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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
STATE OF GEORGIA 

REVISED PROJECT CONCEPT REPORT 
Project Number: IMSTP-0075-03(208) 

Project Type: Interchange 
Federal Route Number: 1-75 ----- ---

P .I. Number: 610890-
-~-------

County: Whitfield 
State Route Number: US 41/SR 3, CR 665 

The intersections at CR 665/1-75 Northbound and Southbound ramps and at US 41/SR3 are 
proposed to be converted to multilane roundabouts. The western most roundabout would 
allow for the project to tie in just west of the interchange thereby revising the beginning 
terminus and eliminating the approved new location roadway. The roundabouts greatly reduce 
the footprint of the project as well as cost while satisfying the project justification to improve 
traffic operations ~ Due to the creation of a roundabout corridor, the operating speed will be 
reduced in proximity to the interchange to provide better control over speeds and reduce the 
potential and severity of crashes. The typical section is proposed to be revised which includes 
median width reduction and sidewalk reduction. 

Submitted for approval: 

~ _ ,bl__~ c _ 
State Roadway Designetlglfl\er 

wdtJ St~:.rv Eng;neer 

Recommendation for approval: 

State Environmental Administrator 
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State Bridge Design Engineer 
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The concept as presented herein and submitted for approval is consistent with that which is included in the 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and/or the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). 

State ir'ansportation Planning Adfli istrator 7 
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Revised Project Concept Report - Page 2 
County: Whitfield 

PLANNING, APPROVED CONCEPT, & BACKGROUND DATA 

P.l. Number: 610890-

Project Justification Statement: The purpose of this project is to improve traffic operations on CR 665/ 
Carbondale Road at the 1-75 Interchange. See attached report for full details. 

Project location: The project will begin approximately 4,000 ft. (M.P. 2.19) north of the CR 16/ Lower Dug 
Gap Road/Norfolk Southern Railroad crossing. The project will extend eastward for approximately 5,300 ft. 
{1.00 mile) on new location crossing the existing Norfolk Southern Railroad with a grade separation and 
continue in an easterly direction north of the Carbondale Community to the new bridge over 1-75 at the 
current interchange location. The alignment will then continue and widen symmetrically on the existing 
alignment eastward to US 41/SR 3 and ends approximately 1,000 feet east of the US 41/SR 3 intersection. 

Description of the approved concept: The approved project concept consists of 2-12 ft. lanes with 10 ft. 
rural shoulders at the beginning of the project to a point approximately 3,000 feet from the beginning and 
transitions to 2-12ft. lanes in each direction, separated by a 20ft. raised median with 12ft. urban shoulders. 
The urban typical section continues through the 1-75 interchange to approximately 200 ft. east of the 
intersection of CR 665 and US 41/SR 3 where it then transitions to the existing two lane rural section. 

PDP Classification: ~Major 0 Minor 

Federal Oversight: ~ Full Oversight 0 Exempt 0 State Funded 

Projected Traffic (AADT) as shown in the approved Concept Report: 
1-75: Open Year: 72,100 (2001) Design Year: 
Ramps: 1,575- 2,875 (2001) 
CR 665: 8,250 (2001) 

Updated traffic (AADT): 

0 Other 

115,600 (2021) 
2,500- 4,600 (2021) 
13,800 (2021) 

Ramps: Open Year: 
CR 665: 

4,425-5,105 (2017) 
15,760 (2017) 

Design Year: 5,415- 6,385 (2037) 
18,510 (2037) 

Functional Classification: 1-75: Rural Principal Interstate 
CR 665/Carbondale Road: Rural Major Collector 

VE Study anticipated: 0 No DYes ~ Completed- Date: April10, 2008 



Revised Project Concept Report- Page 3 
County: Whitfield 

PROPOSED REVISIONS 

Approved Features: 
1. Project Terminus 

The approved project concept proposes 
the beginning terminus at approximately 
4,000 ft. (M.P. 2.19) north of the CR 
16/Lower Dug Gap Road/Norfolk Southern 
Railroad crossing. 

2. Project Alignment 
The approved project concept proposes 
the new location alignment of CR 665 
west ofthe 1-75 interchange, Carbondale 
Rd Connector and realignment of Dug Gap 
Road. 

3. Typical Section 

• The approved project concept 
proposes a 6-12ft. lane urban typical 
section w/ sidewalks for CR 665 from 
the 1-75 South Bound ramps to the 1-
75 North Bound ramps. 

• The approved project concept 
proposes a 4-lane urban typical 
section w/ sidewalks and with a 20ft. 
raised median for CR 665 from the 1-
75 North Bound ramps to the CR 
665/US 41-SR 3 intersection. 

Reasons for Changes: 

P.l. Number: 610890-

Proposed Features: 
1. Project Terminus 

It is proposed that the beginning project terminus 
be shortened to approximately 500ft. (M.P. 2. 75) 
west of the existing 1-75 South Bound Ramps on 
the existing CR 665 alignment. 

2. Project Alignment 
• It is proposed to eliminate the entire new 

location roadway. As a result, the Norfolk 
Southern Railroad grade separation bridge will 
also be eliminated. 

• It is proposed to construct roundabouts at the 
ramp intersections and at US 41/SR 3. 

3. Typical Section 
• It is proposed to utilize a 4-12ft. lane urban 

typical section with a 10ft. raised median 
(including 2-2ft. gutters) for CR 665 from the 1-
75 South Bound ramps to the 1-75 North 
Bound ramps. 

• It is proposed to utilize a 4-lane urban typical 
section with a 16ft. raised median for CR 665 
from the 1-75 North Bound ramps to the CR 
665/US 41-SR 3 intersection. 

• It is proposed to eliminate sidewalks on one 
side of the project in selected areas. 

Signal warrant analyses were conducted for the 1-75 ramp intersections and were determined not to meet 
warrants for the Northbound ramps. The current two way stop control was also found to be deficient in the 
capacity analysis for the design year. The current GDOT Design Policy suggests roundabouts be considered as 
a primary intersection design where signals would be proposed. After a preliminary level design was 
performed, it was determined that the roundabouts would improve the capacity of the intersections and 
satisfy the need and purpose. All left turn lanes were removed because they are no longer needed which 
allowed the footprint over the bridge to be reduced. The roundabouts allow for a quicker tie-in to CR 
665/Carbondale Road, which eliminated the need for a new location tie-in on CR 16/Lower Dug Gap Road 
and the grade separated railroad crossing. The operating speed through the intersections will be reduced 
due to the functionality of the roundabouts that will provide better control over vehicle speeds and reduce 
the potential and severity of crashes. 
There will be no drainage structures in the median which makes for a desirable implementation of the 
median reduction. The median reduction from 20' to 16' will help reduce impacts to the Holland Farm, a 
historical resource, on the south side of CR 665/Carbondale Road. The sidewalk reduction is included to 
reduce costs for the project. Due to the Carbondale business park being developed on the north side of CR 
665/Carbondale Road which will include mixed use development, the sidewalks were kept on the north side 
and removed from the south side near the Holland Farm. A sidewalk layout is shown in the attached 
intersection layouts. 



Revised Project Concept Report - Page 4 

County: Whitfield 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

Air Quality: 
Is the project located in a PM 2.5 Non-attainment area? 
Is the project located in an Ozone Non-attainment area? 

Potential Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Revision: 

P.l. Number: 610890-

Oves 
Oves 

Since the project footprint has been reduced overall, the environmental impacts have been reduced. There 
are no anticipated increases to environmental impacts. The project is no longer crossing two streams near 
Swamp Creek located in the new location section that has been removed. 

Have proposed revisions been reviewed by environmental staff? I:2J Yes 

Environmental Responsibilities (Studies/Documents/Permits): GDOT is responsible for all environmental 
work other than Ecology and the Section 404 Permit. 

NEPA: A Categorical Exclusion was submitted to FHWA for the new location design, but returned 
unapproved with comments. The roundabout design is so markedly different from the new location 
design, that a new CE will be required. 

Ecology: Ecological Solutions will conduct a re-survey and prepare an Ecology Addendum. Aquatic 
and terrestrial protected species surveys will be conducted if habitat is identified. If a survey for 
terrestrial species is deemed necessary, it cannot be conducted until the spring flowering season 
begins in April. 

Archaeology: The resurvey is complete: One National Register resource was identified: Swamp 
Creek Baptist Church Cemetery. No adverse effect is anticipated. 

History: The addendum is complete. One previously identified National Register resource is still 
within the APE: the Holland Farm House. The no adverse effect determination is still valid for this 
resource. 

Air & Noise: No noise impacts expected (modeling is not required). Air and Noise addendums will be 
required. 

Public Involvement: A required PIOH was held on March 29, 2011. Extra effort was exercised to 
educate the public on roundabouts. 

Section 404 Permit: Ecological Solutions will prepare the 404 Permit application. It is anticipated 
that a Nationwide 14 Permit will be required. 



Revised Project Concept Report - Page 5 
County: Whitfield 

PROJECT COST & ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Updated Cost Estimate 

Base Construction Cost: $11,155,040 

Engineering and Inspection: $557,752 

Liquid AC Adjustment: $403,909 

Total Construction Cost: $12,116,701 

Right-of-Way: $5,315,000 

Utilities (reimbursable costs): $502,550 

Environmental Mitigation : 

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $17,934,251 

P.l. Number: 610890-

Date of Estimate 

03/01/2012 

03/01/2012 

03/01/2012 

02/08/2012 

02/07/2012 

Recommendation: Recommend that the proposed revision to the concept be approved for implementation. 

Attachments : 
1. Project Justification Report 
2. Sketch Map 
3. Project Layout 
4. Cost Estimates 
5. Liquid AC Adjustment 
6. Typical Sections 
7. Updated Traffic 
8. Capacity Analysis Summary 
9. VE Implementation Summary 
10. Highway Safety Manual Analysis 
11. Signal Warrant Analyses 
12. Public Information Open House Minutes and Response Summary 
13. Design Variance 
14. Lighting Agreement- Pending 

APPROVALS 

Concur: CJ..._Qt 
Director of Engineering 

, ivision Admirristrator, FHWA Date 
.J 

Approve : o~ f'O_ ~ 
~~~--------------------------------------

S"l ~·' 2.0tl.. 
Chief Engineer Date 



Project Justification Report 

PROJECT PEIMO-0075-03(208) Whitfield COUNTY 

P.I. NO 610890 

I-75 Interchange at CR 665/Carbondale Road 

 

Background 

 

The proposed project was added to the Department’s Construction Work Program in 1993 by the SHIP 

Committee. The I-75 at CR 665/Carbondale Road interchange is located south of downtown Dalton in 

Whitfield County. Currently CR 665/Carbondale Road in the area has crash rates above the statewide 

average for similar classified facilities. A map of the proposed project area can be seen below in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1: Project Limits 

 
 

Traffic 

 

The Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT), for two way traffic along CR 665/Carbondale Road in the 

area of the project in 2010 ranged from 1,980 to 8,980 vehicles per day. The existing Level of Service 

(LOS) for this section of roadway in 2010 on CR 665/Carbondale Road ranged from a LOS A to a LOS 

C. Existing capacity of these facilities is able to accommodate the current volumes traversing these 

intersections based on 2010 AADT (See Table 1 for corridor AADT and LOS). The LOS on CR 

665/Carbondale Road in 2037 is projected to be between a LOS A and LOS C. The projected two way 

traffic along this section of roadway in 2037 is projected to be between 8,190 vehicles per day to a 

maximum of 14,230 vehicles per day.  

 
 
 
 
 
 



Table 1: Adjacent Corridor LOS 

CR 665/Carbondale Road 2010 AADT 2037 AADT LOS 2010 LOS 2037 

West of Dug Gap Road 4130 8190 B C 

Dug Gap Road to SB Ramp 4800 9950 B A 

SB Ramp to NB Ramp 6890 14230 C A 

NB Ramp to SR 3 8980 18510 C B 

East of SR 3 1980 3900 A B 

 
  Crash Data 
 
CR 665 is classified as a rural minor arterial. The crash rates for this section of CR 665/Carbondale Road 

in the area of the proposed project were significantly higher than the statewide average in 2006, 2007 

and 2008 (see Table 2 below). During the three years of analysis there were 2- sideswipes, 7- collisions 

not with a motor vehicle, 11- rear-end collisions, 1- head-on and 8- angle intersects (see below in Table 

3). Of the 29 total crashes on the roadway, 38% of all crashes were rear end collisions and 28% were 

angle intersecting.    

Table 2: Crash Totals for CR 665  

CR 665 2006 2007 2008 

Total Accidents 12 8 9 

Accidents per 100 MVMT 503 291 327 

Statewide Accidents per 100 MVMT 179 187 181 

 

Table 3: Types of Crashes on CR 665 

  
Angle 

Intersect Rear End Sideswipe Head On 

Collision 

Not With a 

Vehicle 

Total By 

Year By 

Location 

2006 2 8 1 0 1 12 

2007 3 1 0 1 3 8 

2008 3 2 1 0 3 9 

Total By 

Type 8 11 2 1 7 29 

 

 

Logical Termini 

 

The termini for this project are logical because the project has independent utility and has no significant 

adverse effects on the operational conditions of the CR 665/Carbondale Road corridor beyond the 

boundaries of this project.  This project addresses immediate operational needs at the intersections. 

 

 

 

 



 

Projects in the Area 

 

 CSNHS-0007-00(897), PI # 0007897, I-75 from SR 156 to CR 665/Carbondale Road in Gordon and 

Whitfield Counties, Preliminary Engineering (PE) is in LR2, ROW is in LR2 and Construction is 

scheduled in LR2.  This project will add one lane in each direction on I-75 from SR 156 to CR 

665/Carbondale Road. This project is a capacity project. 

 CSNHS-0007-00(898), PI # 0007898, I-75 from CR 665/Carbondale Road to SR 3 in Whitfield 

County, Preliminary Engineering (PE) is in LR2, ROW is in LR2 and Construction is scheduled in 

LR2.  This project will add one lane in each direction on I-75 from CR 665/Carbondale Road to SR 3. 

This project is a capacity project. 

 STPOO-0001-06(046), PI # 632670, SR 3 from SR 136 to SR 3 Connector in Gordon and Whitfield 

Counties, Preliminary Engineering (PE) is in LR1, ROW is in LR1 and Construction is scheduled in 

LR1.  This project will add one lane in each direction on SR 3 from SR 136 to SR 3 Connector. This 

project is a capacity project. 

 

 Need and Purpose 

 

 The purpose of this project is to improve traffic operations on CR 665/Carbondale Road at the I-75 

Interchange.  
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
STATE OF GEORGIA 

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE 

FILE PROJECT No.JIMSTP-0075-03(208) J , Jwhitfield J OFFICE Program ,----_:_ __ .'========--'=======;-__J Delivery 

1-75 Interchange@ CR 665/Carbondale Rd 
DATE 13/2/2012 

P.I. No.J610890 

FROM Bobby K. Hilliard, P.E., State Program Delivery Engineer 

TO Lisa L. Myers, Acting Project Review Engineer 

SUBJECT REVISIONS TO PROGRAMMED COSTS 

PROJECT MANAGER JTerry Rogers for Kim Nesbitt I 
PROGRAMMED COST (TPro W /OUT INFLATION) 

CONSTRUCTION $121,519,00.00 I 
RIGHT OF WAY $110,Q30,694.811 

UTILITIES $1515,650.00 

REVISED COST ESTIMATES 

CONSTRUCTION* $112,116,701.00 I 
RIGHT OF WAY $,5,315,000.00 

UTILITIES $1502,550.00 

*Costs contain~ % Engineering and Inspection 

REASON FOR COST INCREASE 

MNGT LET DATE 111/15/2013 

MNGT R/W DATE 15/18/2012 

LAST ESTIMATE UPDATE 

DATE 16/29/2009 

DATE 13/1/2011 

DATE 16/29/2009 

Annual Update/Revised Concept 

Revised: February 2, 2012 



CONTINGENCY SUMMARY 

Construction Cost Estimate: $111.155,040.00 (Base Estimate) 

Engineering and Inspection: $1557,752.00 (Base Estimate x ~ %) 

Total Liquid AC Adjustment $~909.00 (From attached worksheet) 

Construction Total: $112,116,701 

REIMBURSABLE UTILITY COST 

Utility Owner Reimbursable Cost 

North Georgia EMC $155,250.00 

Dalton Utilities (W&S) $347,300.00 

Attachments 



PROJ. NO.: IMSTP-0075-03(208)

P.I. NO. 610890-

DATE: 3/1/2012

Base  Construction Cost 11,155,040$               

E & I 5% 557,752$                     

Construction Contingency -$                             

Subtotal Construction Cost 11,712,792$               

Liquid AC Adjustment (50 % cap) 403,909$                     

Total Construction Cost 12,116,701$               











PROJ. NO. CALL NO.

P.I. NO. 

DATE

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

REG. UNLEADED Feb-12

DIESEL

LIQUID AC 604.00$      

LIQUID AC  ADJUSTMENTS

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

Asphalt

Price Adjustment (PA) 389344.44 389,344.44$                 

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month placed (APM) Max. Cap 60% 966.40$              

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month project let (APL) 604.00$              

Total Monthly Tonnage of asphalt cement (TMT) 1074.35

ASPHALT Tons %AC  AC ton

Leveling 2138 5.0% 106.9

12.5 mm SMA 5.0% 0

12.5 mm PEM 5.0% 0

12.5 mm SP 1913 5.0% 95.65

25 mm SP 10231 5.0% 511.55

19 mm SP 7205 5.0% 360.25

21487 1074.35

BITUMINOUS TACK COAT

Price Adjustment (PA) 14,564.59$        14,564.59$                    

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month placed (APM) Max. Cap 60% 966.40$              

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month project let (APL) 604.00$              

Total Monthly Tonnage of asphalt cement (TMT) 40.18925933

Bitum Tack

Gals gals/ton tons

9357 232.8234 40.1892593

IMSTP-0075-03(208)

610890-

3/1/2012

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

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


PROJ. NO. CALL NO.

P.I. NO. 

DATE

IMSTP-0075-03(208)

610890-

3/1/2012

BITUMINOUS TACK COAT (surface treatment)

Price Adjustment (PA) 0 -$                                

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month placed (APM) Max. Cap 60% 966.40$              

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month project let (APL) 604.00$              

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 403,909.03$                 



Department of Transportation 
               State of Georgia 

         ----------------------     
       Interdepartmental Correspondence 

 
 

FILE     R/W  Cost Estimate                                           OFFICE   Atlanta                       

        DATE                     February 8, 2012 

FROM  Phil Copeland, Right of Way Administrator             

  LaShone Alexander, Right of Way Cost Estimator 

 

TO  Terry Rogers, Associate Project Manager 
        

SUBJECT Preliminary Right of Way Cost Estimate      

Project: IMSTP-0075-03(208) Whitfield County     
P.I. No.:  610890 

Description: Interchange Construction 

 

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: 2/8/2012 

Revised: 

Project: I MSTP-0075-03(208} 

County: Whitfield County 

PI: 610890 

Description: Interchange Construction 

Project Termini: Interchange Construction 

Parcels: 27 

Existing ROW: Varies 

Required ROW: Varies 

land and Improvements $4,491,562.50 
------

Proximity Damage $250,000.00 

Consequential Damage $0.00 

Cast to Cures $325,000.00 

Trade Fixtures $0.00 

Improvements $1,750,000.00 

Valuation Services $46,250.00 
-------

Legal Services $205,725.00 
-------

Relocation $194,000.00 
-------

Demolition $130,000.00 
-------

Administrative $246,500.00 
-------

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS $5,314,037.50 
-------

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS {ROUNDED} $5,31.5,000.00 
-------

Preparation Credits Hours Signature 

Prepared By: 

Approved By: 

NOTE: No Market Appreciation is Included In this Preliminary Cost Estimate 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
STATE OF GEORGIA 

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE 

IMSTP-0075-03(208) Whitfield Co. 
1-75/SR 401 Interchange Reconstruction 
at Carbondale Rd. 
u No. 610890-

/~ D. Bonner 
District Utilities Engineer 

Bobby Hilliard, P.E., Office of Program Delivery 
Terry Rogers, Project Manager 

UPDATED UTILITY COST ESTIMATE 

OFFICE Cartersville 

DATE February 7, 2012 

As requested by your office, we are furnishing you with an Updated Utility Cost estimates for each utility 
with facilities potentially located within the project limits. 

FACILITY OWNER 

Windstream Comm. 
Dalton Utilities Gas 
North Georgia EMC 
Dalton Utilities (W&S) 
Charter Communications 

Totals 

NON
REIMBURSABLE 

$ 23,000.00 
$ 98,900.00 
$ 39,100.00 
$ 492,200.00 
$ 23,420.00 

$ 676,620.00 

Total Preliminary Utility Cost Estimate$ 1, 179,170.00 

REIMBURSABLE 

$ 155,250.00 
$ 347,300.00 

$ 502,550.00 

If you have any questions, please contact Jennifer Deems at 770-387-3616. 

C: Jeff Baker, P. E. , State Utilities Engineer (via e:mail) 
File/Estimating Book 
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IMSTP-0075-03(208) 
Whitfield County 

PI 610890- 
 

Capacity Analysis Summary 
 

It is recommended that the I-75 Northbound and Southbound ramp intersections at CR 665 have 

multilane roundabouts installed. Single lane roundabouts were analyzed for the build year for each 

intersection and found to be deficient at two or more approaches with a LOS F and v/c ratios greater 

than 1.0. Signal warrant analyses were conducted for both intersections and it was determined that 

signals were not warranted in the current year. The multilane roundabouts at the I-75 ramps will 

produce a greater capacity and better operations of the interchange while also satisfying the need and 

purpose. The installation of roundabouts allows the project termini to tie in quicker along Carbondale 

Rd, avoids impacts to the Cemetery ESA and eliminates the need for a new location roadway west of the 

interchange. Preliminary cost and ROW estimates have reduced the project overall cost to 1/3 of the 

previous design. It is logical to change the end of the project to just west of the interchange along 

Carbondale Rd due to a substantial reduction in AADT counts.  

The intersection at US 41@CR 665 was examined for replacement of the existing signal and installation 

of a multilane roundabout. The multilane configuration shown below produced an equivalent footprint 

to the signalized intersection design including signal upgrades required to produce an acceptable level of 

service. The control delays for a signalized intersection and a multilane roundabout were compared and 

it was found that the multilane roundabout had a smaller control delay by an average of 10.0 seconds. 

Due to the better operational performance for an equivalent intersection footprint the US 41@CR 665 

intersection was changed to a multilane roundabout. 

Figure 1: Multilane Roundabout Configurations used for the capacity analysis. 
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Intersection @ Carbondale Rd (CR 665) 

2017 2037 

AM PM AM PM 

I-75 SB Ramp A-B (Unsignalized) 
B B B B 

I-75 NB Ramp C-D (Unsignalized) 
B B A A 

US 41 (Unsignalized) 
C B B B 

 Table 1: Proposed Roundabout Intersection LOS Summary – 2017 HCM 2010 Model/2037 Sidra Model 

Intersection @ Carbondale Rd (CR 665) 

2017 2037 

AM PM AM PM 

I-75 SB Ramp A-B (Unsignalized) 
14.8 13.5 12.1 11.5 

I-75 NB Ramp C-D (Unsignalized) 
12.9 11.6 9.7 8.6 

US 41 (Unsignalized) 
15.3 14.6 14.8 13.1 

Table 2: Proposed Roundabout Intersection Control Delay Summary – 2017 HCM 2010 Model/2037 Sidra 

Model 

 

Intersection @ Carbondale Rd (CR 665) 

2010 

AM PM 

I-75 SB Ramp A-B (Unsignalized) 
C C 

I-75 NB Ramp C-D (Unsignalized) 
E C 

US 41 (Signalized) 
B B 

Table 3: Existing conditions intersection LOS Summary 

Intersection @ Carbondale Rd (CR 665) 

2010 

AM PM 

I-75 SB Ramp A-B (Unsignalized) 
20.6 22.7 

I-75 NB Ramp C-D (Unsignalized) 
49.2 15.7 

US 41 (Signalized) 
13.8 12.0 

Table 4: Existing conditions intersection Control Delay Summary 
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Intersection @ Carbondale Rd (CR 665) 

2017 2037 

AM PM AM PM 

I-75 SB Ramp A-B (Unsignalized) 
F F F F 

I-75 NB Ramp C-D (Unsignalized) 
F F F F 

US 41 (Signalized) 
C B D C 

Table 5: No Build Alternative Intersection LOS Summary  

Intersection @ Carbondale Rd (CR 665) 

2017 2037 

AM PM AM PM 

I-75 SB Ramp A-B (Unsignalized) 
3632 2913 3542 6040 

I-75 NB Ramp C-D (Unsignalized) 
1385 772 2280 1774 

US 41 (Signalized) 
25.3 18.3 50.9 30.4 

Table 6: No Build Alternative Intersection Control Delay Summary  

Intersection @ Carbondale Rd (CR 665) 

2017 2037 

AM PM AM PM 

I-75 SB Ramp A-B C C C C 

I-75 NB Ramp C-D C B C C 

US 41 C C D C 

Table 7: LOS summary for comparable signalized intersection designs – Unsignalized rating table used. 

Intersection @ Carbondale Rd (CR 665) 

2017 2037 

AM PM AM PM 

I-75 SB Ramp A-B B B B C 

I-75 NB Ramp C-D B B C B 

US 41 C C C C 

Table 8: LOS summary for comparable signalized intersection designs – Signalized rating table used. 

Intersection @ Carbondale Rd (CR 665) 

2017 2037 

AM PM AM PM 

I-75 SB Ramp A-B B B B B 

I-75 NB Ramp C-D B B A A 

US 41 B B B B 

Table 9: LOS summary for roundabout intersection designs – Signalized rating table used. 
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INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE 

IM-STP-75-3(208) Whitfield 
P. I. No.: 610890 
1-75 Interchange at CR 665/Carbondale Road 

OFFICE: Engineering Services 

DATE: February 25, 2008 

FROM: Brian Summers, P.E., Project Review Engineer ;((/V 

TO: Brent Story, P.E. State Road Design Engineer 

SUBJECT: IMPLEMENTATION OF VALUE ENGINEERING STUDY ALTERNATIVES 

Recommendations for implementation of Value Engineering Study Alternatives are 
indicated in the table below. Incorporate alternatives recommended for implementation 
to the extent reasonable in the design of the project. 

ALT 
Description 

Savings PW 
Implement Comments 

No. &LCC 

RIGHT OF WAY 

The VE Alignment would force 
a horizontal curve 
superelevation transition on the 
bridge as well as a zero percent 
cross slope which is not 

A-I Shorten Project Limits $826,200 No desirable. In addition, the 
Environmental Document as 
well as the BFI, Bridge 
Hydraulic Study and many 
other items would need to be 
re-done. 
The proposed alignment and 

Decrease number of typical section transitions from 
A-2 lanes on the west side $581,500 No 4 lanes to 2 lanes as soon as 

of the project possible after the Old 
Carbondale Road intersection. 

BRIDGES 

Realign crossing of 
This goes along with "A-1" and 
would have the same zero 

8-1 RR and Swamp Creek $486,000 No 
percent cross slope and 

to the south 
superelevation transition issues. 
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ALT 
Description 

No. 

Reduce the width of 
B-3 the I -7 5 Bridge from 6 

lanes to 5 lanes 

Use MSE Walls in 
B-4 lieu of end span/end 

roll 
Use MSE Walls and 

B-4.1 minimize l-75 spans 
for outside widening 
Use MSE Walls and 

B-4.2 minimize 1-7 5 spans 
using inside widening 
Eliminate 54" Bulb 

B-5 Tee Beams and use 
Type III Beams 

Widen fhture mainline 

C-1 
lanes on the inside and 
reduce the ramp taper 
length 

D-1 
Revise profile to 
reduce Earthwork 

Savings PW 
Implement Comments 

&LCC 

BRIDGES - continued 

Based on traffic volumes and 
the amount of truck traffic 

$140,000 No 
(27%) separate left turn lanes 
are needed in each direction 
because of the storage length 
that is required. 

$389,000 Yes This should be done. 

Since B-4 is being implemented 
$620,000 No 

this one is no longer applicable. 

Since B-4 is being implemented 
$806,000 No 

this one is no longer applicable. 

The costs for re-design would 
$11,400 No 

negate the cost savings. 

ASPHALT PAVING 

$1,372,000 Yes This should be done. 

EARTHWORK 

$849,800 Yes This should be done. 

A meeting was held on January 29, 2008 to discuss the above recommendations. Brent 
Story, Jason McCook, Fletcher Miller, Jan Lystad, and Peter Emmanuel with Road 
Design, and Brian Summers and Ron Wishon with Engineering Services were in 
attendance. 

Additional information was provided by the Design Office on January 29, 2008, February 
8, 2008, and February 25, 2008. 

The results above reflect the consensus of those in attendance and those who provided 
input. 
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Approved: J)___;;_~--=--~-) =-------Date: ~· 3/2/08 
Gerald M. Ross, P. E., Chief Engineer 

Approved: 
for Rodney Barry, P.E., FHW A Division Administrator 

BKS/REW 

Attachments 

c: Gus Shanine 
Christy Poon-Atkins 
Todd Long 
Brent Story 
Paul Liles 
Jason McCook 
Fletcher Miller 
Peter Emmanuel 
Jan Lystad 
Jenny Hards-Dunham 
James Magnus 
Kenny Beckworth 
Ken Werho 
Nabil Raad 
Paul DeNard 
Paul Condit 
Lisa Myers 



Wishon, Ron 

From: Miller, Fletcher 
Sent: 
To: 

Monday, February 25, 2008 10:46 AM 
Wishon, Ron 

Subject: RE: IM-STP-75-3(208) Whitfield County P.l. No. 610890- VE Study Implementation 

Ron, 

We voted on B-4 over B-4.1 and B-4.2 because the alternate provided a cost savings benefit without either reducing 
cl ear zone (B-4.1} or reducing clear zone and preventing future outside widening (B-4.2}. Part of our decision was to 
keep the future option open for widening to the outside. 

Only one of the three can be chosen for cost savings. If we vote "Yes" on either of the other two then we have to vote 
"No" on the remaining two. 

By not voting on B-4.1, the cost savings lost is $231,000, not $620,000. By not voting on B-4.2, the cost savings lost is 
$417,000, not $806,000. The Implementation letter can appear to be misleading of these facts. 

Thanks, 

Fletcher C. Miller, P.E. 
Design Group Manager 
Office of Road & Airport Design 
Georgia Department of Transportation 
( 404) 656-5383 

From: Wishon, Ron 
Sent: Monday, February 25, 2008 9:57AM 
To: Miller, Fletcher 
Subject: RE: IM-STP-75-3(208) Whitfield County P.I. No. 610890- VE Study Implementation 

Fletcher: 
Gerald sent the VE Implementation Letter back to us unsigned at the end of last week and wanted us to explain B4-1 and 
84-2 better or in more detail as to why we did not vote to implement. Attached is what I sent down. Can you give a 
more detai led response for these two VE Alternatives? Thanks! 

Ron 

From: Wishon, Ron 
Sent: Friday, February 08, 2008 12:41 PM 
To: Miller, Fletcher 
Cc: Summers, Brian; Myers, Lisa 
Subject: RE: IM-STP-75-3(208) Whitfield County P.I. No. 610890- VE Study Implementation 

Fletcher: 
Just following up on this --- did you ever get updated information on this one? 

Ron 

From: Miller, Fletcher 
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2008 12:08 PM 
To: Wishon, Ron 

1 



Cc: Summers, Brian; Story, Brent; McCook, Jason; Emmanuel, Peter; cashin, Ted 
Subject: IM-STP-75-3(208) Whitfield County P.I. No. 610890- VE Study Implementation 

Ron, 

Alternative B-4: To protest implementation, Bridge Design has been requested to provide a cost estimate comparison for 
the alternative by 2/5/08. 

Alternative C-1: After the VE Study Implementation meeting this morning, Peter and I discovered another reason for 
implementing the suggested alternative. A ditch/stream on one of the ramps will be less impacted with implementation. 
Also, the original cost savings of $1,372,000 did not include ROW cost savings. Therefore, we will implement this 
alternative as discussed. We will not provide any additional savings versus cost comparisons for this alternative. 

Fletcher C. Miller, P.E. 
Design Group Manager 
Office of Road & Airport Design 
Georgia Department of Transportation 
( 404) 656-5383 

2 



Wishon, Ron 

From: Miller, Fletcher 
Sent: 
To: 

Friday, February 08, 2008 12:55 PM 
Wishon, Ron 

Cc: Summers, Brian; Myers, Lisa 
Subject: FW: IM-STP-75-3(208) Whitfield County P.l. No. 610890- VE Study Implementation 

Alternative B-4 should be implemented ba sed on no add itional protest from Bridge Design. 

Fletcher C. Miller, P.E. 
Design Group Manager 
Office of Road & Airport Design 
Georgia Department of Transportation 
( 404) 656-5383 

From: Cashin, Ted 
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2008 1:40 PM 
To: Miller, Fletcher 
Cc: Ingalsbe, Bill; Emmanuel, Peter 
Subject: RE: IM-STP-75-3(208) Whitfield County P.I. No. 610890- VE Study Implementation 

We don't have anything to add to our response. Thanks for keeping us in the loop. 

Ted Cashin 
Bridge Design Group Leader 
Georgia DOT 1 Office of Bridge Design 
(4el4) -656-53el2 
(4el4) - 651-7076 fax 

Please note I have a new e-mail address: 
tcashin@dot.ga.gov 

From: Miller, Fletcher 
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2008 11:47 AM 
To: Cashin, Ted 
Cc: Ingalsbe, Bill; Emmanuel, Peter 
Subject: IM-STP-75-3(208) Whitfield County P.I. No. 610890- VE Study Implementation 

Ted, 

As we discussed today, Engineering Services has asked for cost estimate comparison for the subject VE Study Alternate 
B-4, which stated: 

Use MSE walls in lieu of end span/end roll with slope paving. The alternative concept allows for the elimination of the 
end spans using MSE walls. The two center spans increase to 106 feet each. The total net savings for the option is 
$389,000. 

Your response was: 

MSE wall abutments are generally not recommended by Bridge Design for a number of reasons including losing the 
ability to add future lanes, utilities or drainage in the end spans. If MSE walls are to be utilized, they must be set back far 
enough to allow longitudinal drainage along 1-75. This drainage cannot be piped behind the MSE wall since it would 
conflict with the straps. The walls are estimated at 20' high, but if they turn out to be 24' high to get to the bottom of 

1 



the wall below the ditch, the wall area would increase by 27% and the savings would dwindle from $389,000 to 
$304,000. 

At the VE Study Implementation meeting today, Engineering Services tentatively directed the implementation of 
Alternative 8·4, unless a cost estimate comparison can be provided. Please provide this cost estimate comparison to 
me by February 5th. 

Thanks, 

Fletcher C. Miller, P.E. 
Design Group Manager 
Office of Road & Airport Design 
Georgia Department of Transportation 
( 404) 656-5383 
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Wishon, Ron 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Ron, 

Miller, Fletcher 
Tuesday, January 29, 2008 12:08 PM 
Wishon, Ron 
Summers, Brian; Story, Brent; McCook, Jason; Emmanuel, Peter; Cashin, Ted 
IM-STP-75-3(208) Whitfield County P.l. No. 610890- VE Study Implementation 

Alternative B-4: To protest implementation, Bridge Design has been requested to provide a cost estimate comparison for 

the alternative by 2/5/08. 

Alternative C-1: After the VE Study Implementation meeting this morning, Peter and I discovered another reason for 
implementing the suggested alternative. A ditch/stream on one of the ramps will be less impacted with implementation. 
Also, the original cost savings of $1,372,000 did not include ROW cost savings. Therefore, we will implement this 
alternative as discussed. We will not provide any additional savings versus cost comparisons for this alternative. 

Fletcher C. Miller, P.E. 
Design Group Manager 
Office of Road & Airport Design 
Georgia Department of Transportation 
( 404) 656-5383 

1 



FILE 

FROM 

TO 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
STATE OF GEORGIA 

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE 

IM-STP-75-3(208) Whitfield County 
P.I. No. 610890 
1-75 Interchange at CR665/Carbondale Road 

~?£ ::: 
Brent A. Story, P.E., State Road and Airport Design Engineer 

Brian Summers, P.E., Project Review Engineer 

OFFICE 

DATE 

Attn: Lisa Myers, Design Review Engineer ManagerNE Coordinator 

Road Design 

December 27, 2007 

SUBJECT VE Study: Responses to Recommendations 

These are the responses to the Value Engineering Alternatives recommended by the Value Engineering 
Team: 

Recommendation Highlights 

Recommendation A-1: Shorten project limits on Carbondale Road 

This recommendation includes shifting the alignment of the bridge to the south of the existing 
railroad trestle crossing of Swamp Creek and the RR. This allows for a shorter segment for 
Carbondale and a shorter connection on Old Dug Gap Road. Cost shown is for roadway savings only. 
See Item B-1 for bridge savings. 

Potential savings is $826,200 

Respon~e from Road Design: DO NOT IMPLEMENT 
• This recommendation appears to be worth considering; however, past correspondence yields 

that this alternative was previously considered by both the Office of Road Design and the 
Office of Bridge Design. The alternative was discarded because an alignment at this location 
would force horizontal curve superelevation to be in transition on the bridge, which is 
undesirable because the transition would place a "flat" zero percent cross-slope on the bridge 
deck (see Bridge Design response to Recommendation B-1). 

• To perform the preliminary engineering development of the reconunended area would require 
the revision of the following completed tasks: survey and mapping, aquatic study for 
environmental document, bridge foundation investigation, bridge hydraulic report, bridge 
layout, road design and preliminary construction and ROW plans. 



Recommendation A-2: Decrease number of lanes on west side ofl-75 

This recommendation includes reducing the number of lanes to two on the west side of the 1-75 
bridge. The traffic figures indicate minimum traffic in this area. 

Potential savings is $581,500 

Response from Road Design: DO NOT IMPLEMENT 
• The current plans provide a transition from 4 lanes to 2 lanes as soon as possible after the 

intersection of Old Carbondale Road, which is approximately 892 feet from the ramp centerline. 
• To revise the plans to transition sooner would potentially create conflicts with truck traffic and 

passenger vehicles coming from the Carbondale community. 

Recommendation B-1: Realign the crossing of the Norfolk Southern RR and Swamp Creek to the 
south 

This recommendation includes shifting the alignment of the bridge to the south of the existing 
railroad trestle crossing of Swamp Creek to where they are in closer proximity to each other (same as 
Item A-I). This allows a shortening of the bridge and a crossing that is much closer to 90°. Savings 
shown is for the bridge costs only. 

Proposed initial savings is $486,000 

Response from Bridge Design: DO NOT IMPLEMENT 
• Because the superelevation transition may not be moved off of the bridge, costs will increase 

since the bridge deck will have to be poured in separate left and right stages. It is hard to put a 
cost on this work, but in the spans where the deck is transitioning from normal crown to reverse 
crown, costs will probably increase by $10-$20 per square foot. This average increase amounts to 
approximately $236,000. 

• Although a transition from reverse crown to full super could be accommodated with little increase 
in cost, the recommended design does not provide for this as an altemative. As stated previously, 
this alternative has been considered and rejected during concept development. 

Recommendation B-2: Widen existing I-75 bridge to accommodate pt·oposed increased lanes 

This analysis compared widening the existing structure in lieu of building a new structure as the 
existing bridge is structurally sound with a sufficiency rating of 73.86. The proposal was not cost 
effective and is therefore not recommended. 

Not Recommended by the VE Study Team 

Recommendation B-3: Reduce the width of the 1-75 bridge from 6 lanes to 5 lanes 

The proposed concept is to have back to back left turn lanes in lieu of separate left turns in each 
direction thus reducing the width by 12 feet. This is acceptable because of the low volumes of traffic 
making this movement. 

The total potential savings if accepted is $342,000 



Response from Road Design: DO NOT IMPLEMENT 
• The following future traffic volumes have been provided: 

Left-turn to SB I-75 DHV = 275 (AM) 430 (PM) 
Left-turn to NB I-75 DHV = 160 (AM) 110 (PM) 
The length of the bridge is 296 feet and the length of a WB-50 truck is 55 feet. 

• With a turn lane reduction, the left-turn storage length would be reduced by half ( 148 feet < 3 
WB-50 trucks stacked end to end). 

• At 27% trucks, for the worst case (PM) DHV = (430 + 110 = 540) x 0.27 = 146. This yields 
approximately 2.4 trucks per minute (2.4 x 55' = 134 feet < 148 feet). This would be acceptable 
only if passenger cars are neglected. However, this assumption is not realistic. Therefore, a 
reduction of the turn lanes to one lane would not provide for capacity or efficiency of the 
interchange. 

• Also, there is included in the VE study recommendation the need for a design exception for 
implementation. 

Recommendation B-4: Use MSE walls in lieu of end span/end roll with slope paving 

This concept allows for the elimination of the end spans using MSE walls. The two center spans 
increase to I 06 feet each. 

The total net suvings for this option is $389,000 

Response from Bridge Design: DO NOT IMPLEMENT 
• MSE wall abutments are generally not recommended by Bridge Design for a number of reasons 

including losing the ability to add future lanes, utilities, or drainage in the end spans. If MSE 
walls are to be utilized, they must be set back far enough to allow longitudinal drainage along I-
75. This drainage cannot be piped behind the MSE wall since it would conflict with the straps. 
The walls are estimated at 20' high, but if they turn out to be 24' high to get the bottom of the 
wall below the ditch, the wall area would increase by 27% and the savings would dwindle from 
$389,000 to $304,000. 

Recommendation B-4.1: Use MSE walls and minimize I-75 spans for outside future widening 

This concept includes the concept in B-4 plus reducing the center spans by not using the 30 foot clear 
zone shown in the original concept. In lieu of the clear zone, use a guardrail/barrier to protect the 
MSE wall which results in a center span revised length of 90 feet each. 

Tofu/ potentiuf suvings of this option is $620,000 

Response from Bridge Design: DO NOT IMPLEMENT 
• MSE wall abutments are generally not recommended by Bridge Design for a number of reasons 

including losing the ability to add future lanes, utilities, or drainage in the end spans. 

Recommendation B-4.2: Use MSE walls and minimize I-75 spans for inside future widening 

This concept includes the concept included in B-4.1 plus assumes the future lane widening on I-75 
can be performed on the inside not the outside. This results in a minimal center span length of 78 feet 
each. 

Totuf potmtiuf suvings of $806,000 



Response from Bridge Design: DO NOT IMPLEMENT 
• MSE wall abutments are generally not recommended by Bridge Design for a number of reasons 

including losing the ability to add future lanes, utilities, or drainage in the end spans. 

Recommendation B-5: Use Type III in lieu of bulb Ts 

This idea compares the original 5 span structure with the proposed 6 span facility using theproposed 
beams which save approximately 9 inches in profile height. 

Proposed savings is $11,400 

Response from Bridge Design: DO NOT IMPLEMENT 
• This suggestion would lower the mainline profile of the roadway to achieve savings. Actual 

bridge costs would increase due to the addition of a cast-in-place concrete bent. The cost to 
redesign the roadway would exceed the savings of only $11,400 and this is not recommended. 

Recommendation C-1: Widen the future mainline lanes on the inside and reduce the ramp taper 
length 

By relocating the future lane widening to the inside, substantial tapering can be reduced which in turn 
saves substantial quantities of pavement. 

Potential savings is $1,372,000 

Response from Road Design: DO NOT IMPLEMENT 
• According to the approved revised concept report (6/23/03), this interchange is a rural major 

arterial (I-75)/rural minor arterial (CR 665/Carbondale Road) and not an "Urban Principal 
Arterial", which was used as the justification for this recommendation. Therefore, the justification 
is not valid. 

• The ramp configuration as currently designed will provide for the ultimate footprint of the 
widened I-75 corridor, thus reducing future required ROW costs. To implement a decision to 
construct an interchange bridge to only provide for future widening ofl-75 to the inside would not 
only be limiting, but also premature as the concept for the future widening project has yet to 
begun. 

Recommendation D-1: Revise the profile along Carbondale Road to reduce earthwork 

Lowering the profile somewhat and rolling the grade allows for a substantial reduction in emihwork. 

Savings is estimated at 849,800 

Response from Road Design: WILL IMPLEMENT 
• The profile will be revised west of the interchange to reduce earthwork, construction limits and 

required ROW. 

Recommendation E-1: Use Asphalt in lieu ofPCCP on the ramps 

The concept is to use AC in lieu of concrete pavement. Although the idea was initially less expensive, 
over a 30 year design life cycle, concrete proved to be more economical. 

Not Recommended by the VE Study Team 



BAS:JLM:FCM 

Cc: Gus Shanine/Christy Poon-Atkins- FHW A 
Todd Long 
Brent Story/Jason McCook/Fletcher Miller/Peter Emmanuel- Road Design 
Paul Liles/Billlngalsbe/Jenny Harris-Dunham/Ted Cashin- Bridge Design 
Paul Condit- OEL 
James Magnus- GO Construction 
Kent Sager/Patrick Bowers/Kenny Beckworth -District 6 Construction 
Ken Werho/Nabil Raad/Paul DeNard- Traffic Safety and Design 
General Files 
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ROOM OUT 

NO. 
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(2) Brian K. Summers 266 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

TO FORWARD, STRIKE YOUR NAME, INITIAL AND DATE 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
I8J FOR SIGNATURE 0 AS REQUESTED 

I8J FOR APPROVAL 0 PREPARE REPLY 

0 FOR INFORMATION 0 FILE 

0 FOR COMMENTS AND 0 MAIL 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

0 PLEASE ANSWER 
0 FOR ACTION 

0 RETURN TO 
0 FOR DISCUSSION ON 

BY 
(Date) 

(Date) 

OTHER: Please contact Ron Wishon at 404-651-7470 if there are any questions. 

FROM: rew 

\ \ 
FM0095 



Attachment 10  State of Georgia 
P.I. Number: 610890-  Department of Transportation 
County: Whitfield 

 

HIGHWAY SAFETY MANUAL (HSM) ANALYSIS for REVISED CONCEPT REPORT 

 

The Highway Safety Manual (HSM) has been referenced for the availability of a Predictive Method 

analysis using a Safety Performance Function (SPF) with associated Crash Modification Factors (CMF) to 

provide a predicted average crash frequency.  The roadway segment on this project being revised is 

classified by the HSM as rural multi-lane divided.  The HSM roadway segment SPF for rural multi-lane 

divided includes median width as a base condition for the SPF and a CMF is provided to adjust the SPF 

crash frequency for different median widths.  However both the approved concept and proposed 

revised concept median widths are rounded to the same value for the CMF resulting in no difference in 

the predicted average crash frequency.  The HSM was also referenced for median width CMFs that can 

be individually applied without a SPF to provide a predicted crash frequency percentage increase or 

decrease.  No CMFs are available for individual use for the proposed median width change. 



Georgia Department of Transportation
District Six Traffic Operations

SR 136 @ Dade HS 100% XRT
Study Name : CarbondaleSB2017 8th 100%
Study Date : 03/17/11
Page No.   : 1Signal Warrants - Summary

Major Street Approaches Minor Street Approaches

Eastbound:   Carbondale
Number of Lanes: 1
Approach Speed: 45
Total Approach Volume: 1,488

Northbound:   
Number of Lanes: 1

Total Approach Volume: 0

Westbound:   Carbondale
Number of Lanes: 1
Approach Speed: 45
Total Approach Volume: 2,560

Southbound:   
Number of Lanes: 1

Total Approach Volume: 1,656

Warrant Summary (Urban values apply.}

 Warrant 1 - Eight Hour Vehicular Volumes  ............................................................................................ Satisfied

 Warrant 1A - Minimum Vehicular Volume  ......................................................................................... Satisfied

Required volumes reached for 8 hours, 8 are needed

 Warrant 1B - Interruption of Continuous Traffic  .............................................................................. Not Satisfied

Required volumes reached for 0 hours, 8 are needed

 Warrant 1 A&B - Combination of Warrants  ...................................................................................... Not Satisfied

Required volumes reached for 0 hours, 8 are needed

 Warrant 2 - Four Hour Volumes  .............................................................................................................. Not Satisfied
Number of hours (0) volumes exceed minimum < minimum required (4).

 Warrant 3 - Peak Hour  ............................................................................................................................. Not Satisfied

 Warrant 3A - Peak Hour Volumes  ...................................................................................................... Not Satisfied

Volumes do not exceed minimums for any hour.

 Warrant 3B - Peak Hour Delay  ........................................................................................................... Not Satisfied

Approach volumes on minor street don't exceed minimums for any hour. Delay data not evaluated.

 Warrant 4 - Pedestrian Volumes  ............................................................................................................. Not Evaluated

 Warrant 5 - School Crossing  ................................................................................................................... Not Evaluated

 Warrant 6 - Coordinated Signal System  ................................................................................................. Not Evaluated

 Warrant 7 - Crash Experience  ................................................................................................................. Not Satisfied
Number of accidents (-1) is less than minimum (5). Volume minimums are met.

 Warrant 8 - Roadway Network  ................................................................................................................ Not Evaluated



Georgia Department of Transportation
District Six Traffic Operations

SR 136 @ Dade HS 100% XRT
Study Name : CarbondaleSB2017 8th 100%
Study Date : 03/17/11
Page No.   : 2Signal Warrants - Summary
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[Urban,  1 major lane and 1 minor lane curves used]
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Analysis of 8-Hour Volume Warrants:

Hour Major Higher Minor War-1A War-1B War-1A&B

Begin Total Vol Dir Major Crit Minor Crit Meets? Major Crit Minor Crit Meets? Major Crit Minor Crit Meets?

00:00 506 207 SB 500-Yes 150-Yes Both 750-No 75-Yes Minor 600-No 120-Yes Minor

01:00 506 207 SB 500-Yes 150-Yes Both 750-No 75-Yes Minor 600-No 120-Yes Minor

02:00 506 207 SB 500-Yes 150-Yes Both 750-No 75-Yes Minor 600-No 120-Yes Minor

03:00 506 207 SB 500-Yes 150-Yes Both 750-No 75-Yes Minor 600-No 120-Yes Minor

04:00 506 207 SB 500-Yes 150-Yes Both 750-No 75-Yes Minor 600-No 120-Yes Minor

05:00 506 207 SB 500-Yes 150-Yes Both 750-No 75-Yes Minor 600-No 120-Yes Minor

06:00 506 207 SB 500-Yes 150-Yes Both 750-No 75-Yes Minor 600-No 120-Yes Minor

07:00 506 207 SB 500-Yes 150-Yes Both 750-No 75-Yes Minor 600-No 120-Yes Minor

08:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

09:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

10:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

11:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

12:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

13:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

14:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

15:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

16:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

17:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

18:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

19:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

20:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

21:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

22:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

23:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---



Georgia Department of Transportation
District Six Traffic Operations

Study Name : Carbondale75NBam8th100%
Study Date : 03/18/11
Page No.   : 1Signal Warrants - Summary

Major Street Approaches Minor Street Approaches

Eastbound:   Carbondale
Number of Lanes: 1
Approach Speed: 45
Total Approach Volume: 3,144

Northbound:   
Number of Lanes: 1

Total Approach Volume: 416

Westbound:   Carbondale
Number of Lanes: 1
Approach Speed: 45
Total Approach Volume: 2,152

Southbound:   
Number of Lanes: 1

Total Approach Volume: 0

Warrant Summary (Urban values apply.}

 Warrant 1 - Eight Hour Vehicular Volumes  ............................................................................................ Not Satisfied

 Warrant 1A - Minimum Vehicular Volume  ......................................................................................... Not Satisfied

Required volumes reached for 0 hours, 8 are needed

 Warrant 1B - Interruption of Continuous Traffic  .............................................................................. Not Satisfied

Required volumes reached for 0 hours, 8 are needed

 Warrant 1 A&B - Combination of Warrants  ...................................................................................... Not Satisfied

Required volumes reached for 0 hours, 8 are needed

 Warrant 2 - Four Hour Volumes  .............................................................................................................. Not Satisfied
Number of hours (0) volumes exceed minimum < minimum required (4).

 Warrant 3 - Peak Hour  ............................................................................................................................. Not Satisfied

 Warrant 3A - Peak Hour Volumes  ...................................................................................................... Not Satisfied

Volumes do not exceed minimums for any hour.

 Warrant 3B - Peak Hour Delay  ........................................................................................................... Not Satisfied

Approach volumes on minor street don't exceed minimums for any hour. Delay data not evaluated.

 Warrant 4 - Pedestrian Volumes  ............................................................................................................. Not Evaluated

 Warrant 5 - School Crossing  ................................................................................................................... Not Evaluated

 Warrant 6 - Coordinated Signal System  ................................................................................................. Not Evaluated

 Warrant 7 - Crash Experience  ................................................................................................................. Not Satisfied
Number of accidents (-1) is less than minimum (5). Volume minimums are not met.

 Warrant 8 - Roadway Network  ................................................................................................................ Not Evaluated



Georgia Department of Transportation
District Six Traffic Operations

Study Name : Carbondale75NBam8th100%
Study Date : 03/18/11
Page No.   : 2Signal Warrants - Summary
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[Urban,  1 major lane and 1 minor lane curves used]

01234567

Analysis of 8-Hour Volume Warrants:

Hour Major Higher Minor War-1A War-1B War-1A&B

Begin Total Vol Dir Major Crit Minor Crit Meets? Major Crit Minor Crit Meets? Major Crit Minor Crit Meets?

00:00 662 52 NB 500-Yes 150-No Major 750-No 75-No --- 600-Yes 120-No Major

01:00 662 52 NB 500-Yes 150-No Major 750-No 75-No --- 600-Yes 120-No Major

02:00 662 52 NB 500-Yes 150-No Major 750-No 75-No --- 600-Yes 120-No Major

03:00 662 52 NB 500-Yes 150-No Major 750-No 75-No --- 600-Yes 120-No Major

04:00 662 52 NB 500-Yes 150-No Major 750-No 75-No --- 600-Yes 120-No Major

05:00 662 52 NB 500-Yes 150-No Major 750-No 75-No --- 600-Yes 120-No Major

06:00 662 52 NB 500-Yes 150-No Major 750-No 75-No --- 600-Yes 120-No Major

07:00 662 52 NB 500-Yes 150-No Major 750-No 75-No --- 600-Yes 120-No Major

08:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

09:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

10:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

11:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

12:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

13:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

14:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

15:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

16:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

17:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

18:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

19:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

20:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

21:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

22:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

23:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---



Georgia Department of Transportation
District Six Traffic Operations

Study Name : CarbondaleNBpm100%8th2017ADT
Study Date : 03/18/11
Page No.   : 1Signal Warrants - Summary

Major Street Approaches Minor Street Approaches

Eastbound:   Carbondale
Number of Lanes: 1
Approach Speed: 45
Total Approach Volume: 3,688

Northbound:   
Number of Lanes: 1

Total Approach Volume: 528

Westbound:   Carbondale
Number of Lanes: 1
Approach Speed: 45
Total Approach Volume: 2,440

Southbound:   
Number of Lanes: 1

Total Approach Volume: 0

Warrant Summary (Urban values apply.}

 Warrant 1 - Eight Hour Vehicular Volumes  ............................................................................................ Not Satisfied

 Warrant 1A - Minimum Vehicular Volume  ......................................................................................... Not Satisfied

Required volumes reached for 0 hours, 8 are needed

 Warrant 1B - Interruption of Continuous Traffic  .............................................................................. Not Satisfied

Required volumes reached for 0 hours, 8 are needed

 Warrant 1 A&B - Combination of Warrants  ...................................................................................... Not Satisfied

Required volumes reached for 0 hours, 8 are needed

 Warrant 2 - Four Hour Volumes  .............................................................................................................. Not Satisfied
Number of hours (0) volumes exceed minimum < minimum required (4).

 Warrant 3 - Peak Hour  ............................................................................................................................. Not Satisfied

 Warrant 3A - Peak Hour Volumes  ...................................................................................................... Not Satisfied

Volumes do not exceed minimums for any hour.

 Warrant 3B - Peak Hour Delay  ........................................................................................................... Not Satisfied

Approach volumes on minor street don't exceed minimums for any hour. Delay data not evaluated.

 Warrant 4 - Pedestrian Volumes  ............................................................................................................. Not Evaluated

 Warrant 5 - School Crossing  ................................................................................................................... Not Evaluated

 Warrant 6 - Coordinated Signal System  ................................................................................................. Not Evaluated

 Warrant 7 - Crash Experience  ................................................................................................................. Not Satisfied
Number of accidents (-1) is less than minimum (5). Volume minimums are met.

 Warrant 8 - Roadway Network  ................................................................................................................ Not Evaluated



Georgia Department of Transportation
District Six Traffic Operations

Study Name : CarbondaleNBpm100%8th2017ADT
Study Date : 03/18/11
Page No.   : 2Signal Warrants - Summary
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[Urban,  1 major lane and 1 minor lane curves used]

01234567

Analysis of 8-Hour Volume Warrants:

Hour Major Higher Minor War-1A War-1B War-1A&B

Begin Total Vol Dir Major Crit Minor Crit Meets? Major Crit Minor Crit Meets? Major Crit Minor Crit Meets?

00:00 766 66 NB 500-Yes 150-No Major 750-Yes 75-No Major 600-Yes 120-No Major

01:00 766 66 NB 500-Yes 150-No Major 750-Yes 75-No Major 600-Yes 120-No Major

02:00 766 66 NB 500-Yes 150-No Major 750-Yes 75-No Major 600-Yes 120-No Major

03:00 766 66 NB 500-Yes 150-No Major 750-Yes 75-No Major 600-Yes 120-No Major

04:00 766 66 NB 500-Yes 150-No Major 750-Yes 75-No Major 600-Yes 120-No Major

05:00 766 66 NB 500-Yes 150-No Major 750-Yes 75-No Major 600-Yes 120-No Major

06:00 766 66 NB 500-Yes 150-No Major 750-Yes 75-No Major 600-Yes 120-No Major

07:00 766 66 NB 500-Yes 150-No Major 750-Yes 75-No Major 600-Yes 120-No Major

08:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

09:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

10:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

11:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

12:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

13:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

14:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

15:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

16:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

17:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

18:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

19:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

20:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

21:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

22:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---

23:00 0 0 NB 500-No 150-No --- 750-No 75-No --- 600-No 120-No ---



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
STATE OF GEORGIA 

__________ 
 

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE 
 
 
FILE: P. I. No. 610890 OFFICE: Environmental Services 

DATE:  June 29, 2011 
 
FROM:  Glenn Bowman, P.E., State Environmental Administrator 
 
TO:  Distribution Below 
 
SUBJECT: Project IMSTP-0075-03(208), Whitfield County, Summary of Comments 

Received During the Public Comment Period – 3/29/11-4/12/11  
 
COMMENT TOTALS: 

 

A total of 53 people attended the public information open house held for the subject project on 

March 29, 2011.   

 

From those attending, 7 comment forms, 0 letters and 1 verbal statements were received.  An 

additional 4 comments were received during the ten-day comment period following the public 

information open house, for a total of 12 comments.  They are summarized as follows: 

 
No. Opposed No. In Support Uncommitted Conditional 

4 0 1 5 

  
 
MAJOR CONCERNS: 
 

 Concern that truck traffic is accounted for in road design 

 Concern about diminished property values 

 Concern about operational efficiency of roundabouts 

 Carbondale Business Park would like a median break at their entrance off Carbondale 

Road 

 Concern about pollution from truck traffic 

 
OFFICIALS: 
 
Officials attending included the following: 
Mike Babb, Whitfield County 
Mark Gibson, Whitfield County 
Kent Benson, Whitfield County 
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DISPOSITION OF COMMENTS:  
 
The following represents a breakdown of a review of comments by the offices to which they 
pertain.  The project manager will review all responses. 
 

RESPONSIBLE 

OFFICE 

COMMENT # NATURE OF COMMENT  

Road Design 1, 6,  5 Roads need to be designed to be effective for 
truck traffic 

2, 7,  Carbondale Business Park would like a median 
break at their entrance off Carbondale Road 

 3, 8, 9, 11 Concern of operational efficacy of roundabouts 

 12 Concerned about limiting access to businesses 
on Carbondale Road 

 

RESPONSIBLE 

OFFICE 

COMMENT # NATURE OF COMMENT  

Right-of-Way 4, 8,   Concern over diminished property value. 
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RESPONSIBLE 

OFFICE 

COMMENT # NATURE OF COMMENT  

Planning 10      Wants DOT money spent on other projects of 
greater need 

   

RESPONSIBLE 

OFFICE 

COMMENT # NATURE OF COMMENT  

Environmental Services 8  Concern over air pollution from truck traffic 

  

RESPONSIBLE 

OFFICE 

COMMENT # NATURE OF COMMENT  

Environmental Services All Letters Thank you for your comments concerning the 
proposed project referenced above.  We 
appreciate your attendance and all of the input 
that was received as a result of the March 20, 
2011 Public Information Open House (PIOH).  
Every comment will be made part of the official 
record of the project. 
 
The attendees of the PIOH and those persons 
sending in comments afterwards raised the 
following questions and concerns.  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. 

 
Please review the comments and email responses to Zoé Chamberlain at 
zchamberlain@dot.ga.gov by 7/1/11.  
 
Attached is a complete transcript of the comments received during the comment period and a 
copy of the public information open house handout. 
 
If you have any questions about the comments, please either email or call Zoé Chamberlain at 
(404) 631-1174. 
 
GB/zc 
 
Attachments 

 
DISTRIBUTION:  
Russell R. McMurry, w/attachments 
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Kim Nesbitt,   w/attachments 
Fletcher Miller 
Cindy Van Dyke, w/attachments 
Kathy Zahul, P.E., w/attachments 
Howard (Phil) Copeland (Attn: Troy Byers), w/attachments 



Vance C. Smith, Jr., Commissioner 

Anita Rose Holland 
141 Carbondale Road SW 
Dalton, GA 30721 

Dear Mr. Anita Rose Holland, 

June 29, 2011 

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

One Georgia Center, 600 West Peachtree Street, NW 
Atlanta, Georgia 30308 
Telephone: (404) 631-1000 

RE: Project: lMSTP-0075-03(208) Whitfield County 
P.l. No.: 610890 

Thank you for taking the time to express your views on the proposed roadway improvement project referenced above. Your 
comments have been reviewed by the appropriate offices within the Department of Transportation and will be taken into 
account during the plan development process for this project. 

In the event your property is required in total or in part, a certified appraiser from the Department's appraiser prequalification 
list will make a fair market value appraisal of the area to be required, including any damages to the remainder land, if 
applicable. The appraisal will also include values for improvements required or damages that may be applicable. 

Should you be required to relocate as part of this project, a Department representative will assist you during your relocation. 
You will have sixty (60) days to relocate from the date title passes to the Department. To further explain the relocation program 
and hopefully answer any other questions you may have, I have enclosed a copy of the brochure "What Happens When You 
Property is Needed for a Transportation Facility". 

Should you have any additional right of way acquisition related questions or concerns, please call the State Right of Way 
Acquisition Manager Troy Byers at 404-347-0176. 

(/;.) Sincerely, , 

-i-(~ ;J. {o(l.e:£J' 

Howard P. Copeland 
Right of Way Administrator 

Enclosure 

C: Glenn Bowman- Office of Environment/Location 
Zoe Chamberlain- Transportation Environmental Planner Associate 



Vance C. Smith, Jr., Commissioner 

Terry & Wynette Gazaway 
160 Carbondale Road 
Dalton, GA 30721 

Dear Property Owners, 

June 29, 2011 

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

One Georgia Center, 600 West Peachtree Street, NW 
Atlanta, Georgia 30308 
Telephone: (404) 631-1000 

RE: Project: IMSTP-0075-03(208) Whitfield County 
P.I. No.: 610890 

Thank you for taking the time to express your views on the proposed roadway improvement project referenced above. Your 
comments have been reviewed by the appropriate offices within the Department of Transportation and will be taken into 
account during the plan development process for this project. 

In the event your property is required in total or in part, a certified appraiser from the Department's appraiser prequalification 
list will make a fair market value appraisal of the area to be required, including any damages to the remainder land, if 
applicable. The appraisal will also include values for improvements required or damages that may be applicable. 

Should you be required to relocate as part of this project, a Department representative will assist you during your relocation. 
You will have sixty (60) days to relocate from the date title passes to the Department. To further explain the relocation program 
and hopefully answer any other questions you may have, I have enclosed a copy of the brochure "What Happens When You 
Property is Needed for a Transportation Facility". 

Should you have any additional right of way acquisition related questions or concerns, please call the State Right of Way 
Acquisition Manager Troy Byers at 404-347-0176. 

C Sincerely, 

-1{) 'f!6w,J f. Co p~J 
Howard P. Copeland 
Right of Way Administrator 

Enclosure 

C: Glenn Bowman- Office of Environment/Location 
Zoe Chamberlain- Transportation Environmental Planner Associate 
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