  

10 Teresa Scott asked if a Public Information Open House (PIOH) was required since an off-
site detour was not being proposed anymore. Susan responded that the Public Information 
Open House was being recommended by FHWA due to past controversy on this project. 
The PIOH will let the public know which alternative is moving forward and the level of 
public support can be determined.  The District office would require a 10-week lead time 
to prepare/post signs for the PIOH. Teresa does not anticipate opposition from the public 
with the currently proposed Alt 1A. This will be the only alternate presented to the 
public.  

11 Meeting attendees agreed that this meeting could be considered as a Concept Team 
Meeting and an additional meeting was not required. 

 
Action Items 
 

1. Parsons to develop 48 feet wide bridge alternate with proposed centerline offset 20 feet to 
the east. Ernay to coordinate bridge office review of this alternate. 

2. Project team to initiate tasks for Public Information Open House. 
3. Parsons to update and submit concept report for approval. 

 
 
Meeting Attendees: 
 

Name Organization Email 

Ernay Robinson GDOT  erobinson@dot.ga.gov  

Brad Saxon GDOT bsaxon@dot.ga.gov  

Cory Knox GDOT  cknox@dot.ga.gov  

Teresa Scott GDOT tscott@dot.ga.gov  

Steve Price GDOT stprice@dot.ga.gov  

Will Murphy GDOT wmurphy@dot.ga.gov  

John Royal GDOT jroyal@dot.ga.gov 

Mike Cleland Jeff Davis County 
 
jdcboc@bellsouth.net 
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Chris Coppola  US Fish & Wildlife Services Christopher-coppola@fws.gov  

Rick Filer 
Edwards Pitman 
Environmental 

rfiler@edwards-pitman.com  

Susan Thomas 
Edwards Pitman 
Environmental 

sthomas@edwards-pitman.com  

Aykut Urgen Parsons aykut.urgen@parsons.com  

Saurabh 
Bhattacharya 

Parsons saurabh.bhattacharya@parsons.com  
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January 27, 2006 
 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Project File PTG0000 WO 18 
 
FROM: Susan Thomas, EPEI 

Jill Baur, EPEI 
 
SUBJECT: BRST-090-1(23), Jeff Davis County, P.I. No. 533176 

SR 135/US 221 over Whitehead Creek Bridge Replacement 
 
A Stakeholders Meeting was held on January 19, 2006 at the Jeff Davis County Courthouse.  The purpose 
of the meeting was to discuss the proposed off-site detour route with local community representatives.  A 
list of meeting attendees is attached.  The meeting began with the opportunity for everyone to view the 
displays.  Dan Pass of Parsons began the discussion with a welcome.  He then had the attendees state their 
names and their relationships to the project.  After the introductions were completed, Mr. Pass described 
the project and the displays. 
 
The existing bridge on SR 135/US 221 over Whitehead Creek was built in 1952.  This bridge, along with 
the SR 135/US 221 bridges over Town Creek and Hurricane Creek, is being replaced because it is 
structurally deficient.  Bridges are evaluated by the Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) for 
structural soundness.  The bridge over Whitehead Creek is below the threshold for replacement.  It is not 
unsafe right now, but in the future it will need to be replaced.  Also, the width of the existing bridge is a 
concern.  The bridge is approximately 26 feet wide, which is very narrow.  GDOT design standards call 
for a wider bridge.  The two-foot shoulders would be widened to ten-foot shoulders on each side of the 
roadway across the bridge. 
 
The original plans for the bridge replacement did not propose a detour.  The plan was to construct a new 
bridge offset approximately 60 feet to the southeast of the existing bridge.  The plans have been changed 
to use an off-site detour because constructing a new bridge on new alignment would eliminate habitat for 
a federally protected species, the Eastern indigo snake. 
 
Ted Cashin of GDOT added that the purpose of the project is to replace a structurally deficient bridge.  
Generally roads remain open to the public during construction.  Of the 200 bridge replacements that Mr. 
Cashin and Yun Tang of GDOT have worked on, only about ten of them have had to be closed to traffic 
during construction. 
 
When GDOT proposes to close a road and utilize an off-site detour, a public information open house 
(PIOH) is held to provide information to the public about the road closure and the proposed detour route 
and to obtain their comments and concerns.  Typically, meeting attendance has been low, and often the 
attendees are in support of the project.  The recent PIOH for this project was different because so many 
people expressed opposition to the off-site detour. 
 
Susan Thomas of Edwards-Pitman stated that this project is federally funded.  The project development 
requires the review of environmental impacts.  Because there was a federally protected species on the 
project site, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) must consult with the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS).  The federal guidelines for the project development require that alternatives to 
minimize harm to the federally protected species be evaluated.  The federal guidelines also require that 
the public be notified and allowed to comment on the project. 
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FHWA will pay approximately 80 percent of the costs associated with the proposed project.  Because of 
this federal funding, the project development must include USFWS coordination and must include an 
analysis of options to minimize impacts to federally protected species. 
 
Mr. Pass stated that GDOT requires off-site detours be located on other state routes.  For this project, 
GDOT has identified the shortest detour route using state routes for the off-site detour.  Generally, the 
detour route cannot include local roads.  Additionally, the normal construction period for a bridge 
replacement is approximately nine months to one year. 
 
At the previous PIOH, approximately 35 people showed up.  Four people left comments at the meeting.  
After the meeting, approximately 217 comments were received.  All but one of these comments was 
against the detour. 
 
There were four major concerns that were repeated in these comments: 

1) Many services used by Denton residents are in Hazlehurst which is located north of Denton.  
These services include schools, stores, and emergency services.  The detour would increase 
travel times between Hazlehurst and Denton. 

2) School children would be affected by the bypass.  Most children in Denton go to Jeff Davis 
Schools.  The children already have to get up early.  The children would have to get up even 
earlier, potentially for a whole year. 

3) Gas prices are a concern as longer travel distances would require the use of more gasoline. 
4) The detour bypasses Denton which affects businesses in Denton.  There are businesses in 

Denton that rely upon travelers coming through town. 
 
After summarizing these major concerns, Mr. Pass solicited other concerns from the group. 
 
Winifred Atkinson of Denton said that the community of West Green would also be affected by the 
detour.  There are approximately four businesses there that would have to close their doors.  That makes 
eight or nine businesses, including those in Denton, which would go out of business because of the off-
site detour. 
 
State Representative Chuck Sims said that SR 268 is known by truckers.  This road would be all beaten 
up from Snipeseville to Broxton.  
 
Scott Taylor, GDOT Area Engineer, stated that traffic will probably use Snipesville Road to cut back to 
Denton. 
 
Mr. Sims said that truckers know the local routes.  They have already beaten other roads in the area to 
pieces.  Wal-Mart is going to be moving which will increase the number of trucks already coming up US 
221.  Also, many people who live along the detour route have expressed concern about having additional 
truck traffic routed along the road they live on.  Even though it is a state route, they would be adversely 
affected by so much additional truck traffic that wouldn’t normally use SR 268.  Mr. Sims stated that the 
main concern, though, is access to emergency services.   
 
Mr. Sims continued that he doesn’t think it is worth it to put all of this money into a detour route.  He is 
not in favor of changes to the formula for roadway expenditures.  He said that if 80 percent of the money 
on roadway improvements is spent based upon traffic volumes, then that money for this district will be 
spent in Savannah.  The money spent on the detour route takes away from other roads that need work in 
this district. 
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Mr. Sims stated that another concern regarding the state route off-site detour is that the trucks cannot 
make the turn in Broxton.  Also, the people in Broxton are already concerned about another project, the 
proposed Broxton Bypass. 
 
Mr. Taylor said that SR 268 south of Snipesville is on the state system.  SR 268 between Snipesville and 
Hazlehurst is not on the system but would be used.  He confirmed that the trucks would not be able to 
make the turn in Broxton. 
 
Mr. Sims said that trucks through Broxton would have to cut over at the cemetery.  This would be 
difficult for the truck drivers. 
 
Mr. Taylor said that the intersection of SR 268 and US 441 in Broxton has no radii at the corner.  Also, 
the section of SR 268 north of Snipesville is substandard. 
 
Mr. Sims said that this project takes money out of the county funds.  The county will have to use Special 
Purpose Local Option Sales Tax (SPLOST) funds.  This takes away from other projects.  Mr. Sims said 
that there aren’t any projects that are 100 percent state funded. 
 
Ms. Atkinson announced that she has a petition with over 400 signatures.  A copy of the petition has been 
mailed to Jack Kingston’s offices in Baxley and in Washington, D.C. 
 
James Tate commented that Denton residents need the traffic in Denton.  He said not to send it through 
Broxton. 
 
Mr. Cashin said that GDOT can evaluate the adequacy of pavement on SR 268 and SR 107 by taking 
cores of the pavement.  GDOT wants truck traffic to use a detour route that consists of state routes. 
 
Mr. Tate reiterated that the citizens want the traffic to come through West Green and through Denton. 
 
Mr. Pass asked if there are any other, different concerns that haven’t been brought up.  Many of the issues 
that are being stated now came up at the previous meeting and in the comments.  Mr. Pass said that 
GDOT has looked into the off-site detour and has some changes to present today that would minimize the 
adverse affects of the off-site detour. 
 
Because of all of the comments at the initial PIOH, GDOT reevaluated how to shorten the detour route.  
Several alternatives were considered. 
 
Hutto Road as a detour 
 
This was determined not to be an option because it is just a dirt road without a bridge.  An attendee at the 
meeting mentioned that Hutto Road was old US 221.  There used to be an old wooden bridge across the 
creek on Hutto Road. 
 
Velvet Wright asked why this couldn’t be used for the detour route.  Mr. Pass responded that it is not a 
possibility because constructing a bridge on Hutto Road would adversely affect the same habitat as 
constructing a bridge on new alignment on SR 135/US 221. 
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SR 107 to Snipesville Road as a detour for local traffic 
 
Mr. Cashin said that GDOT evaluates all bridges in the state every two years.  The bridge on Snipesville 
Road over Whitehead Creek is in good shape, with a sufficiency rating of 73 out of 100.  The SR 135/US 
221 bridge over Whitehead Creek has a sufficiency rating of around 43 out of 100.  The guardrail on the 
side of the Snipesville Road bridge is damaged, but the bridge isn’t structurally deficient. 
 
James Thompson said that the bridge on Snipesville Road isn’t good.  On the Snipesville side of the 
bridge, there are pieces of the road missing. 
 
Mr. Cashin said that the bridge on Snipesville Road is almost as wide as the SR 135/US 221 bridge over 
Whitehead Creek. 
 
Betty Sue Ray said that she lives on Snipesville Road.  Children often play on or close to the road because 
traffic is generally low.  Some trucks use this road and travel very quickly, making this a dangerous 
situation.  Locating a detour on Snipesville Road would only bring more traffic, especially trucks, across 
this county road with several residential driveways.  It would become even more dangerous. 
 
Mr. Pass said that GDOT would have to improve Snipesville Road if it were to be used as a detour route.  
Pavement would have to be added.  The current roadway just has a surface treatment. 
 
Mr. Cashin said that there are problems with enforcement.  There would need to be some kind of 
enforcement to allow only local traffic to use this route.  GDOT would rely upon local enforcement to 
keep through truck traffic from using this local detour. 
 
Mr. Cashin added that GDOT has discussed improving Snipesville Road with FHWA.  FHWA is willing 
to fund the improvements to Snipesville Road as part of the project.  Generally FHWA is hesitant to 
provide federal funds for local roads. 
 
Mr. Pass stated that GDOT would try to compress the construction to a three-month schedule during the 
summer, when school is not in session.  This project enhancement would help address the citizens’ 
concerns about the school children having to get up even earlier for a longer bus ride to school.  It would 
also help to minimize impacts to local businesses that would be bypassed by traffic if an off-site detour 
were it place. 
 
Ms. Ray said that when school is out, there are more children playing in the streets.  She asked if signs 
showing the city limits could be added to slow traffic down as they come through Denton. 
 
Mr. Pass responded that the speed limit could be reduced on Snipesville Road.  Warning signs could be 
put up. 
 
Ms. Wright asked why the snakes and tortoises couldn’t be picked up and moved.  Mr. Cashin responded 
that environmental impacts are a concern.  Ms. Thomas said that an on-site detour would require the 
disruption of more indigo snake habitat outside of the right-of-way.  Using existing roads as an off-site 
detour would result in less habitat disruption. 
 
Ms. Atkinson asked what would happen if these locals roads weren’t here?  She said that GDOT would 
then have to use the on-site detour.  Mr. Cashin said that the environmental concerns and laws have to be 
considered. 
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Ms. Atkinson asked if the other bridges being replaced had habitat for the snakes.  Ms. Thomas responded 
that suitable habitat was present, but no individuals of the species were seen.  When asked if the species 
were seen or just a skin, Ms. Thomas responded that a skin was found.  The presence of the skin was 
considered evidence of the presence of the species.  Ms. Atkinson asked if the skin could have just floated 
downstream.   
 
Ms. Atkinson also asked if building the bridge anyway wouldn’t disrupt habitat.  Ms. Thomas said that 
building the bridge would disrupt some habitat, but less habitat would be disturbed than in constructing a 
bridge on a new alignment.  USFWS has not yet provided input on the off-site detour. 
 
Teresa Scott asked what happens if the public says that they don’t want an off-site detour.  Ms. Thomas 
said that GDOT is trying to work with the public and to comply with other environmental laws.  
Ultimately, the FHWA and USFWS, together with the GDOT, will decide which alternative to select.  At 
this time, all alternatives are currently being evaluated, including the use of an on-site detour. 
 
Mr. Cashin said that the accelerated construction schedule would decrease impacts of the detour to about 
a third of the original nine-month schedule.  Construction would be scheduled for the minimum amount 
of time, three months, to have the road open to traffic again. 
 
Ms. Scott asked about the cost factor.  Mr. Cashin explained that the contractor is charged a fee for every 
day of construction over the three-month time period. 
 
Mr. Tate asked about the weather as a factor, alluding to the possibility of unforeseen circumstances that 
could hinder the contractor’s ability to meet the construction schedule.  Mr. Cashin responded that no one 
is forcing the contractor to work on this project. 
 
Ms. Atkinson said that even if the detour were in place for as little as three months, the project would kill 
the businesses in Denton.  Big trucks are the main customers for their businesses.  Ms. Atkinson’s brother 
has a business that relies on trucks. 
 
Mr. Pass re-emphasized that the bridge needs to be replaced.  GDOT is not choosing to replace the bridge 
for no reason.  The result will be a safer roadway. 
 
Mr. Cashin said that currently the bridge is load limited.  Large trucks are not supposed to travel on the 
road now.  Bigger trucks would be able to use the road after the bridge replacement. 
 
Mr. Thompson said that the concern is that there was just a skin from a snake found.  He asked if there 
was a way to find a live snake.  If someone finds a live snake, it would make the reasons for needing a 
detour more concrete.  Others in the group stated that they see snakes around here all the time and 
questioned why are they endangered. 
 
Amber Perkins responded that the skin is very fragile and would not remain intact if it floated from 
another location.  Because of the fragility of the skins, finding a skin is considered definitive evidence 
that the species is present. 
 
Ms. Atkinson asked if the snakes were there because there is a sand pit near the roadway there.  Ms. 
Thomas responded that, no, the snakes are there because of the wetlands associated with the creek and the 
adjacent upland sandhills with gopher tortoise burrows. 
 
Mr. Taylor asked if there was any mitigation for the snakes. 
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Ms. Thomas responded that there isn’t a mitigation procedure in place and that GDOT has to look at ways 
to minimize harm.  GDOT will discuss measures to minimize harm with USFWS. 
 
Mr. Cashin said that part of the concern in design is the habitat.  The snakes aren’t easy to find. 
 
Dave Pearce stated that moving a snake would be like moving a child to an unfamiliar place.  The 
experience would be traumatic to the snake, and the snake would be disoriented.  Snakes have habits; they 
know where to eat and where to get water.  It may be feasible to move the snakes, but moving them 
should be a last resort. 
 
Mr. Taylor asked if there was any mitigation for impacting the snake habitat. 
 
Ms. Thomas responded that she is not aware of any mitigation options, but she will ask USFWS.  USFWS 
was invited to the meeting tonight but did not attend.  GDOT will brief USFWS on the meeting and the 
concerns presented. 
 
Mr. Taylor asked if there were constructability issues with making the bridge longer which would reduce 
habitat destruction. 
 
Ms. Thomas asked if there were other design options that might work such as maintaining traffic on one 
lane during construction.  Mr. Cashin responded that maintaining one lane would require 24-hour 
signalization.  This construction process would take longer, returning the schedule to around nine months.  
There would be signalization or flaggers and one-way traffic for that whole nine months.  There is enough 
traffic on this roadway that there would be traffic backups over those nine months. 
 
Ms. Scott said that people from the area would take other routes anyway. 
 
Ms. Atkinson said that she was not against repairing the bridge. 
 
Ms. Thomas said that a decision would not be made at this meeting.  The purpose of this meeting is to get 
input on the new detour proposals. 
 
Mr. Cashin said that the comments from the previous meeting resulted in the concept of a through truck 
detour and a separate local detour. 
 
Mr. Thompson said that he drives a school bus.  There isn’t a way to turn the bus around on Snipesville 
Road.  He drives over the bridge at 45 miles per hour.  If he were to use the detour route he wouldn’t be 
able to turn around without driving up in Ms. Ray’s yard. 
 
Mr. Pass said that with the shortened construction schedule there would only be an overlap of a couple of 
weeks between the school year and the construction period. 
 
Ms. Wright said she knows that the bridge needs to be redone and that she knows there are snakes there. 
 
Mr. Pass said that the improvements to Snipesville Road would remain after the bridge was constructed.  
This would be four miles of pavement, probably 3.5-inch pavement, that would remain for the local 
community to use.  The improvements to Snipesville Road would cost about one million dollars.  
Constructing a temporary on-site detour bridge would cost around $300,000 to $400,000. 
 
One representative asked about how GDOT was handling detours on the two adjacent bridge replacement 
projects, Town Creek and Hurricane Creek.  Mr. Pass stated that the Town Creek project will be 
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constructed using a temporary bridge.  GDOT doesn’t want to change the alignment of the bridge over 
Town Creek because it is on a long, straight segment of roadway.  The bridge over Hurricane Creek will 
be realigned and traffic maintained on the existing roadway during construction. 
 
Ms. Wright asked if there were any endangered species at the Hurricane Creek Bridge.  She also asked 
how far apart the bridges were.  Ms Thomas stated that there is suitable habitat for the Eastern indigo 
snake at the adjacent bridges, but so far the actual presence of the species has not been confirmed.  
Therefore, these bridge projects are being treated differently.  Mr. Pass said that if there were federally 
protected species present then they would have to look at designs to minimize impacts to the species. 
 
Ms. Atkinson asked what can she tell people who came out to the PIOH. 
 
Mr. Pass said that the detour route presented at the last meeting had larger impacts on the community.  
The detour route and the construction schedule were longer.  The new detour and construction schedule 
being discussed tonight would be on a shorter schedule.  The bridge closure would be restricted to the 
summer months, minimizing the impacts to school children.  Snipesville Road would also be improved 
before SR 135/US 221 is closed for the bridge construction, leaving an improved roadway for the 
community. 
 
Mr. Cashin said that the improvements to Snipesville Road were a big concession from FHWA. 
 
Roy Herrington, of the State Transportation Board, asked if GDOT discussed the amount of money that 
detours cost with USFWS. 
 
Mr. Cashin and Ms. Thomas responded that GDOT does discuss the costs of the alternatives with 
USFWS. 
 
Mr. Cashin said that there is a question of practicality, but it isn’t USFWS’s money that would be spent 
on the detour. 
 
Ms. Scott asked when money becomes a factor. 
 
Mr. Cashin responded that FHWA is willing to pay more for a permanent benefit.  They would prefer the 
money to go toward improving the local road than toward a temporary bridge that would be thrown away. 
 
Ms. Scott asked if this road would require state standards on the local route.  She also asked if this road 
would go on the state system. 
 
Mr. Cashin responded that the road would not be added to the state system and that any proposed 
improvements would not require full treatment (GDOT standards).  GDOT would not anticipate long-
term use by trucks. 
 
Ms. Ray said that 100 percent of the peanut trucks are already using Snipesville Road. 
 
Ms. Atkinson said that big trucks would use Snipesville Road for the detour because they couldn’t make 
the turn in Broxton. 
 
Mr. Harrington said that there was a Board Meeting today.  He said that the requirements by USFWS are 
a nationwide problem.  The Board Members have asked how much money it costs taxpayers to comply 
with USFWS.  He said that the Board is trying to get a dollar figure.  They intend to go to Congress with 
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factual information.  He understands that this is the law, and we are using federal money so we have to 
comply with the law. 
 
Mr. Harrington continued that GDOT’s number one priority is safety.  All avenues must be pursued.  The 
contractors may have penalties for exceeding the construction schedule, but sometimes the contractors 
can afford the penalties if they have a more lucrative project elsewhere.  Right now they have a project 
that is 300 days past the completion date, and the contractors are paying liquid damages.  The weather is 
another concern.  The people need to know that we expect common sense in laws. 
 
Mr. Tang stated that Mr. Sims had asked about permanently realigning the bridge to the northwest.  Mr. 
Pass responded that the wetlands extend beyond the area shown on the displays.  Mr. Cashin said that 
realigning the roadway and bridge to the northwest would require more curves in the roadway, resulting 
in a longer project. 
 
Ms. Atkinson asked if the bridge could be taken out and large sewage pipes put in.  She said that a lot of 
the time there is no water here.  Mr. Pass responded that there are large flows during peak events.  
Bridges can wash out during large flows if they are not designed to handle those flows. 
 
Mr. Herrington asked what the time frame for construction would be on this project.  Would construction 
be this summer?  Mr. Tang responded that the project would be let to construction in December 2007 with 
construction occurring over the summer of 2008. 
 
Ms. Wright said that Denton has a volunteer emergency services station that comes to Denton’s aid.  
There is equipment in Denton.  There are also fire trucks in Snipesville.  Mr. Pass said that one possibility 
to cover emergency services might be to add a temporary EMS station north of the bridge.  The temporary 
station would probably be paid for with federal funds.  Ms. Wright said that Denton doesn’t have the 
manpower to station someone on both sides of the bridge.  Ms. Atkinson said that it would cost the county 
a lot to have another station. 
 
Mr. Pass asked those present to speak with people and to send in comments responding specifically to 
what was discussed tonight.  Mr. Cashin asked that the comments with reactions to the detour options 
presented at this meeting be sent through Ms. Atkinson.  The previous comments had been based on the 
worse detour scenario presented at the previous meeting. 
 
Ms. Thomas said that speaking with the stakeholders facilitates the public involvement process.  The 
stakeholders present tonight should share this information with other members of the public. 
 
Mr. Cashin thanked everyone for coming. 
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MEETING ATTENDEES 

 

Name Organization Phone Email 

Winifred Atkinson Denton 912-375-4391 mjatkinson@cybersouth.com 

Jill Baur Edwards-Pitman 770-333-9484 jbaur@edwards-pitman.com 

James Carter 
Jeff Davis County 
Administrator 

912-375-6611 jdcboc@bellsouth.net 

Ted Cashin 
GDOT Office of 
Consultant Design 

404-463-6135 Ted.cashin@dot.state.ga.us 

David R. Deloach GDOT 912-366-1090 David.deloach@dot.state.ga.us 

Roy Herrington GDOT Board 912-367-7723 tfs@bellsouth.net 

Daniel Pass Parsons 678-969-2368 daniel.pass@parsons.com 

Dave Pearce Edwards-Pitman 770-333-9484 dpearce@edwards-pitman.com 

Amber Perkins GDOT 404-699-4448 Amber.perkins@dot.state.ga.us 

Betty Sue Ray Denton 912-375-5713  

Walter Y. Rea Denton 912-375-4933  

Teresa Scott GDOT District 5 912-427-5788 Teresa.scott@dot.state.ga.us 

Chuck Sims State Representative 912-384-0540 Dawg4116@aol.com 

Yun Tang 
GDOT Office of 
Consultant Design 

404-463-0290 Yun.tang@dot.state.ga.us 

James Tate Jeff Davis County 912-375-5010  

Scott Taylor GDOT 912-366-1090 Scott.taylor@dot.state.ga.us 

Susan Thomas Edwards-Pitman 770-333-9484 sthomas@edwards-pitman.com 

James Thompson Jr. Denton 912-209-1414  

Velvet Wright Denton 912-375-4721  
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Petition Against Off‐Site Detour Alternative 

   



















































 

     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT 11 

Meeting Minutes with FHWA & USFWS – September 19, 2011 

   



September 19, 2011 

 

TO:    Meeting Attendees (see attached list) 

 

FROM:    Susan Thomas, Edwards‐Pitman Environmental Inc. (EPEI) 

Saurabh Bhattacharya, Parsons 

 

SUBJECT:  Project Coordination Meeting with Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and US 

Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

    Project BRST0‐0090‐01(023), PI 533176, Jeff Davis County 

SR 135 / US 221 over Whitehead Creek 

 

A project coordination meeting was held on August 22, 2011 at the project site in Jeff Davis County.  The 

purpose  of  the  meeting  was  to  view  the  project  area  relative  to  project  alternatives  and  discuss 

Section 7 coordination with FHWA, USFWS, and GDOT and  to determine next steps  for advancing  the 

project with USFWS and other project stakeholders.  

 

Notes below summarize the discussion and decisions at the meeting. 

 

1. Saurabh opened the meeting and gave a brief project history.  Project concept was approved in 

September 2002 and included the replacement of structurally deficient SR 135 / US 221 bridge 

over Whitehead Creek with a new bridge east of its existing location. Environmental studies and 

screenings identified gopher tortoise burrows within project limits. During the annual survey of 

gopher  tortoise  burrows  in  2005,  project  ecologist  found  an  Eastern  indigo  snake  skin  that 

established the gopher tortoise burrows as an active foraging habitat and active winter refuge 

habitat for the federally‐protected snake. At this time project was already in preliminary design 

phase.  In order to minimize  impact to the Eastern  indigo snake habitat, USFWS recommended 

that  existing  bridge  be  replaced  on  existing  alignment  and  traffic  maintained  on  an  off‐site 

detour for the duration of construction. The shortest off‐site detour on State Route was about 

20 miles long and was strongly opposed by residents in the area due to adverse impacts to local 

businesses, increased emergency response time, increased gasoline consumption and increased 

travel time especially for school children. GDOT received a written petition against the project 

with over 400 signatures from the residents of Denton, Hazlehurst and Douglas.  Shorter off‐site 

detours  were  evaluated  as  an  alternative  detour  for  local  traffic;  however,  these  were  not 

acceptable to the residents. Work on the project was eventually stopped in 2006 due to funding 

issues. 

2. The project was re‐started earlier  in 2011.   The engineers have developed six alternatives that 

would  construct  the  new  bridge without  closing  the  road  and  using  an  off‐site  detour.    The 

alternatives involve varying degrees of cost and impacts to gopher tortoise burrows.  The group 

reviewed each of the six alternatives.    It appears that Alternative 1 with retaining walls would 

have the least involvement with gopher tortoise habitat, compared with the other alternatives, 

including  the  off‐site  detour  alternative.    This  alternative  could  be  constructed  within  the 



existing SR 135  right of way  (at  the gopher  tortoise habitat) and would  impact approximately 

0.36 ac. of gopher tortoise habitat inside existing right of way.  However, this alternative would 

add approximately $600,000 to the cost of the project. 

3. Susan mentioned one of the next steps was to meet with the public to present the alternative(s) 

that were  still  being  considered.   Given  the  level  of  controversy  associated with  the  off‐site 

detour, was this an alternative that USFWS felt should still be on the table.   Ron Nelson stated 

that  the  public  remains  adamantly  opposed  to  an  off‐site  detour  for  the  same  reasons  as 

expressed  in  2006.    Chris  Coppola  stated  that  the  problems  with  implementing  the  off‐site 

detour and the level of controversy expressed by the public make the off‐site detour not viable.  

It would be appropriate to further evaluate the alternatives that would not close the road during 

construction, with  the  goal  of minimizing  impacts  to  gopher  tortoise  habitat  by  keeping  the 

project footprint as narrow as possible.  Reducing slopes should also be evaluated. 

4. Susan asked  if the Section 7 consultation process should be formal or  informal.   Chris Coppola 

stated  that  the  process  should  be  informal  at  this  time.    The  gopher  tortoise  is  listed  as  a 

candidate species and no evidence of the Eastern indigo snake presence has been documented 

since the shed skin was found in 2005.  Chris Coppola and Rick Filer also noticed how the habitat 

has changed over the years.   Close to the road, the vegetation has grown and become denser, 

making it less suitable habitat for the gopher tortoise.  The better habitat has migrated further 

from  road,  on  the  other  side  of  the  abandon  railroad  bed.    Chris  Coppola  noted  that  his 

recommendation of  informal vs.  formal  consultation may  change depending on what he  sees 

when he does a more thorough walk through the site. 

5. Susan asked  if a Biological Assessment  (BA) should be prepared.   Chris Coppola said that a BA 

should be prepared to document the alternatives analysis that led to the proposed alternative.  

[Subsequent  to  the meeting,  Chris  Coppola  stated  that  the  document would  be  a  “Biological 

Evaluation”,  which  is  the  appropriate  document  for  a  “not  likely  to  adversely  affect” 

determination. The same effects and alternatives analyses would be appropriate to substantiate 

the  effect  determination.)  Special  Provisions  should  be  developed  that  include  measures  to 

minimize  harm  during  construction  through  the  use  of  delineated  Environmentally  Sensitive 

Areas (ESAs), excluders, and a relocation plan.   Possible mitigation may  include off‐site habitat 

conservation.   Any relocation would be coordinated with GA Department of Natural Resources 

and Chris Coppola will help facilitate.  

6. Saurabh  asked  if  cost was  a  factor  in determining which  alternatives would be  viable.   Chris 

Coppola stated that USFWS will advocate alternatives that have least harm to protected species 

and that this question is probably more for FHWA to weigh in on.  Jennifer Giersch asked what 

the total project cost is.  Saurabh stated in the vicinity of approximately $3 to $4 million. 

7. The group discussed  the  schedule  for construction.   Ernay  stated  the project  is  scheduled  for 

right of way in 2014 and construction in 2016.  Chris Coppola stated that the Section 7 process 

may need  to change  to a  formal process  if  the gopher  tortoise  listing changes  from candidate 

species to threatened species before the bridge  is constructed and  if the project effects would 

not support a “not likely to adversely affect” determination. 

8. The group walked  the project  site  to view gopher  tortoise burrows and overall habitat  in  the 

project vicinity. 



9. Susan stated that meeting minutes would be distributed and the meeting concluded. 

 

Next Steps 

• Parsons/EPEI to meet with GDOT to determine which alternative to move forward with. 

• Public Involvement ‐ PIOH 

• Begin preparation of Biological Assessment 

 

 

Attachment 
• Summary of design alternatives (see attached). 

 

Meeting Attendees 

Name  Organization  Phone  Email 

Jennifer Giersch  FHWA  404‐562‐3653  jennifer.giersch@dot.gov  

Chris Coppola  USFWS  912‐832‐8739  Christopher_coppola@fws.gov 

Ernay Robinson  GDOT OPD – PM  404‐275‐9140  erobinson@dot.ga.gov 

Ron Nelson 
GDOT District Pre‐
Construction 

912‐681‐5563  ronelson@dot.ga.gov 

Chris Goodson  GDOT OES ‐ Ecology  404 631‐1850  cgoodson@dot.ga.gov 

Funmi Adesesan  GDOT OES ‐ NEPA  404‐631‐1190  oadesesan@dot.ga.gov 

Rick Filer  Edwards‐Pitman  770‐333‐9484  rfiler@edwards‐pitman.com 

Susan Thomas  Edwards‐Pitman  770‐333‐9484  sthomas@edwards‐pitman.com 

Mehmet Yildirim  Parsons  678‐969‐2449  Mehmet.Yildirim@parsons.com 

Saurabh 
Bhattacharya 

Parsons  678‐969‐2315  Saurabh.Bhattacharya@parsons.com

 
 
 



Summary of Design Alternatives 
 
Bridge Alternatives with On‐site Detours 
 
Alternative 0 

• 60‐foot two‐lane staged offset – 60 feet east of existing bridge. 

• Impacts  will  extend  about  50  feet  beyond  existing  right  of  way  limit  (approx.  1.06  acres  of 
permanent impacts within construction limits). 

• Uses standard bridge. 
 
Alternative 1 

• Permanent bridge on new alignment off‐set 20 feet to the east. 

• 20‐foot two‐lane staged offset ‐ east of existing bridge. 

• This alternative would minimize  the distance between  the permanent bridge and  the existing 
alignment to minimize the taper length. 

• Construction limits would be 24 feet less than Alternative 0.  Construction limits may not extend 
outside of existing  right of way  (approx. 0.49 acre of permanent  impacts within  construction 
limits). 

• Disadvantage – the bridge is not standard bridge – 16 feet wider ‐ $400,000 more expensive. 
 
Alternative 1a 

• Permanent bridge on new alignment off‐set 29 feet to the east. 

• A variation of Alternative 1 that would utilize a standard bridge width; therefore less expensive. 

• It would  impact  slightly more GT habitat  than Alternative 1  (approx. 0.53 Acre of permanent 
impacts within construction limits). 

 
Alternative 2 

• Permanent bridge on existing alignment. 

• Use of temporary on‐site detour bridge. Bridge centerline offset 30 feet to the east. 

• Impacts to GT burrows are similar to Alternative 1a, but they are temporary (approx. 0.46 acre 
of  permanent  impacts  and  0.25  acre  of  temporary  impacts  within  construction  limits).  [PER 
DISCUSSION  WITH  JENNIFER  GIERSCH,  IMPACTS  ASSOCIATED  WITH  TEMPORARY  DETOUR 
WILL BE PERMANENT IN NATURE.  TOTAL IMPACTS – 0.71 ACRES] 

• Disadvantage – the use of temporary bridge would add about $250,000 to project. 
 
Alternative 3 

• Permanent bridge on existing alignment. 

• Staging  traffic across one  lane and  rebuilding  the bridge one  lane at a  time along  the existing 
alignment. 

• Impacts to GT habitat would be less than Alternative 2 (approx. 0.46 acre of permanent impact 
within construction limits) 

• Disadvantage – the bridge is not standard bridge – 12.25 feet wider ‐ $310,000 more expensive. 
 
Alternative  1 with Walls  –  This  alternative  is  same  as Alternative  1 with  additional walls  in Gopher 
Tortoise burrow areas.  Benefits of using walls are –  

• All work within existing Right –of‐Way 

• Overall impact to GT Burrows reduced to 0.36 acre 



• Additional cost associated with walls is approximately $200,000. 
 
All on‐site detour alternatives impact the GT burrows present inside the exiting right of way. 
 
 
Bridge Alternative with Off‐site Detour: 
 
Off‐site Detour Alternative 

• Permanent bridge on existing alignment. 

• SR 268 Truck Route Only with Snipesville Road for local traffic. 

• Impacts along the existing alignment would be 0.46 acre of permanent impacts (same as Alt. 3). 
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Approved Concept Report 

 




















































