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0006901, and PI# 720970-. Phase 1, PI# 0006900, begins at the proposed intersection of relocated SR 92 with
the proposed East Broad Street Ramp and ends at the proposed intersection of relocated SR 92 and relocated
Ellis Street. This phase includes a grade separation of the SR 92 Realignment and US 78/East Broad Street, the
Norfolk Southern Railroad, and East Strickiand Street. Phase 2, PI# 0006901, begins just south of the existing
intersection of SR 92/Fairburn Road and Durelee Lane and ends at the proposed intersection of relocated SR 92
with the proposed East Broad Street Ramp. Phase 3, PI# 720970-, begins at the intersection of relocated SR 92
and relocated Ellis Street and ends just north of the existing intersection of SR 92/Dallas Highway and Malone
Road. All three phases consist of the widening and realignment of SR 92 in Douglasville.
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Need and Purpose:

A. Background

State Route 92 between US 78 and 1-20 is known as Fairburn Road. State Route 92 between US 78 and Malone
Road is known as Dallas Highway. US 78 in Douglasville is SR 5 and SR 8 and is sometimes referred to as
Bankhead Highway. US 78 east of downtown Douglasville (Campbellton Street) is signed as East Broad Street.
US 78 west of downtown Douglasville (Campbellton Street) is signed as West Broad Street.

In the project area, SR 92 is classified as an urban minor arterial, however, it provides a major north/south
corridor through downtown Douglasville and between Douglas and Paulding Counties. The SR 92 corridor is a
major north-south corridor connection from northern Douglas and Paulding Counties to 1-20, which provides a
direct link to 1-285 less than ten miles east of the Douglas/Fulton County line. The SR 92 corridor provides a
vital link for commuters using 1-20, as well as connectivity between residential neighborhoods and the Arbor
Place Mall area. In addition, SR 92 provides a heavily used north/south corridor between 1-20 and US 78. SR
92/Fairburn Road crosses 1-20 to US 78/East Broad Street, then follows US 78/East Broad Street easterly until
the Mozley Street intersection. Also, SR 92/Fairburn Road crosses the Norfolk Southern Railroad at Mozley
Street, and then follows East Strickland Street westerly until intersecting with Campbellton Street. SR
92/Dallas Highway then extends northerly to Malone Road.

With the increasing population growth in Douglas and Paulding Counties over the last few decades, SR 92 has
become a major transportation corridor for vehicles traveling between the two counties, especially to gain
access to 1-20. The SR 92 corridor is the only direct corridor between the cities of Hiram and Douglasville and
one of only three travel corridors between Paulding County and 1-20. This corridor no longer has sufficient
capacity to meet the present vehicle travel demands. Without additional capacity, the corridor will experience
increasingly longer and unacceptable delays. Although minor corridor improvements would provide some
benefits, none would sufficiently increase the corridor capacity and reduce travel delays. These improvements,
primarily of the Transportation Systems Management/ Transportation Demand Management type, include such
features as turn lanes, signal modifications and Intelligent Transportation Systems, transit and ridesharing
programs, flexible work hours, telecommuting, bicycle/pedestrian improvements, and other measures that
would make a system function more efficiently and/or reduce the demands on a system by offering alternative
modes of travel. However, none of these improvements would significantly add capacity or reduce travel
delays without also adding vehicle travel lanes to the system.

All existing railroad crossings in the vicinity of SR 92 and the City of Douglasville are at-grade. The Norfolk
Southern Railroad is a heavily used train corridor that runs just north of and parallel to US 78. This train
corridor is the most direct railroad line from Atlanta, Georgia, to Birmingham, Alabama. The track carries an
average of 11 heavy freight trains per day with an operating density of 60 to 70 million gross ton-miles per
mile. The system also accommodates Amtrak passenger service. Combining both freight and Amtrak trains, 8
and 12 trains run daily along these tracks. Train speeds in the downtown area can reach up to 60 miles per hour.

US 78 is a major crossroads in downtown Douglasville that is highly congested. It is the primary route through
downtown Douglasville as well as a major east/west corridor providing an alternative to 1-20. To make matters
worse, existing SR 92 combines with US 78 through the downtown of Douglasville for four blocks before
turning north becoming Dallas Highway and heading south becoming Fairburn Road. The presence of the
railroad in the downtown area further aggravates the already hectic condition by hindering the flow of SR 92.
Further worsening the situation, the at-grade railroad crossings downtown do not accommodate trucks, causing
them to take a circuitous route to allow appropriate clearance for crossing the tracks.

Existing pedestrian facilities to and from major destinations in the City of Douglasville are minimal. The
primary area where pedestrian activity occurs is in downtown Douglasville where an adequate sidewalk
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network connects the downtown commercial area, government offices, and a few residential pockets. The
existing SR 92 corridor in the project area includes sporadic areas of existing sidewalks that do not meet
existing American’s with Disability Act (ADA) standards.

The projects are identified in the Atlanta Regional Commission’s (ARC) Envision 6 RTP as ARC numbers DO-
282C, DO-282B, and DO-282A. Project DO-282C (P1#720790-) is identified as, “Metro Arterial Connector — SR
92 Realignment Phase 111.” Project DO-282B (P1#0006901) is identified as, “Metro Arterial Connector — SR 92
Realignment Phase Il. From SR 92 (Fairburn Road) south of Hospital Drive to US 78 (Broad Street)” Project DO-
282A (P1#0006900) is identified as, “Metro Arterial Connector — SR 92 Realignment Phase | — Underpass. At US 78
(Broad Street) and NS Rail Line.” All three sections are identified in the plan as general purpose roadway
capacity projects. All three units are also identified in the ARC’s current FY 2008-2013 Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) under the same numbers as those in the RTP.

The Douglasville Livable Centers Initiative (LCI) Study Report (May 2001) proposes to divert traffic from the
downtown area to make it more livable. The realignment of SR 92 is recommended in the LCI plan and is
considered essential for the success of a more livable downtown. This goal would also be reached by building
more pedestrian sidewalks and bicycle paths that link other areas of the City to the downtown area. The
proposed projects are consistent with the City of Douglasville’s 1994 and 2004 Comprehensive Plan goals,
policies and statements.

B. Proposed Improvements

The proposed projects would improve the level of service and safety along the SR 92 corridor and alleviate
congestion in the downtown area of the City of Douglasville. These projects are also needed to accommodate
both current and future traffic growth in Douglas and Paulding Counties and allow for better freight movement
into and out of Douglas County, east Paulding County and south Cobb County. The proposed projects, in
conjunction with other projects in the Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) Construction Work
Program (CWP) and the ARC’s Envision6 RTP would provide a continuous multi-lane north-south corridor
from 1-20 to SR 120, two significant east-west corridors in the region.

C. Logical Termini

In order to be consistent with the environmental document, the widening and realignment of SR 92 from
Malone Road in Douglas County to Nebo Road in Paulding County, identified in the Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP) as Project PA-092A, also falls within the logical termini. Consequently, the logical southern
terminus for the widening and realignment of SR 92 in Douglas and Paulding Counties would be just south of
Durelee Lane, in the City of Douglasville, Douglas County and the logical northern terminus would be Nebo
Road in Paulding County. The southern terminus just south of Durelee Lane is located at the termini of two (2)
GDOT projects currently under construction. These projects are the Durelee Lane extension project and the I-
20 interchange project. Specifically, the 1-20 Interchange project is increasing capacity of SR 92 south of
Durelee Lane. In addition, the proposed southern terminus would provide a connection to a section of SR 92
with the same number of lanes to those proposed. Lastly, the traffic data supports our southern terminus as
logical, as the numbers do not show a need for additional capacity south of Durelee Lane after the 1-20
Interchange project (which is currently under construction) is complete, nor do they show that the 1-20
Interchange project would further exacerbate the traffic capacity needs along the proposed alignment. This is
because other projects in the area are taken into account in the ARC travel demand model.

The northern terminus at Nebo Road is located at the termini of other GDOT programmed projects along the SR
92 corridor. Currently, SR 92/Dallas Highway is two (2) lanes until Nebo Road, where it transitions to a five
(5) lane section for a short distance. Based on the traffic analysis, acceptable LOS would be provided as a result
of the proposed project, where unacceptable LOS is projected under the no-build conditions to Bill Carruth
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Parkway. The traffic capacity analysis does show an acceptable LOS between Bill Carruth Parkway and Nebo
Road under the no-build scenario; however, stopping the proposed project at Bill Carruth Parkway would create
an undesirable lane configuration. The lane configuration under this scenario would be six (6) lanes to Bill
Carruth Parkway, two (2) lanes between Bill Carruth Parkway Nebo Road and five (5) lanes from Nebo Road
north on SR 92. Furthermore, existing and future land use of the section of SR 92 between Bill Carruth
Parkway and Nebo Road was analyzed. Even though it does not appear that this area currently has, nor in the
near future would have, any major traffic generators, it has been determined that the section between Bill
Carruth Parkway and Nebo Road would be widened to four (4) travel lanes for continuity. In addition, the
proposed project connects to other programmed GDOT projects, specifically at Bill Carruth Parkway and Nebo
Road. As a result of these factors, it was determined that Nebo Road would be the most logical northern
terminus.

Additionally, the traffic capacity analysis demonstrates independent utility, as the proposed alignment would
not affect capacity on SR 92 south of Durelee Lane or north of Nebo Road if no other projects were constructed.

D. Other Projects in the Area

ARC GDOT Description Service Type Status
Project # Pl #

DO-AR- 0009390 | Malone Rd. Sidewalks from SR 92 (Dallas | Pedestrian Facility | CST - 2011

BP072B Highway) to Hunters Ridge Dr.

AR-H-201 | 0003165 | I-20 West Managed Lanes from SR 6 to Managed Lanes— | ROW - 2014
Bright Star Road Auto/Bus

DO-009 0004425 | Durelee Lane Extension from current end General Purpose Let to CST -2009
of Durelee Lane to Dorris Road Roadway Capacity

DO-281 0007149 | SR 92 (Dallas Highway) at Thompson Roadway ROW - 2010
Street/Forrest Avenue Operational

Upgrades

AR-610 0007924 | Park and Ride Facilities for Xpress Bus Transit Facilities Under Construction
Service in the vicinity of the City of Hiram

PA-015 S000163 | Bill Carruth Parkway (formerly West General Purpose ROW -2011
Hiram Parkway) from SR 92 near Roadway Capacity | CST — Long Range
intersection of Panter School Rd to
intersection of US 278 and SR 120

PA-016 0004688 | East Hiram Parkway from intersection of General Purpose CST - 2011
SR 92 and SR 120 Connector to US 278 Roadway Capacity
between Metromont Road and Poplar
Springs Road

PA-027 632921- | SR 92 at Southern Rail Line in downtown | Bridge Capacity CST - 2016
Hiram

PA-038 0006930 | Ridge Road from SR 92 to SR 61 General Purpose ROW - 2010

Roadway Capacity | CST — Long Range

PA-092B1 | 621720- | Metro Arterial Connector - SR 92 (Hiram | General Purpose ROW - 2015
Acworth Highway) from Nebo Road to SR | Roadway Capacity | CST — 2017
120

PA-092A 0007691 | Metro Arterial Connector — SR 92 (Hiram | General Purpose ROW - 2012
Douglasville Highway) Roadway Capacity | CST — 2016

Source: Envision 6 RTP and FY 2008-2013 TIP
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E. Existing and Proposed Traffic

A capacity analysis within the project area was performed for the existing 2006 and future 2037 build and no-
build traffic conditions to determine the impact of the project. The analysis took into account anticipated
developments. Using procedures based on the Highway Capacity Manual, this analysis determines the
operating level-of-service (LOS) for roadway sections and intersections.  Level of service (LOS) is a
qualitative system of measurement that measures the effect of speed and travel time, traffic interruptions or
restrictions, freedom to maneuver, safety, driving comfort and convenience, and economy. Traffic speed is the
major factor used in identifying the LOS. The ratio of service volume to capacity is a second accompanying
factor. Six LOS are defined for each type of facility for which analysis procedures are available. The LOS are
given letter designations from A to F, with LOS A representing the best operating conditions and LOS F
representing the worst operating conditions. A LOS A describes an operating condition of free flow with low
volumes and high speed. A LOS B describes an operating condition of stable flow with operating speeds
beginning to be restricted somewhat by traffic conditions. Drivers still have reasonable freedom to select their
speed and driving lane. A LOS C describes an operating condition still in the range of stable flow; however,
speed and maneuverability are more closely controlled by the higher volume of traffic. A LOS D describes an
operating condition of high density and is approaching unstable flow. Although tolerable operating speeds are
maintained, they can be significantly affected by changes in operating conditions. A LOS E describes an
operating condition at or near the capacity level with unstable flow and short stoppages. Driver frustration is
generally high. A LOS F describes an operating condition of forced or breakdown flow. This condition exists
wherever the amount of traffic approaching a point exceeds the amount of traffic that can traverse the point.
Queues form behind such locations. Operations within the queue are characterized by stop and go waves and
are extremely unstable.

The results of the year 2006 existing roadway capacity analysis indicates that the existing SR 92/Fairburn Road
corridor, north of 1-20, currently carries 33,552 vehicles per day (VPD) and is projected to carry as many as
46,510 VPD by the year 2037. Trucks account for approximately 15% of the traffic. The capacity analysis
indicates that the existing SR 92/Fairburn Road from Durelee Lane to US 78/East Broad Street currently
operates at a LOS C during the AM peak hours and a LOS D during the PM peak hours. However, it is
anticipated that this same section of roadway would function at a LOS F during both peak hour periods by the
year 2037, under the no-build condition.

The capacity analysis indicates that the existing SR 92/Dallas Highway from US 78/East Broad Street to
Malone Road currently operates at a LOS B during both peak hour periods. However, it is also anticipated that
this same section of roadway would function at a LOS F during both peak hour periods by the year 2037, under
the no-build condition. Additional existing and proposed traffic information is included in Table 1. Traffic
Analysis below.
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Table 1: Traffic Analysis

Base Year Design Year

REET NETIIE (2017) VPD (20397) VPD
SR 92/Fairburn Road south of Durelee Lane 31,480 51,790
SR 92 Realignment north of Durelee Lane 29,490 47,960
SR 92 Realignment south of US 78/East Broad Street Ramp 25,880 40,940
SR 92 Realignment north of US 78/East Broad Street Ramp 19,980 38,440
SR 92 Realignment south of Malone Road 24,880 47,850
SR 92 Dallas Highway north of Malone Road 24,660 47,430

Source: GDOT Traffic Count Data along with Traffic Study prepared by Jacobs.

Future traffic volumes were estimated through an analysis of traffic counts, existing turning movement counts,
and traffic projections from the ARC travel demand mode. The traffic analysis indicates a need for 6 through
lanes from Durelee Lane to Malone Road to accommodate design year 2037 daily traffic volumes which are
projected to be greater than 40,000 vehicles per day. The roadway capacity was examined under the build
condition at key intersections and, according to the analysis, a LOS D or better is anticipated. This LOS is
considered acceptable for most drivers in urban and suburban areas.

In addition to traffic flow benefits, a grade separation is needed between SR 92 and the heavily traveled Norfolk
Southern Railroad to limit vehicle and train interaction. Currently, all railroad crossings in the City of
Douglasville are at-grade. The only existing railroad crossing in downtown Douglasville that is adequate for
trucks to cross is located at Mozley Street. Trucks often attempt to use the other crossings and get physically
caught on the tracks, contributing to the congestion problem. Furthermore, trucks that utilize the Mozley Street
crossing are required to make several turns in the downtown area to utilize the existing SR 92 corridor, further
exacerbating the congestion problem.

F. Crash Information

Crash data for the project area for the most recent consecutive three-year period for which data is available
(2006 through 2008) was compiled and a comparison was conducted, which compares the automobile crash
rates per 100 million vehicle miles traveled (L00OMVMT) in the project area with statewide comparisons for
similar type roadways. The statewide average for urban minor arterials, based on 2008 data, is 471 crashes per
100MVMT. SR 92/Fairburn Road between US 78/East Broad Street and 1-20 has a history of crash experience
that is more than twice the statewide average rate for an urban minor arterial for 2006 and 2007. US 78/ East
Broad Street between Rose Avenue and Connelly Drive has a history of crash experience that is also higher that
the statewide average for all three years and nearly double for 2006 and 2007 as well. This information is
detailed in Table 2. The crash/injury/fatality statistics are detailed in Table 3.

Table 2: Automobile Crash Rates on SR 92

Crash Analysis Section Year | Number of Crash Rate Statewide Average
Crashes (100MVMT)

SR 92 from 1-20 to US 78//East Broad Street
2006 153 1026 531
2007 158 1054 514
2008 119 806 471

US 78 /East Broad Street from Rose Avenue to Connelly Drive
2006 83 929 531
2007 81 927 514
2008 71 834 471

SR 92 from US 78 /East Broad Street to Brownsville Road
2006 82 217 531
2007 92 264 514
2008 63 186 471

Source: Concept Report Traffic Study SR 92 from Durelee Lane in the City of Douglasville to Nebo Road in Paulding County Prepared by Jacobs
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Table 3: Crash/Injury/Fatality Statistics on SR 92

Crash Analysis Section Year Number of Number of Number of
Crashes Injuries Fatalities

SR 92 from 1-20 to US 78 /East Broad Street
2006 153 39 0
2007 158 46 0
2008 119 23 0

US 78 /East Broad Street from Rose Avenue to Connelly Drive
2006 83 15 0
2007 81 13 0
2008 71 19 0

SR 92 from US 78 /East Broad Street to Brownsville Road
2006 82 29 0
2007 92 28 0
2008 63 24 0

Source: GDOT Crash Database.

Areas where a majority of the accidents occur along the proposed projects corridor include the intersection of
SR 92 with Fairburn Road, Durelee Lane, Hospital Drive, Newman Street, Lincoln Street, Thompson Street,
East Strickland Street and Brownsville Road. A majority of accidents along US 78/East Broad Street within the
proposed projects corridor occur at the intersections with Campbellton Street, McCarley Street, Mozley Street,
and Brown Street.

In addition to the crash experience occurring along the SR 92 corridor, existing roadway geometric constraints
contribute to the potential for crashes at the SR 92/Dallas Highway railroad crossing. The crossing experiences
an abrupt drop in elevation (approximately 5 feet) from the railroad tracks to the edge of the intersection with
US 78/East Broad Street, located 50 feet to the south. This elevation change makes the SR 92/Dallas Highway
railroad crossing unsuitable for trucks that may become physically caught on the railroad tracks.

The SR 92/Dallas Highway railroad crossing and surrounding crossings have a history of railroad crossing
accidents. From 2001 through 2009, eleven railroad crossing crashes involving trains occurred at the five at-
grade crossings in the downtown area of Douglasville. Five of the eleven crashes occurred at the SR 92/Dallas
Highway railroad crossing, five occurred at the Brown Street railroad crossing, and one occurred at the Rose
Avenue crossing. Please see Table 4 below for detailed railroad crossing crash data.
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Table 4: Railroad Crossing Crash History

. . Y‘?"’“ Vehicle Driver .
Railroad Crossing Accident . Type of Accident
Injured
Occurred
Rose Avenue 96 No Car Stalled on Crossing
08 No Car Stalled on Crossing
McCarley Street 97 Yes Car Trapped on Crossing
97 No Car Trapped on Crossing
99 No Car Moving over Crossing
SR 92/Dallas Highway 77 No Car Stalled on Crossing
81 Yes Car Stopped on Crossing
82 No Car Stopped on Crossing
84 No Car Stopped on Crossing
89 No Car Stopped on Crossing
92 No Car Stalled on Crossing
94 No Car Stopped on Crossing
94 No Car Stopped on Crossing
95 Yes Car Stopped on Crossing
97 No Car Moving over Crossing
01 No Car Moving over Crossing
01 No Car Stopped on Crossing
01 No Car Stalled on Crossing
01 No Car Stopped on Crossing
03 No Car Stopped on Crossing
Mozley Street 79 Yes Car Moving over Crossing
83 No Car Stopped on Crossing
83 No Car Stopped on Crossing
86 No Car Stalled on Crossing
90 No Car Moving over Crossing
90 No Car Moving over Crossing
94 No Car Stopped on Crossing
Brown Street 85 Yes Car Stalled on Crossing
86 No Car Moving over Crossing
87 No Car Moving over Crossing
89 Fatality Car Moving over Crossing
93 No Car Stalled on Crossing
01 No Car Stopped on Crossing
01 No Car Stalled on Crossing
05 No Car Stalled on Crossing
06 No Car Trapped on Crossing
08 No Car Stalled on Crossing

Federal Railroad Administration, Office of Safety Analysis. The data is from 1996 to 2009.

G. Need and Purpose Statement

The proposed projects are greatly needed to alleviate congestion in the downtown area of the City of
Douglasville. Furthermore, the additional capacity provided by the proposed projects are needed to provide an
acceptable LOS (LOS D or better) along SR 92/Fairburn Road. This LOS is considered to be acceptable for
most drivers in urban and suburban areas.

An additional benefit of these projects is improved motorist safety that would be provided by the construction
of the proposed grade-separated crossing at the Norfolk Southern Railroad. It is anticipated that most vehicle
and truck through traffic (65% of all traffic traveling on SR 92) would utilize the proposed grade-separated
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railroad crossing. The grade-separated crossing would also provide an opportunity for emergency vehicles to
cross the tracks, even when a train is on the tracks.

In addition to the provision of a grade-separated crossing in Douglasville, the proposed project would close the
existing at-grade crossings in the downtown Douglasville area at Brown Street, Mozley Street and SR 92/Dallas
Highway. These closures would reduce the potential for crashes between trains and vehicles. In addition to the
railroad crossing closures indicated above, the proposed projects would relocate the existing at-grade crossing at
McCarley Street to provide a safer at-grade crossing. The upgraded crossing would include a reduced grade
differentiation between McCarley Street and US 78/West Broad Street and improve the signing, marking and
signal timing at the crossing.

Furthermore, the addition of a raised median would also improve safety along the project corridor. According
to studies conducted by the GDOT Office of Planning, the provision of raised medians on roadways would
provide greater vehicle safety by reducing turning conflicts and crashes by up to 55%. The addition of a raised
median would allow for left turn lanes to separate left-turning vehicles from through traffic, reducing the
likelihood of rear-end collisions and providing a buffer that would significantly reduce the likelihood of head-
on collisions.

Pedestrian safety would also be improved along the SR 92 corridor with the addition of a sidewalk and multi-
use trail, the addition of signalized intersections with pedestrian crossings, and the provision of a median to
provide a mid-way pedestrian refuge. The proposed projects would provide approximately 2.3 miles of
sidewalks on one side of the SR 92 corridor and approximately 2.3 miles of a multi-use trail on the other, which
would connect to the existing sidewalk systems in downtown Douglasville and along Hospital Drive. Also, the
proposed projects would provide a grade-separated railroad crossing for pedestrians. Separating the grades
between pedestrians and the railroad would reduce the possibility of pedestrian accidents involving the railroad.

H. Modifications to the Original Concept Report

The original concept report, approved on April 02, 2002, consisted of the relocation of SR 92 starting near
Durelee Lane in the south and extending 2.3 miles to Malone Road in the north. The proposed typical section
consisted of four 12-foot lanes with a 24-foot raised median and 12-foot urban shoulders. The original concept
report featured grade separations at the Norfolk Southern Railroad, East Strickland Street, and US 78/East
Broad Street. Based on recommendations from the traffic study, the typical section was widened to include six
12-foot travel lanes with a 20-foot raised median. As a result of the VE study, the 12’ lanes were then reduced
to 11°. The shoulder on the east side of SR 92 was widened to 15 feet to accommodate a 10-foot multi-use trail.
As a result of a noise study, noise barriers were added to the project in order to suppress traffic noise. The
typical sections of each of the three bridges were also changed. The original US 78/East Broad Street bridge
had four 11-foot travel lanes, a 20-foot median, 6-foot sidewalks and a 12-foot right turn lane totaling 96 feet
wide. The current design was reduced to four 11-foot travel lanes with a 19-foot median, two 4-foot bike lanes,
and 6-foot sidewalks on both sides of the roadway for a total width of 89 feet. The Norfolk Southern Railroad
bridge has been widened to include adequate width for a third rail. The typical section for the East Strickland
Street bridge was revised to remove the sidewalk on the south side and widen the lanes to 14-feet in each
direction. A replacement concept report is needed because of these numerous revisions to the proposed typical
sections and the additional mitigation items added throughout the project.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECTS:

The proposed projects consist of the widening and realignment of SR 92 in Douglasville from just south of the
existing intersection of SR 92/Fairburn Road and Durelee Lane to just north of the existing intersection of SR
92/Dallas Highway and Malone Road. The proposed projects would include a grade separation of the SR 92
Realignment and US 78/East Broad Street, the Norfolk Southern Railroad, and East Strickland Street. The
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proposed projects would also include the relocation of the existing at-grade railroad crossing at McCarley Street
and the closing of three existing at-grade crossings in Downtown Douglasville. The total length of the three
projects would be approximately 2.3 miles.

The proposed typical cross-section would consist of six 11-foot travel lanes, three in each direction, with a 20-
foot raised median and 12-foot urban shoulders consisting of curb, gutter, and a 5-foot sidewalk on the west side
of the road and 15-foot urban shoulders consisting of curb, gutter, and a 10-foot multi-use trail on the east side.
Double 12-foot, left turn lanes would be provided at Hospital Drive. Single 12-foot right and left turn lanes
would be provided elsewhere as needed.

The original project, PI#720790-, has been separated into the following three projects: P1# 0006900, PI#
0006901, and P1# 720970-.

Phase 1, PI# 0006900, is the central project and features the grade separation of the SR 92 Realignment and US
78/East Broad Street, the Norfolk Southern Railroad, and East Strickland Street. It begins at the proposed
intersection of relocated SR 92 with the proposed East Broad Street Ramp and ends at the proposed intersection
of relocated SR 92 and relocated Ellis Street.

Phase 2, PI# 0006901, is the southern portion and begins just south of the existing intersection of SR
92/Fairburn Road and Durelee Lane and ends at the proposed intersection of relocated SR 92 with the proposed
East Broad Street Ramp where it connects with phase 1.

Phase 3, PI# 720970-, is the northern portion and begins at the intersection of relocated SR 92 and relocated
Ellis Street where it connects with phase 1. It ends just north of the existing intersection of SR 92/Dallas
Highway and Malone Road.

The overall project, all three phases combined, would widen existing SR 92/Fairburn Road, beginning just south
of Durelee Lane, until reaching a point just north of Durelee Lane. The alignment would then curve easterly on
new location creating a new intersection with the existing SR 92/Fairburn Road, then intersecting Hospital
Drive approximately 1,200 feet east of the existing intersection of SR 92/Fairburn Road and Hospital Drive.
The alignment would continue northerly just west of and roughly parallel to Dorsett Street, until reaching US
78/East Broad Street. The alignment would then underpass US 78/East Broad Street, the Norfolk Southern
Railroad and East Strickland Street, near the existing intersection of US 78/East Broad Street and Dorsett
Street. The underpass structure at US 78/East Broad Street would be constructed large enough to accommodate
the future widening of US 78/East Broad Street to four lanes with a 19 foot raised median. A ramp would be
provided from the proposed SR 92 Realignment to US 78/East Broad Street and right and left turn lanes would
be added to US 78/East Broad Street at the ramp. The alignment would continue northwesterly just west of and
roughly parallel to Brown Street. Just north of Malone Street, the alignment would curve northeasterly, where it
would follow the existing SR 92/Dallas Highway alignment before ending at the existing intersection of SR
92/Dallas Highway and Malone Road.

The overall project would realign and modify existing cross streets as follows:

e Realign Fairburn Road to intersect with the proposed SR 92 Realignment.

e Realign Hospital Drive to intersect with the proposed SR 92 Realignment.

o Realign Cooper Street, Ellis Street, Colquitt Street and Old SR 92/Dallas Highway to intersect with the
proposed SR 92 Realignment.

e Access to Brown Street will be maintained via the intersections at Ellis Street and Colquitt Street. Cul-
de-sac’s will be added, approximately 1,000 feet north of East Strickland Street, where the SR 92
Realignment crosses Brown Street.
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e Malone Street will have a cul-de-sac on the south side as well as a tie-in to Old SR 92/Dallas Highway.
On the north side, Malone Street will be realigned to form a perpendicular intersection with the SR 92
realignment and Old SR 92/Dallas Highway.

e Cul-de-sacs will be provided at Green Street & Cone Street, with access provided via Elsie Street to
Colquitt Street.

e Widen all intersecting cross-streets in the immediate vicinity of the intersections to include 12-foot
lanes, with 12-foot urban shoulders, curb and gutter, and a 5-foot sidewalk on at least one side of the
roadway, and right and left turn lanes as needed. Based on recommendations from the VE study, lane
widths will be reduced to 11’ for side streets north of Cooper Street.

e Cul-de-sac Dorsett Street at one location, just south of the proposed connector between US 78/East
Broad Street and SR 92/Fairburn Road. Access to SR 92 Realignment will be provided via Cooper
Street.

There are no existing major structures along the proposed corridor since the alignment is primarily on new
location. The overall project would include grade-separated structures at US 78/East Broad Street, at the
Norfolk Southern Railroad and at East Strickland Street by providing bridges at these locations. The proposed
US 78/East Broad Street bridge would be approximately 89 feet wide and 182 feet long; the Norfolk Southern
railroad bridge would be approximately 50 feet wide and 182 feet long; and, the East Strickland Street bridge
would be approximately 36 feet wide and 182 feet long. Culverts would be constructed to accommodate the
proposed typical cross sections at three stream crossings.

The overall project would relocate the existing at-grade railroad crossing at McCarley Street. The at-grade
crossing would be relocated approximately 80 feet west of its existing location to minimize the “hump” at the
crossing, and the signing, marking and signal timing at the crossing would be improved. The overall project
would also close the existing at-grade railroad crossings at SR 92/Dallas Highway, Brown Street, and Mozley
Street. The existing at-grade crossing at Rose Avenue would not be closed or modified as part of the proposed
projects.

Is the project located in a PM 2.5 Non-attainment area? _X _Yes No
Is the project located in an Ozone Non-attainment area?_X _Yes No

The proposed concept matches the projects as planned in the conforming plans model description which are
identified in ARC’s Envision6 RTP and the FY 2008-2013 TIP as DO-282A, DO-282B, and DO-282C.

e DO-282A is identified as Metro Arterial Connector — SR 92 Realignment Phase | — Underpass. At US 78
(Broad Street) and NS Rail Line. The service type programmed is General Purpose Roadway Capacity
with 0 existing lanes and 6 planned. The proposed open to traffic year in the plan is 2020. The project
length is 0.25 miles.

e DO-282B is identified as Metro Arterial Connector — SR 92 Realignment Phase 1. From SR 92 (Fairburn
Road) south of Hospital Drive to US 78 (Broad Street). The service type programmed is General Purpose
Roadway Capacity with 0 existing lanes and 6 planned. The proposed open to traffic year in the plan is
2020. The project length is 0.6 miles.

e DO-282C is identified as Arterial Connector — SR 92 Realignment Phase I1l. The service type programmed
is General Purpose Roadway
Capacity with 2 existing lanes and 6 planned. The proposed open to traffic year in the plan is 2020. The
project length is 1.28 miles.

PDP Classification: Major (X) Minor ()

Federal Oversight:  Full Oversight ( ), Exempt (X), State Funded ( ), Other ()
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Functional Classification:

Urban Minor Arterial

Urban Collector Street

Urban Local Street

SR 92

Durelee Lane

Cooper Street

uS 78

Hospital Drive

East Strickland Street

Campbellton Street

Malone Road

West Strickland Street

Ellis Street
Brown Street
Colquitt Street
Green Street
Cone Street
Malone Street
Dorsett Street

U. S. Route Number(s): US 78 (SR 5, SR 8, East Broad Street, West Broad Street)
State Route Number(s): SR 92 (Fairburn Road, Dallas Highway), SR 5 (East Broad Street, West Broad
Street), SR 8 (East Broad Street, West Broad Street)

Traffic (AADT):
Base Year Design Year
RoEd e (2017) VPD (2037) VPD
SR 92/Fairburn Road south of Durelee Lane 31,480 51,790
SR 92 Realignment north of Durelee Lane 29,490 47,960
SR 92 Realignment south of US 78/East Broad Street Ramp 25,880 40,940
SR 92 Realignment north of US 78/East Broad Street Ramp 19,980 38,440
SR 92 Realignment south of Malone Road 24,880 47,850
SR 92 Dallas Highway north of Malone Road 24,660 47,430
Source: GDOT Traffic Count Data along with Traffic Study prepared by Jacobs.
Existing design features:
e Typical Section: SR 92 corridor varies with 5-lane, 4-lane and 2-lane sections.
e Maximum grade:
e Posted speed:
Posted speed 25 mph 30 mph 35 mph 45 mph Not Posted
Mainline
SR 92/Fairburn Road X
SR 92/Dallas Highway X
Cross Street
Durelee Lane X
Hospital Drive X
Cooper Street X
US 78/East Broad Street at SR 92 realignment X
US 78/West Broad Street at McCarley Street X
East Strickland Street at SR 92 at Realignment X
Ellis Street X
Brown Street X
Colquitt Street X
Green Street X
Cone Street X
Malone Street X
Malone Road X
Campbellton Street X
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e Maximum degree of curvature:

Maximum degree of curvature 0° 3° 4° 8° 17° 76°
Mainline

SR 92

X

Cross Street

Durelee Lane

Hospital Drive

Cooper Street

US 78/East Broad Street at SR 92 Realignment
US 78/West Broad Street at McCarley Street
East Strickland Street at SR 92 Realignment X
West Strickland Street at McCarley Street
Ellis Street X
Brown Street X
Colquitt Street
Green Street
Cone Street X
Malone Street X
Malone Road X
Campbellton Street X

XX XXX

x

x| X

e Maximum grade:

Maximum Grade 1% | 2% | 3% | 4% | 5% | 6% | 7% | 8% | 10% | 12% | 13% | 0to 12%

Mainline

SR 92 X

Cross Street

Durelee Lane X

Hospital Drive X

Cooper Street X

US 78/East Broad Street at SR X
92 Realignment

US 78/West Broad Street at X
MccCarley Street

East Strickland Street X
at SR 92 Realignment

West Strickland Street X
at McCarley Street

Ellis Street X

Brown Street X

Colquitt Street X

Green Street X

Cone Street X

Malone Street X

Malone Road X

Campbellton Street X

Driveways X




Revised Project Concept Report page 15

Project Numbers: CSSTP-0006-00(900), CSSTP-0006-00(901), STP00-0186-01(011)
P.I. Numbers: 0006900, 0006901, 720970-

County: Douglas

e Width of right of way:

Width of Right of Way | 30 Feet | 40 Feet | 45-50 Feet | 50 Feet | 60 Feet 9;1630 100 Feet | 125 Feet

Mainline

SR 92 X

Cross Street

Durelee Lane X

Hospital Drive X

Cooper Street X

US 78/East Broad Street at SR
92 Realignment

US 78/West Broad Street at
MccCarley Street

East Strickland Street at
SR 92 Realignment

x| X| X| X

West Strickland Street at
MccCarley Street

Ellis Street X

Brown Street X

Colquitt Street X

Green Street X

Cone Street X

Malone Street X

Malone Road X

Campbellton Street X

e Major structures: None
e Major interchanges or intersections along the project:

Road Name Interchange Intersection
SR 92/Fairburn Road at Durelee Lane
SR 92/Fairburn Road at Hospital Drive
SR 92/Fairburn Road at US 78/East Broad Street
SR 92/Fairburn Road at Mozley Street
SR 92 at East Strickland Street
SR 92/Dallas Highway at Campbellton Street

XX XXX X

e Existing length of roadway segment and beginning mile log: The existing length of roadway
segment is 2.7 miles. The beginning mile log is 9.87.

Proposed Design Features:

e Proposed typical sections: SR 92 Realignment consists of six 11-foot lanes with a 20-foot raised
median, 12-foot urban shoulders with curb and gutter and a 5-foot sidewalk on the west side and 15-foot
urban shoulders consisting of curb, gutter, and a 10-foot multi-use trail on the east side. Left turn only
lanes will be added within the width of the median where required. Right turn only lanes will be added
where required.

e Proposed Design Speed Mainline:

o SR 92: 45 mph
o US 78/ East Broad Street: 45 mph

e Proposed Design Speed Side Street: (table)

e Proposed Maximum grade Mainline: 7% Maximum grade allowable: 7%.

e Proposed Maximum grade Side Street: (table) Maximum grade allowable: (table)

e Proposed Maximum grade driveway: Commercial 11%, Residential 15%

e Proposed Minimum radius Mainline: 750 ft Minimum radius allowable: 711 ft
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e Proposed Minimum radius side street: (table) Minimum radius allowable: (table)

Road Names Proposed Minimum Minimum Proposed Maximum Maximum
Side Roads Radius Side Road: Radius Speed Design | Proposed Grade
Allowable: Grade Allowable

Hospital Drive 711 ft 711 ft 45 mph 5% 9%
Cooper Street 310 ft 250 ft 30 mph 10% 12%
US 78/East Broad St 371 ft 371 ft 35 mph 5% 8%
Ramp
Ellis Street 300 ft 250 ft 30 mph 10% 12%
Malone Street 500 ft 250 ft 30 mph 10% 12%
Fairburn Road 433 ft 371 ft 35 mph 7% 7%

e Right of way

o

O OO

e Major
o]

Width: SR 92 Realignment - varies 122 ft to 158 ft
Easements: Temporary ( ), Permanent ( X ), Utility ( ), Other ().
Type of access control: Full (), Partial ( X ), By Permit ( X ), Other ().
Number of parcels: 134 Number of displacements:

0 Business: 24

0 Residences: 60

0 Mobile homes: 0

o Other: 0

Structures:

Bridges: (See also Attachment 2: Typical Sections).

Three bridges will be constructed over the SR 92 Realignment: the US 78/East Broad Street
bridge, the Norfolk Southern Railroad bridge, and the East Strickland Street bridge. The US
78/East Broad Street bridge will be a two-span structure approximately 182 feet in length and 89
feet wide. The US 78/East Broad Street bridge will be built to accommodate 4 eleven-foot lanes
(two in each direction), five foot sidewalks and barrier walls for future use. The US 78/East
Broad Street bridge will be striped for 3 eleven-foot lanes, one westbound and two eastbound.
The Norfolk Southern Railroad bridge will be constructed to accommodate 3 tracks and will be a
two-span structure approximately 182 feet in length. The total width of the proposed Norfolk
Southern railroad bridge is approximately 50 feet. The East Strickland Street bridge will be a
two-span structure approximately 182 feet in length with 2 fourteen-foot lanes (one in each
direction) with barrier walls and a sidewalk on the north side. The total width of the East
Strickland Street bridge will be approximately 36 feet.

Retaining walls: A retaining wall will be constructed along the west side of the SR 92
Realignment just north of the East Strickland Street bridge to avoid impacts to property. The
wall height is approximately 18 ft tall at its highest point and approximately 250 ft long. Actual
dimensions of the retaining wall are subject to change once a detailed analysis is performed.

Other Structures: A preliminary noise evaluation was performed along the project corridor.
Based on the preliminary cost analysis, it was determined that it would be reasonable to construct
five (5) of the proposed barriers. A detailed barrier analysis would be required to further
determine the feasibility and reasonableness of each proposed noise wall as well as the height of
each wall. The five noise barriers are proposed along SR 92 at the following locations: a noise
wall approximately 715 long will be constructed on the left (west) side of the SR 92 Realignment
between Hospital Drive and Cooper Street, a noise wall approximately 515 feet long will be
constructed on the east side of the SR 92 Realignment between Cooper Street and the US 78/East
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Broad Street ramp, a noise wall approximately 1775 feet long will be constructed on the east side
of the SR 92 Realignment starting where the SR 92 Realignment crosses the existing Brown
Street and continuing north to Colquitt Street, noise walls will be constructed along both sides of
the SR 92 Realignment from Colquitt Street to Malone Street. The noise wall on the west side
will be approximately 815 feet long and the noise wall on the east side will be approximately 935

feet long.

e Major intersections and interchanges:

Road Name

Interchange

Intersection

SR 92/Fairburn Road at Durelee Lane

SR 92 Realignment at SR 92/Fairburn Road

SR 92 Realignment at Hospital Drive

SR 92 Realignment at Cooper Street

SR 92 Realignment at US 78/East Broad Street Ramp

US 78/East Broad Street Ramp at US 78/East Broad Street

SR 92 Realignment at SR 92/Dallas Highway/Malone Street

SR 92 Realignment at Malone Road

XX XXX XX | X

e Traffic control during construction: Hospital Drive will be closed at the SR 92 Realignment. Cooper
Street will be closed at the SR 92 Realignment with traffic detoured to US 78/East Broad Street. East
Strickland Street will be closed at the bridge construction site with traffic detoured to Brown Street and
Ellis Street. The Brown Street at-grade crossing of the Norfolk Southern Railroad will be closed and
detoured to Mozley Street (and closed permanently at completion of the project). Colquitt Street, Green
Street, Cone Street, and Malone Street will be closed at the SR 92 Realignment with traffic detoured to

SR 92/Dallas Highway.

e Transportation Management Plan Anticipated: Yes () No (X)

e Design Exceptions to controlling criteria anticipated:

UNDETERMINED YES

Z
o

HORIZONTAL ALIGNMENT:
VERTICAL ALIGNMENT

LANE WIDTH:

SHOULDER WIDTH:

VERTICAL GRADES:

CROSS SLOPES:

STOPPING SIGHT DISTANCE:
SUPERELEVATION RATES:
LATERAL OFFSET TO OBSTRUCTION:
SPEED DESIGN:

VERTICAL CLEARANCE:

BRIDGE WIDTH:

BRIDGE STRUCTURAL CAPACITY:

e Design Variances: None anticipated.

e Environmental concerns: Two historic districts and a railroad eligible for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places, low income and minority neighborhoods, public controversy of railroad
crossing closures, two schools, a park, noise impacts, large number of anticipated displacements, four

churches, six streams and 1 wetland area.

NN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN S
N e e N N N N N N N N N N

e Are Time Savings Procedures appropriate? Yes( ), No ( X),

AN AN AN A A A A A A AT A
Nl N N N N N N N N N N N N
AN AN A A A A A A A AT A
XX XXXXXXXXXXX
— N N N N N N N N N




Revised Project Concept Report page 18

Project Numbers: CSSTP-0006-00(900), CSSTP-0006-00(901), STP00-0186-01(011)
P.I. Numbers: 0006900, 0006901, 720970-

County: Douglas

Level of environmental analysis:

o Categorical exclusion anticipated ( ),

o Environmental Assessment/Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) anticipated (X), or

o Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) ( ).
Utility involvements: Atlanta Gas Light, BellSouth Telecommunication, Douglasville-Douglas County
Water & Sewer Authority, MCI Communications, Georgia Power Transmission, Georgia Power
Company (2), Douglas County DOT, Austell Gas System, Comcast Communication, Greystone Power
Corporation, Quest, Verizon, Norfolk Southern Railroad.
VE Study Anticipated: Yes (X) No() (VE Study approved on 08-10-2009)
Benefit Cost Ratio: 2.95

Project Cost Estimate and Funding Responsibilities:

PE ROW UTILITY CST* MITIGATION **ECOLOGY
MITIGATION
By Whom | _ iy of GDOT GDOT GDOT GDOT | GDOT City of GDOT
Douglasville Douglasville
0006900 $160,000 $1,967,855 | $15,008,000 $2,100,000 | $10,637,188 TBD TBD $145,600
0006901 $160,000 $1,000,000 | $27,150,000 $377,000 $10,690,765 TBD TBD $0
720970- $180,000 $2,427,653 | $14,150,500 $514,410 $11,914,059 TBD TBD $168,600
Amount $500,000+ | $5,395,508 | $56,308,500 $2,991,410 | $33,242,012 TBD TBD $314,200

*CST Cost includes: Construction, Engineering and Inspection, Fuel Cost Adjustment, and Asphalt Cement Cost Adjustment. **See Attachment 17
for Ecology Mitigation cost breakdown.

Project Activities Responsibilities:

o Design: GDOT

Right of Way Acquisition: GDOT

Right of Way Funding: GDOT

Relocation of Utilities: GDOT

Letting to contract: GDOT

Supervision of construction: GDOT

Providing material pits: Contractor

Providing detours: GDOT, Norfolk Southern Corporation

Environmental Studies/Documents/Permits: GDOT, City of Douglasville
Environmental Mitigation: GDOT, City of Douglasville

O O0OO0O0O0O0O0OO0OO0OO

Coordination:

Initial Concept Team Meeting: October 1, 2001 (See Attachment 6 for Meeting Minutes)

Concept Team Meeting: February 22, 2006 (See Attachment 6 for Meeting Minutes)

Concept Team Meeting: April 20, 2006 (See Attachment 6 for Meeting Minutes)

Final Concept Team Meeting: February 11, 2010 (See Attachment 10 for Meeting Minutes)

Value Engineering Study: Approved August 10, 2009

P. A. R. meetings, dates and results: October 2007. No comments received from agencies as a result of
the PAR.

FEMA, USCG, and/or TVA: N/A

Public involvement:

o0 December 4, 2001 — Public Information Meeting. A PIM was held for the subject project at the
Douglasville City Hall on December 4, 2001. A total of one hundred and five (105) people
attended the PIM. From those attending, twelve comment forms and four verbal statements were
received. No letters or additional comments were received during the ten day comment period
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following the meeting. Therefore, a total of sixteen comments were received. They are
summarized as follows: five opposed, eight in support, one uncommitted, and two conditional.
Representatives from the City of Douglasville, GDOT, and Croy Engineering attended the
meeting.

February 2, 2004 — Meeting with Second Baptist Church. Those in attendance were shown a
copy of the preferred alternative layouts and the proposed facility was described to them. It was
explained that the project could be designed so that the church building would not be affected:;
however, the church would be left with minimal parking and difficult access in and out of the
facility. There was general concurrence that the church would be better off moving rather than
remaining under the conditions, as described. Representatives from the City of Douglasville and
Croy Engineering attended the meeting.

March 21, 2006 — Presentation at Chamber of Commerce Meeting. An approximate 30 minute
presentation regarding the current proposal was made at the Chamber of Commerce Meeting. A
general question and answer period followed. Representatives from the City of Douglasville and
Croy Engineering attended the meeting.

May 11, 2006 — Presentation to City Council. An approximate 30 minute presentation regarding
the current proposal was made to the City Council of Douglasville. A general question and
answer period followed. City of Douglasville council members, the Mayor of Douglasville and
Croy Engineering were in attendance.

May 30, 2006 — PIOH in Douglasville. A total of 416 people attended the Public Information
Open House (PIOH) held for the subject project on May 30, 2006 at the City of Douglasville
Conference Center, located at 6701 Church Street, Douglasville, Georgia. A total of 158
comments were received at the open house and during the ten-day comment period following the
open house. They are summarized as follows: 20 opposed, 33 in support, 31 uncommitted and
74 conditional. The vast majority of the comments received that were against, uncommitted or
conditional were opposed to the proposed closing of the Campbellton St/Dallas Highway railroad
crossing associated with the Douglas County units. In addition, during the public comment
period, a petition with 503 signatures was received opposing the proposed railroad crossing
closures in downtown Douglasville. Representatives from the City of Douglasville, GDOT, and
Croy Engineering attended the meeting.

June 19, 2006 — Meeting with CBDA. A meeting was held on June 19, 2006, from
approximately 5:00 pm to 7:15 pm, at the Regions Bank in downtown Douglasville. The
meeting was requested by Senator Bell Hembree on behalf of the Central Douglasville Business
Association (CDBA). The primary purpose of the meeting was to discuss proposed closure of
existing railroad crossings in downtown Douglasville, particularly the Dallas Hwy/Campbellton
Street crossing, and consumer access to the downtown area after project implementation.

Senator Bill Hembree and representatives from the Georgia Department of Transportation
(GDOT) Offices of Urban Design, Environment and Location, and Traffic Operations, as well as
representatives from the City of Douglasville, Day Wilburn & Associates (DWA), and Croy
Engineering were in attendance to address questions and receive comments from the CDBA.
Approximately, 21 individuals from the CDBA attended the meeting. Representatives from the
City of Douglasville and GDOT attended the meeting.

August 8, 2006 — PIOH in Paulding County. A total of 106 people attended the Public
Information Open House held for the subject project on August 8, 2006 at the gym located at
Taylor Farm Park, 1380 Pine Valley Road, Powder Springs, Georgia. A total of 16 comments
were received at the open house and during the ten-day comment period following the open
house. They are summarized as follows: 2 opposed, 8 in support, 6 uncommitted and 0
conditional. Representatives from the City of Douglasville, Paulding County, GDOT and Croy
Engineering attended the meeting.
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0 Numerous community meetings held from August 2009 through October 2009. See attachment
7 for meeting minutes.

o0 October 27, 2009 — PIOH in Douglasville. A total of 420 people attended the PIOH held at
Stewart Middle School in Douglasville. A total of 94 comments were received at the open house
and during the ten-day comment period following the open house. They are summarized as
follows: 5 opposed, 52 in support, 9 uncommitted and 28 conditional. The major concerns
included a strong desire to see the proposed project constructed earlier and right-of-way
concerns.  Concerns also included noise walls, median breaks, access and non-vehicular
facilities. Representatives from the City of Douglasville, Paulding County, GDOT, Croy
Engineering and Jacobs attended the open house.

Local government comments. The Downtown Development Authority for the City of Douglasville gave
its support to the project in a letter dated October 14, 2009. The Central Douglasville Business
Association gave its support at their October 7, 2009 meeting. Douglas County Department of
Transportation has also expressed their support of the project. The Douglas County Chamber of
Commerce gave their support at Congressman Scott’s February, 1, 2010 SR 92 Briefing and announced
that they had made the projects the “only legislative priority in 2010 (see Attachment 11 for the
meeting minutes).

Other coordination to date: None

Railroads: The railroad is owned by Norfolk Southern Corporation. The existing Brown Street, Mozley
Street and SR 92/Dallas Highway at-grade railroad crossings will be permanently closed to vehicular
traffic after the construction of the SR 92 Realignment is complete, with the exception of the Brown
Street railroad crossing, which will be closed during construction due to the construction of the
underpass. The existing McCarley Street at-grade railroad crossing will be relocated approximately 80’
to the west to achieve better vertical grades.

Scheduling — Responsible Parties’ Estimate

Time to complete the environmental process: 10 Months.

Time to complete preliminary construction plans: 11 Months

Time to complete railroad plans: 12 Months.

Time to complete right of way plans: 6 Months.

Time to complete the Section 404 Permit: 24 Months.

Time to complete bridge plans: 12 months

Time to complete final construction plans: 12 Months.

Time to complete to purchase right of way: 30 Months.

List other major items that will affect the project schedule: None anticipated

Other alternates considered:

Alternative A- No Build. No action would be taken to improve current conditions.

Alternative B- Brown Street / Dorsett Street Alignment. The SR 92 Realignment would begin at the
intersection of SR 92/Fairburn Road and Hospital Drive and continue northward aligning with Dorsett
Street. The Realignment would tunnel beneath US 78/East Broad Street, Norfolk Southern railroad, and
East Strickland Street. The SR Realignment would then align with Brown Street to SR 92/Dallas
Highway. The alternative was rejected because of the required intersection turn at the Hospital Drive
intersection, tunneling costs and impacts to Jesse Davis Park.

Alternative C- Two Quadrant Ramps at US 78. The SR 92 Realignment’s preferred alignment with an
additional ramp in the southwest quadrant of the intersection of SR 92 Realignment and US 78/East
Broad Street which would allow free-flow entrance and exit ramps from US 78/East Broad Street to SR
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92 Realignment. The alternative was rejected because of the ramp impact to the Lois Cotton Mill and
Village Historic District.

Alternative D- Bridge over US 78/East Broad Street, Norfolk Southern railroad, and East Strickland
Street. The SR 92 Realignment’s preferred alignment with a bridge carrying SR 92 Realignment over
US 78/East Broad Street, Norfolk Southern railroad and East Strickland Street. The bridge would have
an 8% approach grade, a 45 mph vertical curve, and a 25 foot overhead clearance over the Norfolk
Southern railroad. The alternative was rejected because of the visual, property and economic impacts
associated with the required structure elevation and approach fill heights.

Comments:

Project Prioritization: The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) Office of Planning has
compiled a planning level study (project prioritization) to assist with project balancing and programming
using a micro-analysis tool, the data in the below table is the result of the study. As a result of the high
Benefit/Cost Ratio (B/C Ratio), project STP00-0186-01(011) has been moved to Tier 1.

Project Prioritization Information
P.1.# | 720970
Tier# |1
Score # | 41
B/C Ratio | 5.16
Reduces delay by (VHT) | 1793 hrs
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Project Numbers: CSSTP-0006-00(900), CSSTP-0006-00(901), STP00-0186-01(011)
P.I. Numbers: 0006900, 0006901, 720970-

County: Douglas

Attachments:
1. Detailed Cost Estimates:
a. Project Cost Estimate Summary including Engineering and Inspection
b. Construction
c. Right-of-Way.
d. Utilities.
e. Completed Fuel/Asphalt price adjustment form.
Sketch location map.
Railroad Crossing Closure Locations.
Typical Sections.
Accident Summaries.
Traffic Diagrams. (Approved March 25, 2010)
Capacity Analysis Summary.
Summary of Signal Warrant Studies
Initial Revised Concept Team Meetings.
10. Final Concept Team Meeting.
11. Minutes of Meetings showing support or objection to the concept.
12. PEA’S,
13. Conforming plan’s network schematics showing thru lanes.
14. Concept Layout.
15. Benefit Cost Analysis.
16. Mitigation Plan.
17. Ecology Mitigation: Wetland & Stream Credits

(A 880

Director of En meermg

Vi
Approve: QQ,._QIY\ Date: D #2010

BN S D

Chief Engineer
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Project Numbers: CSSTP-0006-00(900), CSSTP-0006-00(901), STP00-0186-01(011)
P.I. Numbers: 0006900, 0006901, 720970-

County: Douglas

SCORING RESULTS AS PER TOPPS 2440-2

Project Number: County: Pl No.:
Report Date: Concept By:

DOT Office:
[J concEPT

Consultant:
Project Type: O major | O urban | O 1Ts
Choose One From Each Column Ovinor | O Rural m Bridge

O Building

O Interchange

O intersection

O interstate

[ New Location

|:|Widening & Reconstruction
[ Mmiscellaneous

FOCUS AREAS SCORE | RESULTS

Presentation

Judgement

Environmental

Right of Way

Utility

Constructability

Schedule
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Attachment 1:

Detailed Cost Estimates:

Project Cost Estimate Summary including Engineering and Inspection
Construction

Right-of-Way.

Utilities.

Completed Fuel/Price adjustment form.



|

Print Form

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

FILE PROJECT No.

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

CSSTP-0006-00(900)| , [Douglas

OFFICE

Program Delivery

SR 92 Bridge Underpass @ SR 5/US 78 including RR - Phase 1

DATE |April 8,2010

P.I. No. 0006900

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

TO Ronald E. Wishon, Project Review Engineer

SUBJECT REVISIONS TO PROGRAMMED COSTS

PROJECT MANAGER |Peter B. Emmanuel

PROGRAMMED COST (TPro W/OUT INFLATION)

CONSTRUCTION  $(10,838,000.00
RIGHT OF WAY  ${9,738,000.00
UTILITIES $(489,684.00
REVISED COST ESTIMATES
CONSTRUCTION* $/10,637,188.10
RIGHT OF WAY  $(15,008,000.00
UTILITIES** $(2,100,000.00

* Costs contain |5

% Engineering and Inspection and |0

** Costs contain|0

% contingency.

REASON FOR COST

Revised: February 9, 2009

MNGT LET DATE [06/15/2015

MNGT R/W DATE |06/15/2012

LAST ESTIMATE UPDATE

DATE |01/06/2009

DATE [05/12/2008

DATE |09/30/2008

% Construction Contingencies.

INCREASE
Detailed Concept Layout

Annual Cost Updates

Utility Reimbursement Updates
Addition of 125% adjustments for fuel and asphalt cement.




CONTINGENCY SUMMARY

(Base Estimate)

(Base Estimate x |5 | %)

(Base Estimate x |0 | %)

(The Construction Contingency is based on
the Project Improvement Type in TPro.)

(From attached worksheet)

(From attached worksheet)

%

REIMBURSABLE UTILITY COST

Construction Cost Estimate: $(9,493,499.05
Engineering and Inspection:  $|474,674.95
Construction Contingency: $(0
Total Fuel Adjustment $(331,501.16
Total Liquid AC Adjustment  $|337,512.94
Construction Total: $/10,637,188.10
Utility Cost Estimate: $(2,100,000.00
Utility Contingency: $|0
Utility Total: $(2,100,000.00
Utility Owner
Norfolk Southern
Attachments

Reimbursable Cost

2,100,000.00

c: Genetha Rice-Singleton, State Program Control Administrator



|

Print Form

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

FILE PROJECT No.

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

CSSTP-0006-00(901)| , [Douglas

OFFICE

Program Delivery

Hwy - Phase 2

SR 92 Relocation from Durelee Lane to SR 5/US 78/ Bankhead

DATE |April 8,2010

P.I. No. 0006901

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

TO Ronald E. Wishon, Project Review Engineer

SUBJECT REVISIONS TO PROGRAMMED COSTS

PROJECT MANAGER |Peter B. Emmanuel

PROGRAMMED COST (TPro W/OUT INFLATION)

CONSTRUCTION  $(10,137,800.00
RIGHT OF WAY  $|21,449,000.00
UTILITIES $|N/A

REVISED COST ESTIMATES
CONSTRUCTION* ${10,690,764.45
RIGHT OF WAY  $(27,150,000.00
UTILITIES** $(377,000.00

* Costs contain |5

% Engineering and Inspection and |0

** Costs contain|0

% contingency.

REASON FOR COST INCREASE

Revised: February 9, 2009

MNGT LET DATE [06/15/2015

MNGT R/W DATE |06/15/2012

LAST ESTIMATE UPDATE

DATE |07/13/2009

DATE [05/12/2008

DATE |N/A

% Construction Contingencies.

Detailed Concept Layout

Annual Cost Estimate

Addition of Utility Reimbursements
Addition of 125% adjustments for fuel and asphalt cement.




Construction Cost Estimate:

Engineering and Inspection:

Construction Contingency:

Total Fuel Adjustment

Total Liquid AC Adjustment

Construction Total:

Utility Cost Estimate:

Utility Contingency:

Utility Total:

Utility Owner

$

$

CONTINGENCY SUMMARY

8,807,041.08

440,352.05

$

450,095.28

$

&

993,276.04

10,690,764.45

377,000.00

377,000.00

(Base Estimate)

(Base Estimate x |5 | %)

(Base Estimate x |0 | %)

(The Construction Contingency is based on
the Project Improvement Type in TPro.)

(From attached worksheet)

(From attached worksheet)

%

REIMBURSABLE UTILITY COST

Colonial Pipeline

Georgia Power Transmission

Verizon

Attachments

Reimbursable Cost

100,000.00

147,000.00

130,000.00

c: Genetha Rice-Singleton, State Program Control Administrator



|

Print Form

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

FILE PROJECT No.

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

STP00-0186-00(011) , [Douglas

OFFICE

Program Delivery

SR 92 Relocation from Strickland Street to Malone Road - Phase 3

DATE |April 8,2010

P.I. No. |720970

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

TO Ronald E. Wishon, Project Review Engineer

SUBJECT REVISIONS TO PROGRAMMED COSTS

PROJECT MANAGER |Peter B. Emmanuel

PROGRAMMED COST (TPro W/OUT INFLATION)

CONSTRUCTION  $(12,876,000.00
RIGHT OF WAY  ${9,005,000.00
UTILITIES $|N/A

REVISED COST ESTIMATES
CONSTRUCTION* ${11,914,059.32
RIGHT OF WAY  $(14,150,500.00
UTILITIES** $(514,410.00

* Costs contain |5

% Engineering and Inspection and |0

** Costs contain|0

% contingency.

REASON FOR COST

Revised: February 9, 2009

MNGT LET DATE [07/15/2015

MNGT R/W DATE |06/15/2012

LAST ESTIMATE UPDATE

DATE |01/06/2009

DATE [05/12/2008

DATE |N/A

% Construction Contingencies.

INCREASE
Detailed Concept Layout

Annual Cost Updates

Addition of Utility Reimbursements
Addition of 125% adjustments for fuel and asphalt cement.




CONTINGENCY SUMMARY

(Base Estimate)

(Base Estimate x |5 | %)

(Base Estimate x |0 | %)

(The Construction Contingency is based on
the Project Improvement Type in TPro.)

(From attached worksheet)

(From attached worksheet)

%

REIMBURSABLE UTILITY COST

Construction Cost Estimate: $1(9,547,360.68
Engineering and Inspection:  $|477,368.03
Construction Contingency: $|0
Total Fuel Adjustment $(587,992.75
Total Liquid AC Adjustment  $|1,301,337.86
Construction Total: $/11,914,059.32
Utility Cost Estimate: $/514,410.00
Utility Contingency: $|0
Utility Total: $514,410.00
Utility Owner
Norfolk Southern

AT&T formerly Bellsouth

Colonial Pipeline

Georgia Power Transmission

Attachments

Reimbursable Cost

120,000.00

88,160.00

156,250.00

150,000.00

c: Genetha Rice-Singleton, State Program Control Administrator



Detail Estimate: Cost Estimate Report

Estimate Report for file "SR 92 - PHASE 1"

Page 1 of 2

Section BASE/PAVING

Item Number Quantity Units uUnit Price Item Description Cost
310-5100 24000 sy 15.16 GR AGGR BASE CRS, 10 INCH, INCL MATL 363840.0
318-3000 600 N 28.7 IAGGR SURF CRS 17220.0
402-1812 100 TN 78.08 RECYCLED ASPH CONC LEVELING, INCL BITUM MATL & H LIME 7808.0
402-3121 5300 ™ 80.02 EIETCJ'\cA:LED ASPH CONC 25 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 1 OR 2, INCL 424106.0
402-3130 5000 ™ 26.4 I;IIE_I(_:J'SLED ASPH CONC 12.5 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 2 ONLY, INCL 152800.0

RECYCLED ASPH CONC 19 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 1 OR 2, INCL
402-3192 3500 TN 84.73 BITUM MATL 296555.0
413-1000 1520 GL 4.2 BITUM TACK COAT 6384.0
Section Sub Total:| $1,268,713.00
Section CONCRETE

Item Number Quantity Units Unit Price Item Description Cost
433-1100 1200 sy 127.38 REINF CONC APPROACH SLAB, INCL CURB 152856.0
441-0104 2500 sy 25.19 CONC SIDEWALK, 4 IN 62975.0
441-0740 1700 SY 23.97 CONCRETE MEDIAN, 4 IN 40749.0
441-6222 6400 LF 12.4 CONC CURB & GUTTER, 8 IN X 30 IN, TP 2 79360.0
441-6720 4300 LF 21.0 CONC CURB & GUTTER, 6 IN X 30 IN, TP 7 90300.0
500-3110 250 LF 301.82 CLASS A CONCRETE, TYPE P1, RETAINING WALL 75455.0

Section Sub Total:] $501,695.00
Section DRAINAGE

Item Number Quantity Units Unit Price Item Description Cost
550-1180 2000 LF 28.35 STORM DRAIN PIPE, 18 IN, H 1-10 56700.0
550-1240 1000 LF 34.91 STORM DRAIN PIPE, 24 IN, H 1-10 34910.0
550-4124 5 EA 405.75 FLARED END SECTION 24 IN, SIDE DRAIN 2028.75
668-1100 20 EA 2120.39 CATCH BASIN, GP 1 42407.79

Section Sub Total:| $136,046.55
Section EARTHWORK

Item Number Quantity Units Unit Price Item Description Cost

210-0100 1 LS 1280000.0 GRADING COMPLETE - 1280000.0
Section Sub Total:| $1,280,000.00
Section EROSION CONTROL

Item Number Quantity Units Unit Price Item Description Cost

163-0001 1 Lump Sum 75000.0 EROSION CONTROL 75000.0
Section Sub Total: $75,000.00
https://detailestimate.dot.ga.gov/estcontroller?Process Type=PrintReport 4/7/2010



Detail Estimate: Cost Estimate Report Page 2 of 2
Section MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS
Item Number Quantity Units Unit Price Item Description Cost
150-1000 1 LS 310000.0 TRAFFIC CONTROL - 310000.0
153-1300 1 EA 76500.0 FIELD ENGINEERS OFFICE TP 3 76500.0
634-1200 1 LUMP SUM 4333.0 RIGHT OF WAY MARKERS 4333.0
641-0001 1 Lump Sum 25000.0 GUARDRAIL 25000.0
682-9030 1 LS 200000.0 LIGHTING SYSTEM 200000.0
Section Sub Total:| $615,833.00
Section STRIPING, SIGNAGE & SIGNALS
Item Number Quantity Units Unit Price Item Description Cost
636-0001 1 Lump Sum 25000.0 SIGNAGE 25000.0
647-1000 3 LS 100000.0 TRAFFIC SIGNAL INSTALLATION NO - 300000.0
653-0001 1 Lump Sum 20000.0 STRIPING 20000.0
Section Sub Total:| $345,000.00
Section BRIDGES
Item Number Quantity Units uUnit Price Item Description Cost
001-0001 7500 SF 100.0 STRICKLAND STREET BRIDGE 750000.0
001-0002 9500 SF 280.0 N&S R/R BRIDGE 2660000.0
001-0003 15500 SF 100.0 US 78 BRIDGE 1550000.0
Section Sub Total:| $4,960,000.00
Section DETOURS-ROAD
Item Number Quantity Units Unit Price Item Description Cost
310-5080 5865 Sy 15.54 GR AGGR BASE CRS, 8 INCH, INCL MATL 91142.09
RECYCLED ASPH CONC 9.5 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 1 OR 2, INCL
402-3110 134 ™ 78.36 BITUM MATL & H LIME 10500.24
RECYCLED ASPH CONC 25 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 1 OR 2, INCL
402-3121 1242 ™ 80.02 BITUM MATL & H LIME 99384.84
RECYCLED ASPH CONC 12.5 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 2 ONLY, INCL
402-3130 484 ™ 76.4 BITUM MATL & H LIME 36977.60
RECYCLED ASPH CONC 19 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 1 OR 2, INCL
402-3192 864 ™ 84.73 BITUM MATL 73206.72
Section Sub Total:]| $311,211.50

Total Estimated Cost: $9,493,499.05

https://detailestimate.dot.ga.gov/estcontroller?Process Type=PrintReport

4/7/2010




Detail Estimate: Cost Estimate Report Page 1 of 2
Estimate Report for file "SR 92 - PHASE 2 (PHASE 2 OF 3)"
Section BASE/PAVING
Item Number Quantity Units uUnit Price Item Description Cost
310-5100 75000 sy 15.16 GR AGGR BASE CRS, 10 INCH, INCL MATL 1137000.0
318-3000 2097 N 28.7 AGGR SURF CRS 60183.9
402-1812 96 N 78.08 RECYCLED ASPH CONC LEVELING, INCL BITUM MATL & H LIME 7495.68
402-3121 16500 ™ 80.02 EFTCJ'\(/:ILED ASPH CONC 25 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 1 OR 2, INCL 1320330.0
402-3130 6200 ™ 26.4 I;IIE_I(_:J'SLED ASPH CONC 12.5 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 2 ONLY, INCL 473680.00
RECYCLED ASPH CONC 19 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 1 OR 2, INCL
402-3192 9200 ™ 84.73 BITUM MATL 779516.0
413-1000 4950 GL 4.2 BITUM TACK COAT 20790.0
Section Sub Total:| $3,798,995.58
Section CONCRETE
Item Number Quantity Units Unit Price Item Description Cost
441-0104 4700 SY 25.19 CONC SIDEWALK, 4 IN 118393.0
441-0740 3800 SY 23.97 CONCRETE MEDIAN, 4 IN 91086.0
441-6222 12500 LF 12.4 CONC CURB & GUTTER, 8 IN X 30 IN, TP 2 155000.0
441-6740 10300 LF 11.11 CONC CURB & GUTTER, 8 IN X 30 IN, TP 7 114433.0
Section Sub Total:]| $478,912.00
Section DRAINAGE
Item Number Quantity Units Unit Price Item Description Cost
550-1180 6000 LF 28.35 STORM DRAIN PIPE, 18 IN, H 1-10 170100.0
550-1240 3000 LF 34.91 STORM DRAIN PIPE, 24 IN, H 1-10 104729.99
550-4224 15 EA 545.47 FLARED END SECTION 24 IN, STORM DRAIN 8182.05
668-1100 55 EA 2120.39 CATCH BASIN, GP 1 116621.45
Section Sub Total:]| $399,633.50
Section EARTHWORK
Item Number Quantity Units Unit Price Item Description Cost
210-0100 1 LS 2190000.0 GRADING COMPLETE - 2190000.0
Section Sub Total:| $2,190,000.00
Section EROSION CONTROL
Item Number Quantity Units Unit Price Item Description Cost
163-0001 1 LUMP SUM 150000.0 EROSION CONTROL 150000.0
Section Sub Total:] $150,000.00
Section MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS
https://detailestimate.dot.ga.gov/estcontroller?Process Type=PrintReport 3/18/2010



Detail Estimate: Cost Estimate Report

Page 2 of 2

Item Number Quantity Units Unit Price Item Description Cost
150-1000 1 LS 301000.0 TRAFFIC CONTROL - 301000.0
153-1300 1 EA 76500.0 FIELD ENGINEERS OFFICE TP 3 76500.0
624-0410 1 Lump Sum 200000.0 SOUND BARRIER 200000.0
634-1200 1 LUMP SUM 32000.0 RIGHT OF WAY MARKERS 32000.0
641-1200 1 LUMP SUM 40000.0 GUARD RAIL 40000.0
682-9030 1 LUMP SUM 400000.0 LIGHTING SYSTEM 400000.0
700-0001 1 Lump Sum 100000.0 LANDSCAPING 100000.0

Section Sub Total:| $1,149,500.00
Section STRIPING, SIGNAGE & SIGNALS

Item Number Quantity Units Unit Price Item Description Cost
636-0001 1 LUMP SUM 15000.0 SIGNAGE 15000.0
647-0001 6 LUMP SUM 100000.0 TRAFFIC SIGNAL INSTALLATION NO 600000.0
653-0001 1 LUMP SUM 25000.0 STRIPING 25000.0

Section Sub Total:] $640,000.00

Total Estimated Cost: $8,807,041.08

https://detailestimate.dot.ga.gov/estcontroller?Process Type=PrintReport

3/18/2010



Detail Estimate: Cost Estimate Report

Estimate Report for file "SR 92-PHASE 3 (PHASE 3 OF 3)"

Page 1 of 2

Section BASE/PAVING

Item Number Quantity Units uUnit Price Item Description Cost
310-5100 93000 sy 15.16 GR AGGR BASE CRS, 10 INCH, INCL MATL 1409880.0
402-1812 209 N 74.42 RECYCLED ASPH CONC LEVELING, INCL BITUM MATL & H LIME 15553.78
402-3121 22000 ™ 7161 };IIE_I(_ZJ'\(AZLED ASPH CONC 25 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 1 OR 2, INCL 1575420.0
402-3130 2800 ™ 28.29 I;IIE_IE:J&LED ASPH CONC 12.5 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 2 ONLY, INCL 610662.0

RECYCLED ASPH CONC 19 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 1 OR 2, INCL
402-3192 12200 TN 85.06 BITUM MATL 1037732.0
413-1000 4800 GL 2.45 BITUM TACK COAT 11760.0
Section Sub Total:| $4,661,007.78
Section MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS

Item Number Quantity Units Unit Price Item Description Cost
150-1000 1 LS 300000.0 TRAFFIC CONTROL - 300000.0
153-1300 1 EA 67749.9 FIELD ENGINEERS OFFICE TP 3 67749.9
624-0001 1 Lump Sum 630000.0 SOUND BARRIER 630000.0
634-1200 1 Lump Sum 31000.0 RIGHT OF WAY MARKERS 31000.0
641-0001 1 Lump Sum 42000.0 GUARDRAIL 42000.0
682-9030 1 Lump Sum 500000.0 LIGHTING SYSTEM 500000.0
700-0001 1 Lump Sum 15100.0 LANDSCAPING 15100.0

Section Sub Total:| $1,585,849.90
Section EARTHWORK

Item Number Quantity Units Unit Price Item Description Cost

210-0100 1 LS 1000000.0 GRADING COMPLETE - 1000000.0
Section Sub Total: $1,000,000.00
Section CONCRETE

Item Number Quantity Units Unit Price Item Description Cost
441-0104 7800 sY 25.19 CONC SIDEWALK, 4 IN 196482.0
441-0740 1800 sy 23.97 CONCRETE MEDIAN, 4 IN 43146.0
441-6222 32300 LF 12.4 CONC CURB & GUTTER, 8 IN X 30 IN, TP 2 400520.0
441-6740 13100 LF 11.11 CONC CURB & GUTTER, 8 IN X 30 IN, TP 7 145541.0

Section Sub Total:| $785,689.00
Section DRAINAGE

Item Number Quantity Units Unit Price Item Description Cost
550-1180 12000 LF 28.35 STORM DRAIN PIPE, 18 IN, H 1-10 340200.0
550-1240 6000 LF 34.91 STORM DRAIN PIPE, 24 IN, H 1-10 209459.99
550-4124 20 EA 405.75 FLARED END SECTION 24 IN, SIDE DRAIN 8115.0

https://detailestimate.dot.ga.gov/estcontroller?Process Type=PrintReport 3/18/2010



Detail Estimate: Cost Estimate Report

Page 2 of 2
668-1100 100 EA 2120.39 |cATCH BASIN, GP 1 212039.0
Section Sub Total:| $769,814.00
Section STRIPING, SIGNAGE, & SIGNALS
Item Number Quantity Units Unit Price Item Description Cost
636-0001 1 Lump Sum 95000.0 SIGNAGE 95000.0
647-1000 3 LS 100000.0 TRAFFIC SIGNAL INSTALLATION NO - 300000.0
653-0001 1 Lump Sum 100000.0 STRIPING 100000.0
Section Sub Total:]| $495,000.00
Section EROSION CONTROL
Item Number Quantity Units Unit Price Item Description Cost
163-0001 1 Lump Sum 250000.0 EROSION CONTROL 250000.0
Section Sub Total:]| $250,000.00

https://detailestimate.dot.ga.gov/estcontroller?Process Type=PrintReport

Total Estimated Cost: $9,547,360.68

3/18/2010



Right of Way Administrator
By: LaShone Alexander

Date: January 19, 2010

Project: CSSTP-0006-00(900)Douglas, Phase 1 UPDATE P.I. Number: 0006900

Existing/Required R/W: Varies/Varies No. Parcels: 40
Project Termini : SR 92 Relocation
Project Description: SR 92 Phase 1, Middle Section

Land:
Commercial R/W: 47,777 sf @ $ 5.75/sf $ 274,718
Residential R/W: 148,360sf @ $ 0.45/sf 66.762 $ 341,390
Improvements : 4 Com., 33 Res. & misc. site improvements 4,250,000
Relocation: Commercial (4) @ $25,000 $ 100,000
Residential (33) @ $ 40,000 1,320,00 1,420,000
Damage : Proximity (2) 40.000
Net Cost $ 6,051,390
Net Cost $ 6,051,390
Scheduling Contingency 55 % 3,328,264
Adm/Court Cost 60 % 5.627.792
$ 15,007,447

Total Cost $15,008,000

Note: The Market Appreciation (40%) is not included in the updated Preliminary
Cost Estimate.
Note: This update is based upon estimate by consultant dated January 11, 2007.



Preliminary Right of Way Cost Estimate  --

AN

Phil Copeland
Right of Way Administrator
By: LaShone Alexander
Date: January 19, 2010
Project: CSSTP-0006-00(901)Douglas, Phase 1 UPDATE P.L Number: 0006901
Existing/Required R/W: Varies/Varies No. Parcels: 34
Project Termini : SR 92 Relocation
Project Description: SR 92 Phase II, South Section

Land:
Commercial R/W: 352,408 sf @ $ 5.75/sf $ 2,026,346
Residential R/W: 202,711sf @ $ 0.45/sf 91.220 $ 2,117,566
Improvements : 20 Com., 7 Res. & misc. site improvements 8,345,000
Relocation: Commercial (20) @ $25,000 $ 500,000
Residential (7) @ $ 40,000 280,000 405,000
Damage : Proximity (2) $ 40,000
Cost to Cure (2) 40,000 $ 80.000
Net Cost $ 10,947,566
Net Cost $ 10,947,566
Scheduling Contingency 55 % 6,021,161
Adm/Court Cost 60 % 10,181,236

$ 27,149,963

Total Cost $27,150,000

Note: The Market Appreciation (40%) is not included in the updated Preliminary
Cost Estimate.
Note: This update is based upon estimate by consultant dated January 11, 2007.




Preliminary Right of Way Cost Estimate ..

\ R
G , AR

Right of Way Administrator
By: LaShone Alexander

Date: January 19, 2010

Project: STP-186-1(11)Douglas, Phase Il UPDATE P.L Number: 720970
Existing/Required R/W; Varies/Varies No. Parcels: 60
Project Termini : SR 92 Relocation

Project Description: SR 92 Phase III, North Section

Land:
Commercial R/'W: 69,418 sf @ $ 5.75/sf $ 399,154
Residential R/W: 782,232sf @ $ 0.45/sf 586.674 $ 985,828
Improvements : 20 Res. & misc. site improvements 3,880,000
Relocation: Commercial (0) $ 00
Residential (20) @ $ 40,000 800,000 800,000
Damage : Proximity (2) $ 40.000
Net Cost $ 5,705,828
Net Cost $ 5,705,828
Scheduling Contingency 55 % 3,138,205
Adm/Court Cost 60 % 5,306,420
$ 14,150,453

Total Cost $14,150,500

Note: The Market Appreciation (40%) is not included in the updated Preliminary

Cost Estimate.
Note: This update is based upon estimate by consultant dated January 11, 2007.



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

FILE CSSTP-0006-00(900) OFFICE Chamblee

P.l. No. 0006900

SR 92 Bridge Underpass

@ SR5/US 78 Including RR — Phase | DATE February 5, 2010
FROM Jonathan Walker

District Utilities Engineer

TO Peter Emmanuel, Office of Program Delivery

SUBJECT PRELIMINARY UTILITY COST (ESTIMATE)

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

) NON-

FACILITY OWNER REIMBURSABLE REIMBURSABLE
AT&T formerly BellSouth $100,160.00

Atlanta Gas Light Co $6,750.00

Comcast Cable $3000.00

Douglasville-DWSA $30,800.00

Georgia Power Distribution $87,000.00

Totals $227,710.00

Total reimbursable cost for the above project is $0.00.

If you have any questions, please contact Yulonda Pride-Foster at 770-986-1117.

Sincerely,

Bryant R. Poole

District Ehgineer
dle-

By:“Jonathan Walker
District Utilities Engineer

BRP/JBW/ypf

C: Jeff Baker, P.E. / State Utilities Office (OGC 10" Floor)
Mike Hill, Area 3 Engineer



FILE

FROM

TO

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

CSSTP-0006-00(800), Douglas County OFFICE: State Utilities Office
P.1. No. 0006900

DATE: February 9, 2010

fot Jeff Baker, State Utilities Engineer

Bobby Hilliard, PE, State Program Delivery Engineer

ATTN: Peter Emmanuel, Senior Project Manager

SUBJECT PRELIMINARY RAILROAD COST FOR SURFACE WORK (CONCEPT ESTIMATE)
A review of railroads located within the project limits on the above referenced project has been
conducted based on the proposed concept report provided. Listed below is a breakdown of the
estimated railroad costs:
FACILITY OWNER NON-REIMBURSABLE REIMBURSABLE
Norfolk Southern $0.00 $2,100,000.00
Total Reimbursement Cost: $0.00 $2,100,000.00
Total railroad surface work reimbursable cost for the above project is estimated to be:
$2,100,000.00
Please note that this amount does not include other reimbursable utility costs and railroad warning
device costs that may be associated with this project. Please keep the railroad costs separate from
other utilities in your designer's cost estimate.
If you have any questions, please contact Richard Crowley, (404) 631-1372, rcrowley@dot.qa.gov.
JB:RLC:Ifb
cc. Lee Upkins, State Utilities Preconstruction Engineer

Angela Robinson, State Financial Management Administrator
Jonathan Walker, District 7 Utilities Engineer



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

. FILE CSSTP-0006-00(901) OFFICE Chamblee

P.l. No. 0006901

SR 92 Relocation FM Durelee Ln to

SR 5/ US 78 / Bankhead HWY- Phase Il DATE February 5, 2010

FROM Jonathan Walker
District Utilities Engineer

TO Peter Emmanuel, Office of Program Delivery

SUBJECT PRELIMINARY UTILITY COST (ESTIMATE)

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

' NON-
FACILITY OWNER REIMBURSABLE REIMBURSABLE
AT&T Formerly Bellsouth $200,000.00
Atlanta Gas Light Co. $129,000.00
Colonial Pipeline $100,000.00
Comcast Comm. $3000.00
Douglasville-DWSA $28300.00
Georgia Power Distribution $123,000.00
Georgia Power Transmission $147,000.00
Verizon $130,000.00
Totals $483,300.00 $377,000.00

Total reimbursable cost for the above project is $377,000.00.
If you have any questions, please contact Yulonda Pride-Foster at 770-986-1117.

Sincerely,

Bryant R. Poole

Dj gr'ct ngine
Ja<

By.: Jonathan Walker
District Utilities Engineer

BRP/JBW/ypf

C: Jeff Baker, P.E. / State Utilities Office (OGC 10" Floor)
Mike Hill, Area 3 Engineer



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

FILE STP00-0186-01(011) OFFICE Chamblee

P.l. No. 720970

SR 92 Relocation

FM Strickland St to Malone Rs-Phase Il DATE February 5, 2010
FROM Jonathan Walker

District Utilities Engineer

TO Peter Emmanuel, Office of Program Delivery

SUBJECT PRELIMINARY UTILITY COST (ESTIMATE)

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

NON-
FACILITY OWNER REIMBURSABLE REIMBURSABLE
AT&T formerly BeliSouth $1,700,160.00 ’ $88,160.00
Atlanta Gas Light Co $6,750.00
Colonial Pipeline $156,250.00
Comcast Comm. $6500.00 N
Douglasville-DWSA $122,500.00 g
Georgia Power Distribution $183,000.00 R
Georgia Power Transmission $150,000.00
Totals $2,018,910.00 : $394,410.00

Total reimbursable cost for the above project is $394,410.00.

If you have any questions, please contact Yulonda Pride-Foster at 770-986-1117.

Sincerely,

' Bryant R. Poole

Wer
.

By: Jonathan Walker B
District Utilities Engineer I

BRP/JBW/ypf

C: Jeff Baker, P.E. / State Utilities Office (OGC 10™ Floor)
Mike Hill, Area 3 Engineer



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

FILE STP00-0186-01(011), Douglas County OFFICE: State Utilities Office
P.i. No. 720970
,g(g DATE: February 9, 2010

FROM  FoZJeff Baker, State Utilities Engineer

TO Bobby Hilliard, PE, State Program Delivery Engineer
ATTN: Peter Emmanuel, Senior Project Manager

SUBJECT PRELIMINARY RAILROAD COST FOR SURFACE WORK (CONCEPT ESTIMATE)
A review of railroads located within the project limits on the above referenced project has been

conducted based on the proposed concept report provided. Listed below is a breakdown of the
estimated railroad costs:

FACILITY OWNER NON-REIMBURSABLE REIMBURSABLE
Norfolk Southern $0.00 $120,000.00
Total Reimbursement Cost: $0.00 $120,000.00

Total railroad surface work reimbursable cost for the above project is estimated to be:
$120,000.00

Please note that this amount does not include other reimbursable utility costs and railroad warning
device costs that may be associated with this project. Please keep the railroad costs separate from
other utilities in your designer’s cost estimate.

if you have any questions, please contact Richard Crowley, (404) 631-1372, rcrowley@dot.ga.gov.

JB:RLC:Ifb

cc.  Lee Upkins, State Utilities Preconstruction Engineer
Angela Robinson, State Financial Management Administrator
Jonathan Walker, District 7 Utilities Engineer



Date 4/7/2010
P.1. Number 6900 County DOUGLAS
Project Number CSSTP-0006-00(900)
Special Provision, Section 109-Measurement and Payment
FUEL PRICE ADJUSTMENT (ENGLISH 125% MAX)
ENTER FPL DIESEL | 2.877 ENTER FPL UNLEADED 2.716
ENTER FPM DIESEL | 6.473 ENTER FPM UNLEADED 6.111
http://www.dot.ga.gov/doingbusiness/Materials/Pages/asphaltcementindex.aspx
INCREASE ADJUSTMENT INCREASE ADJUSTMENT
125.00% 125.00%
DIESEL GALLONS ||[UNLEADED| GALLONS
ROADWAY ITEMS QUANTITY FACTOR DIESEL FACTOR | UNLEADED REMARKS
Excavations paid as specified by
Sections 205 (CUBIC YARD) 0.29 0.15
Excavations paid as specified by
Sections 206 (CUBIC YARD) 0.29 0.15
GAB paid as specified by the ton under
Section 310 (TON) 16800.000 0.29 4872.00 0.24 4032.00
Hot Mix Asphalt paid as specified by the
ton under Sections 400 (TON) 2.90 0.71
Hot Mix Asphalt paid as specified by the
ton under Sections 402 (TON) 13624.000 2.90( 39509.60 0.71 9673.04
PCC Pavement paid as specified by the
square yard under Section 430 (SY) 0.25 0.20
BRIDGE ITEMS Quantity | Unit Price | QF/1000 | Diesel Factor | Gallons Diesel Ur;laeggfd Gallons Unleaded REMARKS
Bridge Excavation (CY)
Section 211 8.00 1.50
Class__Concrete (CY) STRICKLAND STREET
Section 500 1.00[ 700,000.00 700.0000 8.00 5600.00 1.50 1050.00 BRIDGE
Class __Concrete (CY)
Section 500 1.00| 1,895,600.00| 1895.6000 8.00| 15164.80 1.50 2843.40 N&S R/R BRIDGE
Class __Concrete (CY)
Section 500 1.00| 1,805,000.00| 1805.0000 8.00f 14440.00 1.50 2707.50 US 78 BRIDGE
Superstru Con Class__(CY) CONCRETE
Section 500 1.00| 152,856.00 152.8560 8.00 1222.85 1.50 229.28 APPROACH SLABS
Superstru Con Class__(CY)
Section 500 8.00 1.50
Superstru Con Class__(CY)
Section 500 8.00 1.50
Concrete Handrail (LF)
Section 500 8.00 1.50
Concrete Barrier (LF) Section
500 8.00 1.50




Unleaded

BRIDGE ITEMS Quantity | Unit Price | QF/1000 | Diesel Factor | Gallons Diesel s Gallons Unleaded REMARKS
Stru Steel Plan Quantity (LB)
Section 501 8.00 1.50
Stru Steel Plan Quantity (LB)
Section 501 8.00 1.50
PSC Beams (LF)
Section 507 8.00 1.50
PSC Beams (LF)
Section 507 8.00 1.50
PSC Beams (LF)
Section 507 8.00 1.50

Stru Reinf Plan Quantity(LB)

Section 511 8.00 1.50
Stru Reinf Plan Quantity(LB)
Section 511 8.00 1.50

Bar Reinf Steel (LB) Section
511 8.00 1.50

Piling___inch (LF) Section

520 8.00 1.50
Piling___inch (LF) Section

520 8.00 1.50
Piling___inch (LF) Section

520 8.00 1.50
Piling___inch (LF) Section

520 8.00 1.50
Piling___inch (LF) Section

520 8.00 1.50
Piling___inch (LF) Section

520 8.00 1.50

Drilled Caisson,___ (LF)

Section 524 8.00 1.50
Drilled Caisson,___ (LF)

Section 524 8.00 1.50
Drilled Caisson,___ (LF)

Section 524 8.00 1.50

Pile Encasement,___ (LF)

Section 547 8.00 1.50
Pile Encasement,___ (LF)
Section 547 8.00 1.50
[ SUM QF DIESEL= | 80809.25 [ SUM QF UNLEADED= [ 20535.22
DIESEL PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $267,361.44
UNLEADED PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $64,139.72

Page 2 of 4




ASPHALT CEMENT PRICE ADJUSTMENT
(BITUMINOUS TACK COAT 125% MAX)

APPLICABLE TO CONTRACTS/PROJECTS CONTAINING THE 413 SPECIFICATION, SECTION 413.5.01 ADJUSTMENTS
ASPHALT PRICE ADJUSTMENT FOR BITUMINOUS TACK COAT

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

ENTER APL 504 ENTER APM
125.00% INCREASE ADJUSTMENT
L.LN. TYPE TACK (GALLONS) TACK (TONS) REMARKS
413-1000 | 1520 | | 6.5286
T™T =] 6.5286 |
PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $3,948.47

400/ 402 ASPHALT CEMENT PRICE ADJUSTMENT 125% MAX

ENTER APL 504 ENTER APM 1134

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

125.00% INCREASE ADJUSTMENT

L.I.N. / Spec Number MIX TYPE HMA JMF AC% AC REMARKS

402-1812 100 5.00 5.00

402-3121 25 mm SP 5300 5.00 265.00

402-3130 12.5 mm SP 2000 5.00 100.00

402-3192 19 mm SP 3500 5.00 175.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

T™MT = 545.00

PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $329,616.00
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ASPHALT CEMENT PRICE ADJUSTMENT FOR
TACK COAT(Surface Treatment 125% MAX)

BITUMINOUS

APPLICABLE TO CONTRACTS CONTAINING THE 413 SPEC. SECTION 413.5.01 ADJUSTMENTS ASPHALT PRICE ADJUSTMENT FOR BITUMINOUS TACK

COAT

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

ENTER APL

ENTER APM 1134

125.00% INCREASE ADJUSTMENT
Use this side for Asphalt Emulsion Only Use this side for Asphalt Cement Only
L.I.N. TYPE ASPHALT EMULSION (GALLONS) L.I.N. TYPE TACK (GALLONS)
413-
1000 PG 58-22 1520
TMT = TMT = | 6.5286 |
REMARKS: REMARKS:
MONTHLY PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $3,948.47
ADJUSTMENT SUMMARY
FUEL PRICE ADJUSTMENT (ENGLISH 125% MAX)
DIESEL PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $267,361.44
UNLEADED PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $64,139.72
ASPHALT CEMENT PRICE ADJUSTMENT (BITUMINOUS TACK COAT 125%
MAX) $3,048.47
400 / 402 ASPHALT CEMENT PRICE ADJUSTMENT 125% MAX $329,616.00
ASPHALT CEMENT PRICE ADJUSTMENT FOR BITUMINOUS TACK
COAT(Surface Treatment 125% MAX) $3,948.47
REMARKS:
TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS $669,014.09

DWM 10/08

Page 4 of 4




Date 4/7/2010
P.1. Number 6901 County DOUGLAS
Project Number CSSTP-0006-00(901)
Special Provision, Section 109-Measurement and Payment
FUEL PRICE ADJUSTMENT (ENGLISH 125% MAX)
ENTER FPL DIESEL | 2.877 ENTER FPL UNLEADED 2.716
ENTER FPM DIESEL | 6.473 ENTER FPM UNLEADED 6.111
http://www.dot.ga.gov/doingbusiness/Materials/Pages/asphaltcementindex.aspx
INCREASE ADJUSTMENT INCREASE ADJUSTMENT
125.00% 125.00%
DIESEL GALLONS ||[UNLEADED| GALLONS
ROADWAY ITEMS QUANTITY FACTOR DIESEL FACTOR | UNLEADED REMARKS
Excavations paid as specified by
Sections 205 (CUBIC YARD) 0.29 0.15
Excavations paid as specified by
Sections 206 (CUBIC YARD) 0.29 0.15
GAB paid as specified by the ton under
Section 310 (TON) 42185.000 0.29] 12233.65 0.24 10124.40
Hot Mix Asphalt paid as specified by the
ton under Sections 400 (TON) 2.90 0.71
Hot Mix Asphalt paid as specified by the
ton under Sections 402 (TON) 32000.000 2.90( 92800.00 0.71 22720.00
PCC Pavement paid as specified by the
square yard under Section 430 (SY) 0.25 0.20
BRIDGE ITEMS Quantity | Unit Price | QF/1000 | Diesel Factor | Gallons Diesel Ur;laeggfd Gallons Unleaded REMARKS
Bridge Excavation (CY)
Section 211 8.00 1.50
Class __Concrete (CY)
Section 500 8.00 1.50
Class __Concrete (CY)
Section 500 8.00 1.50
Class __Concrete (CY)
Section 500 8.00 1.50
Superstru Con Class__(CY)
Section 500 8.00 1.50
Superstru Con Class__(CY)
Section 500 8.00 1.50
Superstru Con Class__(CY)
Section 500 8.00 1.50
Concrete Handrail (LF)
Section 500 8.00 1.50
Concrete Barrier (LF) Section
500 8.00 1.50




Unleaded

BRIDGE ITEMS Quantity | Unit Price | QF/1000 | Diesel Factor | Gallons Diesel s Gallons Unleaded REMARKS
Stru Steel Plan Quantity (LB)
Section 501 8.00 1.50
Stru Steel Plan Quantity (LB)
Section 501 8.00 1.50
PSC Beams (LF)
Section 507 8.00 1.50
PSC Beams (LF)
Section 507 8.00 1.50
PSC Beams (LF)
Section 507 8.00 1.50

Stru Reinf Plan Quantity(LB)

Section 511 8.00 1.50
Stru Reinf Plan Quantity(LB)
Section 511 8.00 1.50

Bar Reinf Steel (LB) Section
511 8.00 1.50

Piling___inch (LF) Section

520 8.00 1.50
Piling___inch (LF) Section

520 8.00 1.50
Piling___inch (LF) Section

520 8.00 1.50
Piling___inch (LF) Section

520 8.00 1.50
Piling___inch (LF) Section

520 8.00 1.50
Piling___inch (LF) Section

520 8.00 1.50

Drilled Caisson,___ (LF)

Section 524 8.00 1.50
Drilled Caisson,___ (LF)

Section 524 8.00 1.50
Drilled Caisson,____ (LF)

Section 524 8.00 1.50

Pile Encasement,___ (LF)

Section 547 8.00 1.50
Pile Encasement,___ (LF)
Section 547 8.00 1.50
[ SUM QF DIESEL= | 105033.65 [ SUM QF UNLEADED= [ 32844.40
DIESEL PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $347,509.08
UNLEADED PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $102,586.20

Page 2 of 4




ASPHALT CEMENT PRICE ADJUSTMENT
(BITUMINOUS TACK COAT 125% MAX)

APPLICABLE TO CONTRACTS/PROJECTS CONTAINING THE 413 SPECIFICATION, SECTION 413.5.01 ADJUSTMENTS
ASPHALT PRICE ADJUSTMENT FOR BITUMINOUS TACK COAT

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

ENTER APL 504 ENTER APM
125.00% INCREASE ADJUSTMENT
L.LN. TYPE TACK (GALLONS) TACK (TONS) REMARKS
413-1000 | 4950 | | 21.2607
T™T =] 21.2607 |
PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $12,858.50

400/ 402 ASPHALT CEMENT PRICE ADJUSTMENT 125% MAX

ENTER APL 504 ENTER APM 1134

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

125.00% INCREASE ADJUSTMENT

L.I.N. / Spec Number MIX TYPE HMA JMF AC% AC REMARKS

402-1812 96 5.00 4.80

402-3121 25 mm SP 16500 5.00 825.00

402-3130 12.5 mm SP 6200 5.00 310.00

402-3192 19 mm SP 9200 5.00 460.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

T™MT = 1599.80

PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $967,559.04
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ASPHALT CEMENT PRICE ADJUSTMENT FOR

BITUMINOUS

TACK COAT(Surface Treatment 125% MAX)

APPLICABLE TO CONTRACTS CONTAINING THE 413 SPEC. SECTION 413.5.01 ADJUSTMENTS ASPHALT PRICE ADJUSTMENT FOR BITUMINOUS TACK

COAT

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

ENTER APL ENTER APM 1134
125.00% INCREASE ADJUSTMENT
Use this side for Asphalt Emulsion Only Use this side for Asphalt Cement Only
L.I.N. TYPE ASPHALT EMULSION (GALLONS) L.I.N. TYPE TACK (GALLONS)
413-
1000 PG 58-22 4950
TMT = TMT = | 21.2607 |
REMARKS: REMARKS:
MONTHLY PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $12,858.50
ADJUSTMENT SUMMARY
FUEL PRICE ADJUSTMENT (ENGLISH 125% MAX)
DIESEL PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $347,509.08
UNLEADED PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $102,586.20
ASPHALT CEMENT PRICE ADJUSTMENT (BITUMINOUS TACK COAT 125%
MAX) $12,858.50
400/ 402 ASPHALT CEMENT PRICE ADJUSTMENT 125% MAX $967,559.04
ASPHALT CEMENT PRICE ADJUSTMENT FOR BITUMINOUS TACK
COAT(Surface Treatment 125% MAX) $12,858.50
REMARKS:

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS

$1,443,371.32

DWM 10/08

Page 4 of 4




Date 4/7/2010
P.I. Number 720970 County DOUGLAS
Project Number STP-186-1(11)
Special Provision, Section 109-Measurement and Payment
FUEL PRICE ADJUSTMENT (ENGLISH 125% MAX)
ENTER FPL DIESEL | 2.877 ENTER FPL UNLEADED 2.716
ENTER FPM DIESEL | 6.473 ENTER FPM UNLEADED 6.111
http://www.dot.ga.gov/doingbusiness/Materials/Pages/asphaltcementindex.aspx
INCREASE ADJUSTMENT INCREASE ADJUSTMENT
125.00% 125.00%
DIESEL | GALLONS ||[UNLEADED| GALLONS
ROADWAY ITEMS QUANTITY FACTOR DIESEL FACTOR | UNLEADED REMARKS
Excavations paid as specified by
Sections 205 (CUBIC YARD) 0.29 0.15
Excavations paid as specified by
Sections 206 (CUBIC YARD) 0.29 0.15
GAB paid as specified by the ton under
Section 310 (TON) 52310.000 0.29] 15169.90 0.24 12554.40
Hot Mix Asphalt paid as specified by the
ton under Sections 400 (TON) 2.90 0.71
Hot Mix Asphalt paid as specified by the
ton under Sections 402 (TON) 42209.000 2.90( 122406.10 0.71 29968.39
PCC Pavement paid as specified by the
square yard under Section 430 (SY) 0.25 0.20
BRIDGE ITEMS Quantity | Unit Price | QF/1000 | Diesel Factor | Gallons Diesel Ur;laeggfd Gallons Unleaded REMARKS
Bridge Excavation (CY)
Section 211 8.00 1.50
Class __Concrete (CY)
Section 500 8.00 1.50
Class __Concrete (CY)
Section 500 8.00 1.50
Class __Concrete (CY)
Section 500 8.00 1.50
Superstru Con Class__(CY)
Section 500 8.00 1.50
Superstru Con Class__(CY)
Section 500 8.00 1.50
Superstru Con Class__(CY)
Section 500 8.00 1.50
Concrete Handrail (LF)
Section 500 8.00 1.50
Concrete Barrier (LF) Section
500 8.00 1.50




Unleaded

BRIDGE ITEMS Quantity | Unit Price | QF/1000 | Diesel Factor | Gallons Diesel s Gallons Unleaded REMARKS
Stru Steel Plan Quantity (LB)
Section 501 8.00 1.50
Stru Steel Plan Quantity (LB)
Section 501 8.00 1.50
PSC Beams (LF)
Section 507 8.00 1.50
PSC Beams (LF)
Section 507 8.00 1.50
PSC Beams (LF)
Section 507 8.00 1.50

Stru Reinf Plan Quantity(LB)

Section 511 8.00 1.50
Stru Reinf Plan Quantity(LB)
Section 511 8.00 1.50

Bar Reinf Steel (LB) Section
511 8.00 1.50

Piling___inch (LF) Section

520 8.00 1.50
Piling___inch (LF) Section

520 8.00 1.50
Piling___inch (LF) Section

520 8.00 1.50
Piling___inch (LF) Section

520 8.00 1.50
Piling___inch (LF) Section

520 8.00 1.50
Piling___inch (LF) Section

520 8.00 1.50

Drilled Caisson,___ (LF)

Section 524 8.00 1.50
Drilled Caisson,___ (LF)

Section 524 8.00 1.50
Drilled Caisson,____ (LF)

Section 524 8.00 1.50

Pile Encasement,___ (LF)

Section 547 8.00 1.50
Pile Encasement,___ (LF)
Section 547 8.00 1.50
[ SUM QF DIESEL= | 137576.00 [ SUM QF UNLEADED= [ 42522.79
DIESEL PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $455,177.07
UNLEADED PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $132,815.68

Page 2 of 4




ASPHALT CEMENT PRICE ADJUSTMENT
(BITUMINOUS TACK COAT 125% MAX)

APPLICABLE TO CONTRACTS/PROJECTS CONTAINING THE 413 SPECIFICATION, SECTION 413.5.01 ADJUSTMENTS
ASPHALT PRICE ADJUSTMENT FOR BITUMINOUS TACK COAT

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

ENTER APL 504 ENTER APM
125.00% INCREASE ADJUSTMENT
L.LN. TYPE TACK (GALLONS) TACK (TONS) REMARKS
413-1000 | 4800 | | 20.6165
T™T =] 20.6165 |
PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $12,468.85

400/ 402 ASPHALT CEMENT PRICE ADJUSTMENT 125% MAX

ENTER APL 504 ENTER APM 1134

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

125.00% INCREASE ADJUSTMENT

L.I.N. / Spec Number MIX TYPE HMA JMF AC% AC REMARKS

402-1812 209 5.00 10.45

402-3121 25 mm SP 22000 5.00 1100.00

402-3130 12.5 mm SP 7800 5.00 390.00

402-3192 19 mm SP 12200 5.00 610.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

T™MT = 2110.45

PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $1,276,400.16
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ASPHAL

T CEMENT PRICE ADJUSTMENT FOR

BITUMINOUS

TACK COAT(Surface Treatment 125% MAX)

APPLICABLE TO CONTRACTS CONTAINING THE 413 SPEC. SECTION 413.5.01 ADJUSTMENTS ASPHALT PRICE ADJUSTMENT FOR BITUMINOUS TACK

COAT

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

ENTER APL

ENTER APM 1134

125.00% INCREASE ADJUSTMENT
Use this side for Asphalt Emulsion Only Use this side for Asphalt Cement Only
L.I.N. TYPE ASPHALT EMULSION (GALLONS) L.I.N. TYPE TACK (GALLONS)
413-
1000 PG 58-22 4800
TMT = TMT = | 20.6165 |
REMARKS: REMARKS:
MONTHLY PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $12,468.85
ADJUSTMENT SUMMARY
FUEL PRICE ADJUSTMENT (ENGLISH 125% MAX)
DIESEL PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $455,177.07
UNLEADED PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $132,815.68
ASPHALT CEMENT PRICE ADJUSTMENT (BITUMINOUS TACK COAT 125%
MAX) $12,468.85
400 / 402 ASPHALT CEMENT PRICE ADJUSTMENT 125% MAX $1,276,400.16
ASPHALT CEMENT PRICE ADJUSTMENT FOR BITUMINOUS TACK
COAT(Surface Treatment 125% MAX) $12,468.85
REMARKS:

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS

$1,889,330.61

DWM 10/08

Page 4 of 4




Attachment 2:

Sketch Location Map
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Attachment 3:

Railroad Crossing Closure Locations
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Attachment 4:

Typical Sections
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Attachment 5:

Accident Summaries



Table 1 - Automobile Crash Rates on SR 92

Year
Year Year 2006 Year Year 2007 Year é?:si
SR 92 Crash Analysis Section AADT Distance Annual VMT 2006 Crash Rate 2007 Crash Rate 2008 Rate
(mile) # of (100MVMT) # of (100MVMT) # of 0OM
Accident Accident Accident a
VMT)
SR 92 from Nebo Road to
Brownsville Road 17,789 4.64 30,127,450 99 329 109 446 84 369
SR 92 from Brownsville Road to
US 78 /East Broad Street 16,677 6.2 37,740,051 82 217 92 264 63 186
SR 92 from US 78 /East Broad
Street to |-20 26,358 1.55 14,912,039 153 1,026 158 1054 119 805
US 78 /East Broad Street from
Rose Avenue to Huey Road 15,597 1.57 8,937,861 83 929 81 927 71 834

Statewide Urban Minor Arterial Average: Crashes per 100 million vehicle miles of travel (100MVMT); 531 based on 2006 data, 514 based on
2007 data, and 471 based on 2008 data.

Table 2 — Railroad Crossing Crash History for SR 92 and Surrounding Crossings

. . Y_ear Vehicle Driver :
Railroad Crossing Accident : Type of Accident
Injured
Occurred
Rose Avenue 96 No Car Stalled on Crossing
08 No Car Stalled on Crossing
McCarley Street 97 Yes Car Trapped on Crossing
97 No Car Trapped on Crossing
99 No Car Moving over Crossing
SR 92/Dallas Highway 77 No Car Stalled on Crossing
81 Yes Car Stopped on Crossing
82 No Car Stopped on Crossing
84 No Car Stopped on Crossing
89 No Car Stopped on Crossing
92 No Car Stalled on Crossing
94 No Car Stopped on Crossing
94 No Car Stopped on Crossing
95 Yes Car Stopped on Crossing
97 No Car Moving over Crossing
01 No Car Moving over Crossing
01 No Car Stopped on Crossing
01 No Car Stalled on Crossing
01 No Car Stopped on Crossing
03 No Car Stopped on Crossing
Mozley Street 79 Yes Car Moving over Crossing
83 No Car Stopped on Crossing
83 No Car Stopped on Crossing
86 No Car Stalled on Crossing
90 No Car Moving over Crossing
90 No Car Moving over Crossing
94 No Car Stopped on Crossing
Brown Street 85 Yes Car Stalled on Crossing
86 No Car Moving over Crossing
87 No Car Moving over Crossing
89 Fatality Car Moving over Crossing
93 No Car Stalled on Crossing
01 No Car Stopped on Crossing
01 No Car Stalled on Crossing
05 No Car Stalled on Crossing
06 No Car Trapped on Crossing
08 No Car Stalled on Crossing

Federal Railroad Administration, Office of Safety Analysis. The data is from 1996 to 2009.




Attachment 6:

Traffic Diagrams
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City of Douglasville, Douglas County, and Paulding County

RSSO

Georgla Depariment of Transporiation

Concept Report Traffic Study for SR 92 Corridor

Table 5 — Year 2037 Build Roadway Capacity Analysis

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Roadway Section c SF;?Z Direction Avg Trvl Avg Trvl
ondition LOS Spd LOS Spd
(mph) (mph)
Alane NB D 16 F 5
SR 92 south of Us 78 SB E 13 F 3
(Bankhead Hwy) to
NB D 17 D 15
Durelee Ln 6-lane
SB D 15 D 19
Alane NB A 35 D 19
SR 92 from US 78 SB C 23 E 17
(Bankhead Hwy) to
i NB A 38 B 35
Brownsville Rd 6-lane
SB A 37 A 37
NB D 27 F 14
4-lane
SR 92 from Brownsville SB E 20 E 18
Rd to Bill Carruth Pkwy NB B 42 B 29
6-lane
SB B 38 B 29
SR 92 north of Bill NB A 52 A 43
Carruth Pkwy to Nebo 4-lane
Rd SB C 29 D 22

Year 2017 Roadway Capacity Analysis

Roadway capacity analysis was also performed for opening year 2017 conditions, as shown in
Tables 6 and 7 for no-build and build conditions, respectively.

Table 6 — Year 2017 No-Build Roadway Capacity Analysis

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Roadway Section c SF;?Z Direction Avg Trvl Avg Trvl
ondition LOS Spd LOS Spd
(mph) (mph)

SR 92 south of US 78 NB C 26 C 23
(Bankhead Hwy) to 4-lane

Durelee Ln SB C 26 C 27

SR 92 from U S78 NB B 40 D o4
(Bankhead Hwy) to 2-lane

Brownsville Rd SB B 41 E 20

SR 92 from Brownsville 2-lane NB A 43 B 41

Rd to Bill Carruth Pkwy SB A a4 A 45

SR 92 north of Bill NB A 48 A 47
Carruth Pkwy to Nebo 2-lane

Rd SB D 26 C 27

January 2010 8 JACOBS
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City of Douglasville, Douglas County, and Paulding County

Georgla Depariment of Transporiation

Concept Report Traffic Study for SR 92 Corridor

Table 10 — Year 2037 No-Build Intersection LOS (Douglas County)

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Intersection Control LOS
Reported LOS Delay LOS Delay
(sec) (sec)
SR 92 (Fairburn Rd) at Signal Intersection C 22 D 39
Durelee Ln
SR 92 (Fairburn Rd) at : .
Hospital Dr Signal Intersection F >80 F >80
SR 92 (Fairburn Rd) at EB F > 30 >30
Church St Stop
wB A 1 > 50
SR 92 (Fairburn Rd) at . .
US 78 (Broad St) Signal Intersection E 62 F >80
US 78 (Broad St) at
Dallas Hwy / Signal Intersection F >80 F >80
Campbellton St
. EB > 50 > 50
SR 92 at Strickland St Stop
wWB >50 > 50
US 78 (Broad St at Signal | Intersection D 46 D 35
Mozley St
Mozley St at Strickland EB C 17 C 16
St Stop
WB F > 50 F > 50
SR 92 at Forrest Ave Signal Intersection F >80 F >80
SR 92 at Davis EB > 50 > 50
Dr/Brown St Stop
riBrown WB > 50 > 50
SR 92 at Malone Rd Signal Intersection C 26 F >80
SR 92 at IEgckleberry Stop EB E > 50 = > 50
SR 92 at Autry Cir Stop WB F >50 F > 50
SR 92 at Old Dallas Stop EB F > 50 = > 50
Hwy
SR 92 at Cave Springs . .
Rd/Maroney Mill Rd Signal Intersection C 26 F >80

January 2010
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City of Douglasville, Douglas County, and Paulding County

Georgla Depariment of Transporiation

Concept Report Traffic Study for SR 92 Corridor

Table 11 — Year 2037 No-Build Intersection LOS (Paulding County)

LOS AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Intersection Control Reported LoS Delay LoS Delay
(sec) (sec)
SR 92 at Hunter Rd Stop wB F > 50 F > 50
SR 92 at Florence Rd Stop EB F >50 F > 50
SR 92 at Sweetwater
Church Rd/Brownsville Signal Intersection C 30 F >80
Rd
SR 92 at Sweetwater Dr Stop wB F >50 F >50
SR 92 at Wimberly Way Stop EB F > 50 F > 50
SR 92 at Enclave Dr / EB > 350 > 350
Indian Trail D Stop
ndian Trail Dr WB > 50 >50
SR 92 at Pilgrim Ln Stop WB F > 50 F > 50
SR 92 at IB(:|an Creek Stop WB = > 50 = > 50
SR 92 at Tidwell Rd Stop WB F > 50 F >50
SR92at Bs;cjhel Church Signal Intersection C 30 E 55
SR 92 at Ritchfield Dr Stop wWB F > 50 F >50
SR 92 at \AF’z'g'amS Lake | gignal | Intersection B 19 E 55
SR 92 at Village Dr Stop WB F >50 F > 50
SR 92 at Ridge Rd Signal Intersection C 25 E 63
SR 92 at Pine Valley Rd Signal Intersection C 22 D 51
SR 92 at Ig?rnmgsme Signal Intersection B 16 E 73
SR 92 at Bill Carruth Signal Intersection E 60 D 47
Pkwy
SR 92 at Nebo Rd Signal Intersection B 10 B 14
January 2010 15
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City of Douglasville, Douglas County, and Paulding County

—_—

e mEN=DE Concept Report Traffic Study for SR 92 Corridor

Georgla Depariment of Transporiation

Table 12 — Year 2037 Build Intersection LOS (Douglas County)

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Intersection Control LOS | |
Reported | LOS Delay LOS Delay
(sec) (sec)
SR 92 at Duralee Ln Signal Intersection C 24 C 20
SR 92 at Old Fairburn Rd Signal Intersection B 18 C 24
SR 92 at Hospital Dr Signal Intersection B 17 C 33
Hospital Dr at Fairburn Rd Signal Intersection B 11 B 12
SR 92 at Cooper St Signal Intersection C 25 B 18
SR 92 at US 78 Ramp Signal Intersection B 17 B 17
Ramp at US 78 . .
(Bankhead Hwy) Signal Intersection B 18 C 22
> >
SR 92 at Ellis St Stop EB F S0 F S0
WB F > 50 F > 50
SR 92 at Colquit St Stop NB F > 50 F > 50
SR 92 at Green St Stop NB A 9 B 10
SR 92 at Cone St Stop NB A 1 B 10
SR 92 at Dallas Hwy Signal Intersection C 33 D a7
Dallas Hwy at Strickland SBL F > 50 F > 50
Stop
St SBR F > 50 C 19
Strickland St at McCarly St Stop EB B 13 C 17
US 78 (Broad St) at . .
McCarthy St Signal Intersection F 138 F 184
US 78 (Broad St) at . .
Campbellton St Signal Intersection F 140 F 152
US 78 (Broad St) at . .
Fairburn Rd Signal Intersection D 45 E 79
Fairburn Rd @ Church St Stop EB B 13 = 20
WB C 16 E 36
SR 92 at Malone Rd Signal Intersection B 12 B 11
SR 92 at Brickleberry Sto EB C 17 C 19
Rd/Autry Cir P WB C 15 D 34
SR 92 at Old Dallas Hwy Stop EB C 19 C 20
SR 92 at Cave Springs . .
Rd/Maroney Mill Rd Signal Intersection B 10 C 22

January 2010 16 JACOBS



City of Douglasville, Douglas County, and Paulding County

[

RSSO Concept Report Traffic Study for SR 92 Corridor

Georgla Depariment of Transporiation

Table 13 — Year 2037 Build Intersection LOS (Paulding County)

LOS AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Intersection Control Reported LOS Delay LOS Delay
(sec) (sec)
SR 92 at Hunter Rd Stop wWB F >50 F > 50
SR 92 at Florence Rd Stop EB C 19 C 19
SR 92 at Sweetwater . .

Church Rd/Brownsville Rd Signal Intersection C 26 D 45
SR 92 at Sweetwater Dr Stop WB A 9 B 10
SR 92 at Wimberly Way Stop EB C 16 C 16

SR 92 at Enclave Dr/ EB F > 50 F > 50

. . Stop

Indian Trail Dr WB F > 50 F > 50
SR 92 at Pilgrim Ln Stop WB B 13 C 19
SR 92 at Indian Creek Dr Stop WB B 13 C 19
SR 92 at Taylor Rd Stop wWB A 1 A 1

SR 92 at Tidwell Rd Stop wWB F >50 F > 50
SR 92 at Bs;hel Church Signal Intersection A 5 C 8
SR 92 at Ritchfield Dr Stop wB B 11 B 13
SR92at V\Ig(ljhams Lake Signal Intersection A 6 B 17
SR 92 at Village Dr Stop WB B 12 C 16
SR 92 at Ridge Rd Signal Intersection D 44 D 46
SR 92 at Pine Valley Rd Signal Intersection C 25 C 32
SR 92 at Morningside Dr Signal Intersection A 6 A 7
SR 92 at Bill Carruth Pkwy Signal Intersection D 42 D 48
SR 92 at Nebo Rd Signal Intersection A 9 C 22

January 2010 17 JACOBS
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City of Douglasville, Douglas County, and Paulding County

—

RSSO Concept Report Traffic Study for SR 92 Corridor

Georgla Depariment of Transporiation

POTENTIAL SIGNALIZATION NEEDS

Based on the results of the signal operational analysis, several proposed new intersections and
some existing unsignalized intersections were evaluated for signalization needs. The minimum
warrants established by the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 2003 (MUTCD), were
evaluated using Teapac’'s (Warrants) software. In order to project hourly traffic volumes for
future conditions, existing twenty-four hour volumes were examined to determine the distribution
of traffic by hourly of the day, on a percent basis. The hourly distribution percentages were then
applied to the opening year daily volumes for year 2017 traffic. Crossroads with year 2017 build
conditions indicating an intersection LOS of D or worse were considered for signalization.
Intersections with low traffic volumes (below 80 vehicles per hour) that would not meet minimum
side street volume criteria were not considered. Tables 18 and 19 summarize the results for the
warrant analysis for opening year 2017 for intersections in Douglas and Paulding counties,
respectively.

Table 18 — Signal Warrant Analysis for Opening Year and Design Year (Douglas County)

2017 2017
Warrant Warrants
Intersection Evaluated Results Met
(Douglas County)
SR 92 at Fairburn Rd Yes Met 1A, 1B, 2, 3A, 3B
SR 92 at Hospital Dr Yes Met 1A, 1B, 2, 3A, 3B
SR 92 at Cooper St Yes Met 1B, 2, 3A, 3B
SR 92 at US 78 Ramp Yes Met 1A, 1B, 2, 3A, 3B
US 78 at SR 92 Ramp Yes Met 1A, 1B, 2, 3A, 3B
SR 92 at Ellis St/ Brown St. Yes Met 1B, 1C, 2, 3B
SR 92 at Colquit St No N/A
SR 92 at Green St No N/A
SR 92 at Cone St No N/A
SR 92 at Dallas Hwy Yes Met 1A, 1B, 2, 3A, 3B
SR 92 at Malone Rd Yes Met 1B, 2, 3B
SR 92 at Brickleberry Rd/Autry Cir No N/A
SR 92 at Old Dallas Hwy No N/A
SR 92 at Cave Springs/Maroney Mill Yes Met 1B, 2, 3A, 3B

Note: MUTCD Signal Warrants Descriptions are provided below
Warrant 1A - 8-Hour Minimum Vehicle Volume

Warrant 1B - 8-Hour Interruption of Continuous Traffic
Warrant 1C - 8-Hour Combination of Warrants

Warrant 2 - 4-Hour Vehicle Volume

Warrant 3A - Peak Hour Delay

Warrant 3B - Peak Hour Volume

Warrant 7 - Crash Experience

January 2010 22 JACOBS




City of Douglasville, Douglas County, and Paulding County

o i

Georgla Depariment of Transporiation

Concept Report Traffic Study for SR 92 Corridor

Table 19 — Signal Warrant Analysis for Opening Year and Design Year (Paulding County)

2017 2017
Warrant Warrants
Intersection Evaluated Results Met
(Paulding County)
SR 92 at Hunter Rd No N/A
SR 92 at Florence Rd No N/A
SR 92 at Sweetwater Rd No N/A
SR 92 at Wimberly Way No N/A
SR 92 at Enclave Dr / Indian Trail Dr No N/A
SR 92 at Indian Creek Dr No N/A
SR 92 at Taylor Rd No N/A
SR 92 at Tidwell Rd No N/A
SR 92 at Bethel Church Rd Yes Met 1B, 2, 3A, 3B
SR 92 at Ritchfield Dr No N/A
SR 92 at Village Dr No N/A
SR 92 at Morningside Dr Yes Met 1B, 2, 3A, 3B

January 2010
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MINUTES OF CONCEPT TEAM MEETING

PROJECT: SR 92 Realignment
City of Douglasville, Douglas County, Georgia
STP-186-1(11) ‘
P.L No., 720970
MSE Proj. No. 98-162004

Meeting Date/Time: October 1, 2001 at 9:00 A.M.

Location: GDOT Main Office Utban Design Conference Room No. 352

Attendees:

William Moskal, Georgia Department Of Transportation (GDOT) Urban Design/(404) 656-5442

Hal McClain, Mayes, Sudderth and Etheredge, Inc. (MSE)/(770)971-5407

Ron Cooper, MSE/(770)971-5407 '

Jeff Simmons, MSE/(770)971-5407

Sam Williams, MSE/(770)971-5407

Erwin Espiritu, MSE/(770)971-5407

Ferdinand Henderson, Bellsouth/(770)514-1480

Johnny Barron, Douglasville-Douglas County Water & Sewer

Barry Payne, DDCWSA/(770)920-3861

David Mulling, GDOT Engineering Services/(404)656-6846

Wayne Woodard, GDOT Metro Utilities Engineer/(770)986-1090

John Scott, GDOT Signals/(770)986-1120 _
* Brook Martin, GDOT Traffic Management Center/(404)635-8127

Harry Graham, Traffic Ops Dist, 7/(770)986-1277 ' :
 Richard Day, Day. Wilburn Associates (DWA)/(404)249-7550
- Richard Fangman, DWA/(404)249-7550 .

Auth, (DDCWSAY/(770)920-3835

~——Mike Malcoliny GDOT Dist-7-Preconstruction/(770)986-1050—— -
Windy Bickers, GDOT Programming/(404)463-5023

Tom Bracey, Norfolk Southern Railroad(NSRR)/(404)527-2536

Donna Via, Georgia Power Company/(770)426-6182 '

Keith Williams, City of Douglasville Engineet/(770)920-3000

Melissa Wheeler, Georgia Power Transmission/(404)817-3389

Adrienne Hatcher, Bellsouth/(770)514-9755

Following the project introduction by Mr. Moskal and individual introductions, MSE
presented the concept report for the State Route 92 Realignment based on a four-lane
cross section throughout the project.
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Comments/Questions and Answers

1) Mr. Moskal began the comment period by making several comments:
a) A Public Information Meeting should be held prior to submitting the final concept
" report in order to keep the public abreast of the proposed design.

b)

A Public Information Meeting is scheduled for approximately the third week
of November. _ _

This project is 'long.'rdnge and not in the current GDOT Construction Work |

' Program, and preliminary engineering has not been opened by GDOT. He stated

that the right-of-way was in the distant future and mentioned the number of
displaced homes. The ARC network year is 2010 and shortly there will be 13
Congressional Districts to allocate construction funds to. The City of
Douglasville should write a request to GDOT to move the project forward.

The City of Douglasville will send a request to GDOT to move project
forward. | _

M., Moskal requested clarification on the project listed at Malone Road at the SR
92/Dallas Hwy intersection.

Mr. K Williams responded that this was a CMAQ signal project in the early
development stages. '

" Mr. K. Williams said that about one year ago the City had traffic counts that

revealed that 87% of the traffic was from outside Douglas County and the City
wants to move the project forward, o o

No Additional Response Required.

B 2) Mr Moskal mentioned the U.S. 78/Bankhead Highway widening project. The project

has been sent to the Office of Consultant Design to be let for engineering services. _ '

3)

There should be close coordination between the projects, and the grade separation

structures should be constructed with the first project let for construction. If the
Bankhead Highway project is built before the construction of the bridges, the
resulting multilane detour will be exiremely difficult. The typical sections proposed
in the concept include the typical section from the Bankhead Highway widening

project,

The two projects will be coordinated during the design phases.
' / . .

Mr. Henderson asked if existing SR 92 would be abandoned,

MSE responded that a substantial portion of the existing alignment will remain open
as shown on the proposed plan and profile drawing.

No additional response required.
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4)

5

Mr. Henderson asked if additional Right-of-way will be acquired on the west side of
the project between Malone Street and Old Dallas Highway.

MSE responded that the design includes acquisition of 12 feet of right- of—way,

measured from the edge of pavement as shown on the typical : sectlons in the concept

report,
No additional response required.

Mr, Payne requested that the design be closely coordinated with their department and.
that water and sewer improvements be let (included) within the roadway contract,

Mr, Moskal responded that plans provided by DDCWSA could be inserted in the
plans provided that funding for any non-reimbursable water and sewer construction is
provided by DDCWSA. DDCWSA’s plans should be completed well in advance of
the construction letting of this project.

MSE will insert DDCWSA’s plans in the final construction documents in |

' aocordanco with Mr. Moskal's comments.

6)

7)

Mr. Mulling asked about the reimbursable utilities located along this project and
requested these costs be included in the final concept report .

Mr., 8. Wiltiams responded with costs provided by DDCWSA ($5,760,000) and

Georgia Power ($840,000), Mr. Williams indicated that he had communicated to the

utilities t_hat they were to provide estimates for the reimbursable utilities only.

The reimbursable utility cost estimate is § 7,537,591.00, and this estimate will be
included in the final concept report, ' _

Mes, Via asked what width sxdowalks will be usod on this prOJeot

Mr. Simmons responded that standard S—foot sidewalks are mcludod on both sides of e

the proposed roadway as shown on the typical sections.

No additional response required. -
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8) M. Bracey stated that NSRR had 2 tracks and a crossover affected by this project |

9

Thoroughbred Technology and Telecommunications, Inc. (“T-Cubed”) fiber optics -
are likely located along the tracks and will need to be relocated during construction,
He stated that the project “...should’ve been buili 10 years ago,” NSRR feels that the
project should be built ASAP to improve safety in the Douglasville area and also due
to ever increasing traffic on the line. He also stated that “If the project was built

today it would be too late”. NSRR is willing to enter into a three-way agreement with
the City of Douglasville and GDOT, Mr. Bracey estimates that the railroad
relocations. and workforce account costs wﬂl be approximately $1 mllhen

T-Cubed fiber optics will be relocated in accordance with the Local Government
Project Agreement ¢ .

Mr. Malcolm stated that GDOT policy was to remove the “beauty strip” by widening
the sidewalk or utilizing a different color concrete strip.

Mr. Moskal stated that a recent policy memo. allowed for the “beauty strip” if the City
or County would mamt'un the strip by Local Government Project Agreement

amendment

A different color concrete strip will replace the “beauty strip” in the proposed

cross-sections,

10) Mr. Graham verified that truck traffic will be maintained at Mozley Street durmg
* construction. He was concerned that truck traffic east of the existing truck crossing

could not cross to Bankhead Highway.

Mr. Simmons replied that the exxstmg crossmg at the Mozley Street will be
maintained, while a temporary cxossmg will be required to the cast.

Mr. Moskal asked that the staging be studied for impacts to the asphalt company and -

—considerproviding aroute- connecnng ‘to Brown Street and paralle] to. Benkhe d o
Highway.

Mr; Graham suggested terouting traffic to existing crossmgs to avoid construction of
a temporary crossing and the costs associated with fully signalizing the temporary

crossing.

Mr. Bracey stated that if temporary crossing is constructed, a full signal will be
required at the crossmg

Detour alternates will be studied in the preliniinary design phase of this project
for this location.
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- 11) Mr. Moskal stated that GDOT pref‘erred to avmd tanker trucks and heavy vehicles
' travellmg in resxdennal areas, ,

Mr Graham stated that any detours at Dallas nghway {and other locatlons) miust be
designed to fully handle traffic at 100% of existing volumes. Rerouting heavy truck
and commercial vehicles along City streets would require the City of Douglasvﬂle to

amend their current ordinanees.

A staging plan consistent with these criterla will be developed durmg the
--prclnmmary desngn phase of this pro;ect.

12) Mr. Graham stated that the mgnals at }Iospltal Drive and Falrburn Road seemed to be '
too close, He asked if one of the signals could be eliminated as there are five in close

proximity to each other (Durelee Road, Fairburn Road, Hospital Drive, Cooper Street
and the Bankhead Hwy./SR 92 Realignment Ramp). He stated that si gnals along this
alignment would be difficult to coordinate in the future . _

Mr Graham oommanted on the layout of the I—qupual Drive and Fau‘bum Road:
intersections with the realignment. He would prefer to see “T” intersections at both

locations, . : | ; . .

Mr, Moskal_‘ stated that this "design wﬁs 4 unique one that has been questioned for
several years, 'He.reqtiested DWA explain the 'Vaﬁ-ousr-conﬁgurat-ions studied.

Mr. Fangmaxm explained the Hosy:ntal Dmve/SR 97 and the Fairburn Road/SR 92
scenario from a traffic standpoint. He presented the analy31s of the various
intersection configurations and why the preferred alternate (as shown on the concept
plan) provides the best operauon for this scenario. He explained that the other

~ configurations (namely the various tee intersection configurations) that eliminate a
leg lead toa degradatlon in trafﬁc operatxon at this locanon {

M, Day mdmatad that he had looked at thlS mterscctmn and coneurs w1th Mr
Fangmann s analys1s. _

Mr. K. Williams is pursuing the closure of the school entrance onto SR 92
e\reallgnment. —

-
o

13) Mr. Graham stated that he was mlfarmhar with the si gnal project at Malone Road
(mtersectxon xmprovement project at Dallas Highway/Malone Road intersection).

Mr. K. Wil iams stated that this project is-not far enough along at this time to have
reached GDOT traffic-ops. _

No additional response required.'
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14) Mr. Moskal relterated that the City of Douglasville should continue working with the
ARC to update the RTP for 6 lanes and recommended catrying it down to I-20 and
the 1-20 interchange reconstruction project.

Mr. K. Williams indicated that he thought the 1-20 interchange project eénded at a
Cherokee Street and SR 92 one block east of Durelee and the end of this project,

Mr. Moska saxd that they had bcen through non~conform1ty and air quahty _
constraints already. He wants to make sure that the one block is included in one of B

the projects.

‘A subsequent conversation with Mr. K. Williams indicated tlmt the portion of
SR 92 beyond the end of this project will be part of a median xmprOVement
- project proposed by GDOT. _

15) Mr, Henderson stated that Bellsouth is stil] working up a cost and the reimbursable
cost is approximately $500,000. He will forward thlS information to MSE when it is

- complete,

BellSouth’s estimate is included in the final utility estimate and in the final
concept report. ' _

16) Mr. Rarron stated that DDCWSA has an 8 gravity line and a 10” force main crossing.
near the Brown Street/Malone Street intersection, DDCWSA is concerned with the

height of fill over the system. He also stated that there is a 16” water main at the
© realignment’s intersection with B, Strickland Street (structure location).

Mr. Payne stated that they are undecided whether to request’ the 16” main at the
- bridge go underground or along the bridge structure. He stated that coordination is
important, especially if the ut111ty relocation is not part of the road construction

contract,

See response to item #5. Coordination with DDCWSA regardmg the 16” maln - - |

on the bridge will occur during the design phase.

17) M, Moskal asked Mr. Simmons to discuss the limited access areas of the project. .

Mz, Simmons mdlcated the limited access areas shown on the plan and profile
drawing.

No additional response required.

18) Mr. Moskal asked if the Board of Education or local schools had been contacted
about access to the school properties. ;

Mr, Simmons responded that MSE has not contacted the Board of Education at this
time. '
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Mr. Moskal recommended studying the drive located actoss from the Fairburn Road
tie-in to the SR 92 realignment.  He suggested investigating other access to the
special education building served by thisentrance. Mr, Moskal recommended
contacting the Board of Education to discuss access to the elementary and middle
school from Durelee Road. He also requested the drawing be revised to :dennfy the

bus barn in addition to the school.

Mr, K. Williams said that Conally Road previously connected Dorsett Street and
.Fairburn Roads near the schools. He mentloned that buses currently access the bus

barn lot from Durelee Road.

See response to item #12

19) Mr Moskal suggested moving access to the funeral home located at the Bankhead
- Hwy/Hagin Street intersection. This drive should be moved on the rendering.

WiI'I 'comply

20) Mr. Graham suggested realigning the nor‘ch Malone Street ahgnment w1th the Old
Dallas Highway intersection,

Mr. K. Williams replied that _this was not feasible due to construction of the general-
purpose facility just north of the Community Daycare Center. :

Mr. Moskal requested MSE study this intersection further,

MSE has developed an alternate intersection configuration. This configuration
will be included in the final concept report.

21) Mr. Graham stated that due to the schedule, several modifications should be expected
throughout the project.

MSE will address any.changes.to the design with GDOT and the City of
B Douglasvilie as they arise during the design phases.

22) Mr. Graham asked if any Federal Transxt Funds are allocated for this project.
Mr. Moskal stated that he did not know of any FTA fun_ds allocated for the project.
Mr, Graham stated that the FTA is looking into futuristic mgns;ls at the Dallas
Hzghway Railroad Crossing to inform GDOT Traffic Management Center, FTA and

NSRR in Birmingham if an oversize vehicle approached the track. He stated that this
might be a source of funding and that he would pursue this funding.

MSE will follow up with Mr. Graham regarding this issue.
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23) Mr. Moskal reiterated that the railroad crossings are a large safety problem and thig is’

* an important project. Even though the crossings are signed “No Trucks™, trucks often
get hung up and many accidents occur involving trains and vehicles in Douglasville,
He said that part of the problem was the fact that the railroad was located on a ridge
through Douglasville. _

No additional response required,

There being no further questions or comments, the meeting was closed by Mr. Moskal,



Meeting Minutes

To:  Files
From: Michelle Mclntos

CC: Jennifer Giersch, FHWA, Jonathan Cox, GDOT/OEL; Glenn Bowman,
GDOT/UD; Neal O'Brien, GDOT/UD; Mike Maloy, GDOT/State Railroad
Liaison Engineer; Keisha - Jackson, GDOT/OEL; Christa Wilkinson,
GDOT/OEL, Key Philips, GDOT/TS&D/Raifroads, Richard - Crowley,

- GDOT/IMILIRR; Callye B. Holmes, City of Douglasville; Bill Osborne, City
Manager, City of Douglasville; Buddy Allison, City of Douglasville; Michelle
Wright, Clty of Douglasville; Suzan Littlefield, City of Douglasville; Jim Croy,
CROY-MSE; Erica Parish, Paulding County DOT; Ron Cooper, CROY-MSE;

: Rlchard Fangman, DWA, Rod Wilburn, DWA

Date: February 24, 2006

Re:  CSSTP-0008-00(800)(901) & STP-186-1(11), Douglas & Paulding Counties,
P.I. Numbers 0006900, 0008901 & 720870 — Realignment of SR 92

- A meeting was held on February 22, 2006 at the Georgia Department of
Transportation (GDOT), Office of Environment and Location (OEL) for the subject

- project.  Representatives from the GDOT, the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA), the City of Douglasville, CROY-MSE, and Paulding County were in
attendance (see attached Meeting Roster), The primary purpose of the mesting was
to reach resolution regarding the proposed railroad (RR) closures in downtown
Douglasville so that the environmental process can proceed as scheduled. lssues
relating to the RR closures must be resolved so that an appropriate Public
Involvement Plan (PIP) can be developed and implemented. '

"Scheduling: The current schedule that CROY~MSE is proceedmg under is to have
a draft EA submitted to GDOT within 6 months and to have the project
environmentally cleared by March, 2007. Per GDOT, preliminary engineering, right- .
of-way, and construction are being moved out fo Fiscal Year (FY) 2008. Per the City
of Douglasville, the right-of-way for Phase 1 (the underpass) will be moved to FY
2007 and right-of-way should be authorized by June, 2007,

RR Closures: As a resul of safety concerns, the FHWA and GDOT representatives
stated that they would Jike to include the closing of the Campbellton Road/Dallas
Highway RR cressing as part of the subject project. However, as a result of strong
public opposition, the City of Douglasville wilt. not commit fo a closure of Campbellton
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Road/Daltas nghway RR crossing at this time. The city is willing to conduct a study
after the opening of the proposed RR underpass to determine iIf a closure at
Campbeliion RoadiDallas Highway is still necessary. |t was resolved that the
Campbsliien Road/Dallas Highway RR crossing closure should be included as an
- alternative in the public outreach process and in the Environmental Assessment
(EA).. Whether or not the RR closure would be identified as the preferred alternative
or not, wil be determined after the Office of Urban’ Design c:oordmates with

Commissioner Linnankohl;

Action ltems

»

Glenn Bowman will coordmate with Commissioner Linnenkohl regarding the
identtfication of & preferred aiternatlve in the environmental process, - :

- CROY-MSE, on behalf of the City of Douglasville, will prepare a

- compréhensive PIP that will include the Campbellton Road/Dallas Highway
RR crossing closure,  Qutreach will include the Environmental Justice
- Communities, the downtown businesses, the trucking industry, emergency

faciliies, and schools as well as tradifional methods to reach the general

- public.

CROY-MSE, on behalf of the City of Douglasville, will finalize the PIP based
on today's meeting and submit it to the City of Douglasville for approval by the -
end of the week. The city approved PIP will be submitted to OEL early during
the wesk of February 27, 2006, CROY-MSE WI|| meet with OEL '
representatives and go over the proposed PIP. o

CROY~MSE on behalf of the City of Douglasv]lle will prepare an EA that
includes two build alternatives, one with and one without the Campbeltton
Road/Dallas Highway RR crossing closure. It will be determined after
additional in-house GDOT coordination which altemative, f any, will be
identifiedt as the preferred in the EA. This issue will be resolved within the
next few business days, if possible, before the PIP is finalized.

MBM \

Attachment
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Re:  CSSTP-0007-00(691), Paulding County, P.l. NO. 0007691 - 5.R. 82 from
Brown Street to Nebo Road and CSSTP-0008-00(800)(801), STP-186-1(11) Douglas.
County, P.1. Nos. 0006800, 0006901 and 720070 - SR 92 from Fairburn Road (SR
92) near Durelee Road, on New Location to Dallas Highway (SR 92) at Malone Road

Initial Concept Meeting Minutes

An ?I_nitiai Con-ce'pt'Tea_m Mesting was held on April 20, 2006 at the. Georgia
Department of Transportation (GDOT). See Attachment 1, Sign-in Sheet, fora list of
meet‘ing attendees. ; ~ S

Traffic Forecasts and Lane Requirements (presented by Richard Fangmann, DWA) —
8pectfic details provided in this portion of the presentation can be found in Attachments 2,
3,and 4, Traffic forecasts conolude that the proposed roadway would require six lanes
on SR 92 through the majority of the project corrdor with fwo four-lane exceptions, Four

-~ lanes would be required from the ramp fo US 78 to the infersection of existing SR

92/Dallas Highway and the proposed new SR 92. The second fourdane section would
extend from Bill Coruth Parkway/\Vest Hiram Bypass to Nebo Road, '

There are three Developments of Regional Impact (DRI's) in the vicinity of the
Pauiding County portion of the project, - The traffic generated by these developments
are within the Traffic Analysis Zone ranges. The three DRI's discussed were near
end of project in Hiram, at Bethel Church Road, and at Tidwell & Brownsville Road

Comments/Questions received,

- Harry Graham recommended that project planﬁers should be éwére: that
. DRI's often resuit in-the attraction of additional raffic. , .
- Consider the West Douglasville Bypass which is identified in the RTF in Long
Range. : :

Logical Termini (presented by Richard Fangman, DWA) - Specific details provided

- —-in-his-portion-of-the presentation-can-alse-be found-in Attachments 2, 3,.and 4. The. . .. . ...
. proposed Paulding County and Dougias County portions of the S8R 92 corridor

improvements will be combined and carried through the environmental process for
purposes of logical termini, ' '
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The southemn ferminus of the combined projects, just south of Durelse Lane was
determined to be a logical termini as it would connect up fo the existing four-iane section
of SR 92, just south of Durelee Lane. Itis also the northem ferminus of GDOT project
(P.l. No. 702030) that would improve the existing SR 82/1-20 interchange and widen SR
92 to six lanesto a. pomt just south of Durelee Lane. _ ,

~ The conclusion was made that the northern terminus of the comibined projects, Nebo
Road, is considered logical because the proposed Widening would connect to the existing -
multi-lane section of SR 82 at Nebo, just north ‘of the Hiram City Limits. !t ie also the
southern terminus of another GDOT project (P.1. Nos. 621720, 621022, & 832021 ) which
would provide a 4-iane divided road from Nebofo SR 120.

Comments/(:?uestrons rece:ved

- The proposed typical cross section for the pro;ect that extends north on SR 92
from Nebo Road inciudes a flush median curb and gutter, and mdewa!ks No
blke lanes are proposed. _ .

Need and P'urpose Statement (presented by Richard Fangmann, DWA) — Specific
detals provided in this portion of the presentation can also be found in Attachments 2, 3,
ancd 4.

A full Need and Purpose Statement with all the planning information will be
generated for the Paulding County Concept Report. The previous Need and
Purpose Statement in the approved Concept Report for Douglas County will be
updated. A single Need and Purpose statement for both the Paulding and Douglas
County portions of the project will be developed for the Environmental Assessment,

Comments/Questions received:

- Aftendees should provide c;omments if any, on the drafl Need and Purposea .
Statements to Neal O'Brien within one week. :
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Environmentai lssues and Potential impacts (presented by Michelle. Mcintogh,
CROY-MSE) ~ The special studies for these units have been completed and
approved by the Office of Environment and Location. Environmental concerns
identified for these units include potential impacts to: historic districts and other
historic  resources, Environmental Justice communities, churches, schools,
neighborhoods, traffic patterns, streams, Displacements and controversy potential
~ have also been |dentiﬁed as anwronmental concems for these units.

_Enwronmental studres are on-going and ldentlf cation of all resources is expected
within the next few weeks. The alignment will be adjusted appropriately based on
these findings and the adjusted alignment will be included in the submittal of the draft
Concept Report and’ presented at the public meetings. Environmental concerns - -
identified for this unit include: sireams, wetlands, floodplaing, a cemetety,
underground storage tanks, potential hazardous waste sites, historic resources, and
the potential hab:tat for a protected species.. -

Commenfs/Quesﬁo’ns moeived

- The environmental studies for the Douglas’ County units will need o be
updated due to changes in concept. :

Public Involvement (presented by Michelie Mcintosh, CROY-MSE) — The proposed
Public Cutreach Plan will be completed after today's meeting and coordinated with
the project sponsors, the City of Douglasville and Paulding County DOT. Once the
plan has been reviewed and approved by the sponsors, the plan will be submitted to
GDOT for review and comment or approval J

The Public Outreach Plan will have two different approaches for the Paulding County
and Douglas County portions of the project. - The Paulding County portion of the
project congists of widening only. A public outreach program similar o the .
- Governor's Road Improvement Plan (GRIP) project's outreach plan, The GRIP
- projects also primarily consists of the widening of an existing two-lane state route 1o

four lanes with a median and a similar public outreach plan would be appropriate,
The Douglas County portion of the project consigts of new location roadway and the
public outreach plan would be expanded and gaarad more toward the identification of

communities and impacts to the communities.

The Public Outreach Plan will mclude holding a Public Information Open House
(PIOH) 1o be conducted in Douglasville on May 30, 2006 and a PIOH conducted in
Paulding County some time around late June, 20086,
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Comments/Quesifons received:

- Neal O'Brien agreed that we could prooeed fo g Public Information Open
 House in Douglasville on May 30, 2008. The City of Douglasvn!le would be
: responslble for preparing the signs and havmg them in place at least two
‘weeks priorto the open house,

- Joe Pallad, GDOT Planning, and Randy Hulaey, Douglas County DOT '
recommended that the proposed Public Outreach Plan be reviewed by

~ Douglas County DOT prior to submittal to GDOT, :
-~ City Councliwoman Caliye Burke Holmes requested a copy of the approved
Pubilic Outreach Plan once it is completed. - :

Project Schedule (presented by Richard Fangmann, DWA, and Michelle Mclntesh,
CROY-MSE) — The current project schedule can be found in Attachment 5. Project
milestones include an early August submittal of the draft Concept Report for the
Paulding County unit of the project, the draft Revised Concept Report for the Douglas
County units of the project, and the Environmental Assessment for all four units in

Douglas and Pauiding Counties. Additional milestones include an early December
approval of the three documents by the GDOT and Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA), a public hearing mid4o-late January, and the approval of the Final
Environmental Assessment/Finding of No Significant Impact by the end of March,
2007. . _

Comments/Questions received:

-~ Ben ‘Buchan noted that the proposed schedule for environmental appears
underestimated, partlcularly with the necessary public outreach and raiiroad
involvement, . :

Concept Alignment for the 'Pauldiﬁg County Project (presented by Ron Cooper,
CROY-MSE) — A plan was presenied showing a proposed alignment using the
existing SR 92 alignment and adding additional lanes to minimize potential

environmental Issues. One area of concern-near Lick Log Creek has potential 4f .

" property on either side of the existing right of way.

Comments/Quesﬁons received:

- Willthe 55 mph handie the traffic with all the intersections?

- The proposed typical section and speed design should be further considered.

- Douglas County representative mentioned that there are several
developments along the corridor and that will require the 55 mph speed to be

_ looked at.
- Consider programming for 4 lanes on a 6 lane corridorffootprint for future

improvements.
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An extensive digcussion ensued regarding the widening from 2 lanes to 6

. lanes ingtead of 4 lanes.

Since 6 lanes are needed, the concept report should reflect that,
Bridges should be built for 6 lanes.
The Conoept Report will need to consnder BRT HOV lanes

* Typical Sections for the Pauiding Counfy Project (présented‘ by Ron Cooper,
: CROY MSE) ~ Proposed typical cross sections are shown in Attachments & and 7 '

Comments/Questions received:

-

-

Refer to alternative discussion for the Paulding County unit below.

Glen Bowman recommended not ussng -a median barrier wall as shown in one
of the typical sections.

Urban Design suggested that we use an Urban Section with a lower speed.
Development in the project area plus the number of intersections and
proposed traffic signals does not warrant keeping 85 mph posted speed.
Suggested using 45 mph posted and design speed, :

“ Suggested changing rural typical sections to an urban typical section.

Singe fraffic study showed the need for 6 lanes in some areas, suggesied
changing the design from four lanes to 6 lanes throughout the project.

Congcept Alignment for the Douglas County Projects (presented by Ron Cooper,
CROY-MSE) — The existing Concept Plans and concept Report will be rev:sed with
the followmg chahges \ ,

1. The proposed SR 82 revised alignment will be increased from 4 to 6
~ lanes between the projects southern terminus and the ramp to US 78.

2. The proposed SR 92 revised alignment will be shifted between
' Fairburn _Road _and Cooper Street fo avoid longitudinal - stream.

enomachment. _

3. Strickiand Street will be closed within the project construction area
during construchon of its proposed bridge.

4. Proposed detours of US 78 and Norfolk Southern Railroad will be to

® Page b

the south of their exdsting alighments rather than to the north,

Closure of Norfolk Southemn Railroad crossings and improvements at
McCarley Street crossing will be included in the project.
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8. Theproposad SR 92 new afignment will be increased from 4 to 6 lanes
betwsen its intersection with the existing SR 82 near Cove Street and
" Bili Corruth Parkway/East Hiram Parkway, south of the project northern
tetmini at Nebo Road. The 4-lane divided cross-section originally
- planned for the corridor will be continued north o the northarn term:m

at Nebo Road

| Commants/@uesﬂons rece;ved

. The Douglasvilie Councllwoman Oaliye Burke requested greater pubhc
' mvolvement | :

Proposed Railroad Closings (presented by Ron Cooper, CROY-MSE) ~ The City
of Douglasville proposes fo close the existing Brown Street, Mosely Street, and
Campbell Road rallread crossings.. The upgrading of the existing McCarley Street
 raflroad crossmg would also be included in the concept. - The upgraded McCarley -

‘Street crossing would be relocated approximately 90 feet to the west of its emstlng
location o reduce the grade difference beiween the raliroad, US /8/Bankh9ad
Highway, and Strickland Street :

Comments/Questions recelved

- Randy Hulsey, Douglas County DOT, recommended & more significant

- upgrade of the McCarley Street crossing to provide better access to the

downtown area. Consider making anciliary improvements to prowde focus
into the downtown access.

- Randy Hulsey, Douglas County DOT, did not like the right in ‘and right out
design of McCarly Street and want another design looked at that would allow
left turing movements. He asked if McCarley Street could be done before .

-the other projects, GDOT said yes if couid 8s 800N a8 the en\nronmental was
- approved, -

- The concspiual layouts neeci to be coordmated thh the railroad as soon as _' S

, we have it ready.
- City Councliwoman Caliye Burk Holmes objected to the proposed closure of
the existing rallroad crossing at Campbellton Road.
-~ Look at improving McCarley Street crossing to replace Campbﬁilton SStreet as
the main rallroad crossing to the business district. :
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Typical Sections for the Douglas Goum;y Projects (presented by Ron Cooper,
CROY-MSE) - The proposed typical cross section for the Douglas County unit of the
project is shown in Attachment 8. '

Comrments/Questions received:

-

* GDOT representatives recommended considering an altemative that would

. provide 6 lanes throughout the project corridor,

mbm

Attachment 1 — Sign-in Sheets

Attachment 2 - Roaciway Project Planned in 2030 RTP

Attachment 3 - Proposad Traffic Volumes & Lane Aas:gnment

~ Aftachment 4 — Draft ltems for Concept Report
o Attachments Prmect Schedule

Aftachment 6 Typlcal Sectlons for Paulding County

Aitachment 7 — Typical Sections for Douglas County

CC:

Ben Buchan, GDOT/UD; Joe Paliad, GDOT/Planning; Glenn Bowman, -
GDOTAD;: Neal O'Brien, GDOTIUD,; Keith Colins, GDOTMUD; Harry
Maddox, GDOT/Dist. 7 Traffic Ops; Michasl Adams, GDOT/Planning;
Sebastian O, Nesbitf, GDOT/Construction; Rhonda Barnett, GDOT/Right-of-
way, Kerry Bonner, GDOT/Utilities; Richard Crowley, GDOT/Utillties, Mike -

Lobdell, GDOT/Dist. 7, Jerry Milligan, GDOT/Right-of-Wey; Christa
Wilkinson, GDOT/OEL, Key Phillips, GDOT; Harry Graham, GDOT; Alex
Laﬁey, GDOT CaliyaB Holmes, City of Dougiasw]la Buddy Allison, City of

" DOT: Rod Wilburn, DWA; Richard Fangmann, DWA: Jxm Croy, CROY-MSE,
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Ron Cooper, CROY-MSE; Lavada Cook, CROY-MSE; Shaidu Kiven, CROY-
MSE; Darion Dunn, CROY-MSE; Rusty Crowe, Greystone Power; Biake
Pendley, Greystone Power ‘
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Final Concept Team Meeting



Georgia Department of Transportation
600 West Peachtree Street, NW, Atlanta GA 30308

T 404.631.1158 F 404.631.1588 www.dot.ga.gov
99 GmguDeparhnenturTnnspumtmn

MEETING MINUTES

CSSTP-0006-00(900), P.1. No. 0006900

SR 92 Bridge Underpass @ SR 5/US 78 Including RR — Phase |
CSSTP-0006-00(901), P.1. No. 0006901

SR 92 Relocation from Durelee Lane to SR 5/US 78/Bankhead HWY- Phase Il
STP00-0186-01(011), P.1. No. 720970-

SR 92 Relocation from Strickland Street to Malone Road — Phase 111
CSSTP-0007-00(691), P.1. No. 0007691

SR 92 from CS 502/Brown Street to CS 519/Nebo Road — Phase IV (Segment I)
Douglas, & Paulding Counties, Georgia

Meeting Date: February 11, 2010 (10:00am — 11:45am)

Subject:

Location: City of Douglasville Downtown Conference Center
Transcription Date: February 24, 2010
Distributed Materials:  Draft Concept Report & Layout (via email & FTP site),

Meeting Packet: Agenda, Project Fact Sheet, Project Concept Data, Changes since the Last Concept
Team meeting, Action Items from the last Concept Team meeting, and Comment
/Question sheet

Presented Materials: Conceptual Roll Plots, Typical Sections, and Schematics/Renderings
Attendees: See the Attached sign-in sheet
Purpose: SR 92 Projects Final Concept Team Meeting

m  Peter Emmanuel (GDOT Project Manager) started the meeting with an introduction and overview of the
meeting agenda. He provided an explanation of the meeting packet and comment/question sheet.

m  Peter Emmanuel stated that any questions asked/written via email or on the comment/question sheet will be
added and answered in the meeting minutes. Peter Emmanuel, also, said if any of the comments-concerns-
suggestions are feasible, it will be incorporated into the projects.

o Peter Emmanuel also stated that the City of Douglasville and Paulding County consultant Croy
Engineering, prime consultant for Phase I, I, & Ill, and subconsultant for Phase IV is tasked with the
Concept & Environmental Document; and Jacobs, prime consultant for Phase IV, subconsultant for Phase
I, I, & Il is tasked with the entire project traffic.

m  Neal O’Brien (GDOT Design Group Manager) provided a brief project history/background using a
PowerPoint presentation. The presentation highlighted the project development to date.

m  Greg Teague (Croy Engineering) provided a walk-through of the project as shown on the conceptual layout,
starting with the Douglasville portion of the project.

o Greg Teague discussed the changes to the conceptual drawing since the last concept team meeting.
= Randy Hulsey (Douglas County DOT Director) asked whether any consideration been made, with

respect, to freight movements and the new freight study. Randy was concerned about the proposed

11 foot lanes and the impact to the anticipated truck traffic along the new SR 92.

e  Peter Emmanuel replied that the 11 foot lanes came as a result of the VE Study recommendation
and the implementation of it did not weigh in anticipated truck traffic. Also, Peter stated that the
issue of freight movements maybe suited for future improvements of Douglas and Paulding
County outer perimeter road improvements. In addition, Peter stated that any impact to truck
traffic on the new SR 92, once completed, will be minimum since six lanes of road is provided.

o Greg Teague emphasized the public involvement process that produced the proposed mitigation plan.
= Randy Hulsey questioned the need for a PAR (Practical Alternatives Report) for Phase I.

e Melanie Orr (Croy Engineering) explained from an environmental perspective that the projects
are seen as one project, not four phases, due to logical termini. In addition, since the proposed
project (from Durelee Lane to Nebo Road) is anticipated to require an Individual Permit due to
impacts to streams and wetlands, a PAR was required. The PAR was held in October 2007 and
no agencies had any issues.
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= Melanie Orr, then, gave an overview of the environmental studies, the reasons, and the need for the completed
public involvement meetings/workshops that produced the proposed mitigation plan.
o Melanie explained the required landscaping at the Lois Cotton Mill and Mill Village Historic District, and
the East Strickland Historic District.

Melanie stated that to avoid an adverse effect to these eligible historic resources, landscaping will be
provided and approved by SHPO prior to project construction.

o Melanie stated that an updated history survey for the Douglasville portion of the project (Phase I, 11, and
I11) has been conducted due to the age of the original survey report.

o Melanie stated that twenty-one (21) resources were found and documented, and none are considered
eligible in the report. Melanie said the report was submitted and undergoing review by GDOT - Office of
Environmental Services.

m  Prior to
question.

transitioning to the Paulding County portion of the project, Greg Teague asked if there was any

o Peter Emmanuel went over the Action Items from the previous Concept Team meeting held on March 5,
2008. The action items and responses (in Italic) are as follows:
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Revised/Replacement Concept Reports for six proposed lanes for the first 3 project phases.

e Phases 1, 2, and 3 Concept Report has been revised for six lanes and submitted to GDOT for
review.

New Concept Report for the 4" phase.

e Anew Concept Report for Phase 4 has been completed and submitted to GDOT for review.

Proposed signal at the intersection of SR 92 and Brown Street.

e The location of where Brown Street intersects with the new SR 92 roadway has changed and is
now located across from Colquitt Street. As a result of the mitigation plan, a signalized
intersection has been added here; therefore there is a proposed signal at the intersection of SR
92 and Brown Street.

Design exception/variance required due to intersection (SR 92 with Fairburn Road and SR 92 with

Hospital Drive) spacing of less than 1000 feet?

e Mr. Teague confirmed that this would require a design exception/variance.

Design exception/variance required for minimum centerline radius for Hospital Drive at SR 92, SR

92 at US 78/East Broad Street Connector Road, and Brown Street at SR 927

e Mr. Teague stated that the centerline radius has been adjusted so that a design exception would
not be necessary.

Emergency Access for fire station located between Autry Circle and Malone Road.

e As a result of the mitigation plane, a depression in the median at the fire station would be
implemented for emergency vehicle use only. In addition, some sort of emergency vehicle
notification system would be installed to alert drivers to the emergency vehicle(s).

Bike lane accommodation for Phase 4.

o Bike lanes have been added to the concept for Phase 4.

Water and Sewer as SUE project...underground utilities...gravity flow issues.

e Douglas County DOT would like SUE to be included in the project.

Colonial Pipeline 36 inch petroleum line extension near Pine Valley Road and Ridge Road..

e A representative from GDOT Utilities Office will verify if this has occurred since no one from
Colonial Pipeline was in attendance.

Greystone Power question on the height and clearance of traffic signal lights.

e  Greystone Power’s concern stems from the fact that many times, they do not receive signal plans
prior to a project being LET to construction. As a result, many times, signal pole conflict must
be worked out in the field, during construction. They have requested that they receive a copy of
the signal plans prior to construction so that conflicts do not occur.

Research into utilities on the railroad right-of-way; are there any?

e Dave Wyatt of Norfolk Southern Railroad stated that there are railroad owned utilities on the
railroad R/W and that there could be numerous utilities that cross under, over, or run parallel to
the railroad and that these utilities were usually identified by the design engineer during the
preliminary engineering phase.
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m  Peter Emmanuel asked representatives from Norfolk Southern Railroad if they would commit to allow the
proposed at-grade pedestrian railroad crossing (at Brown Street, Mozley Street, Campbellton Street, and existing
MccCarley Street) since access for vehicular crossing would be closed.

o Norfolk Southern responded that the crossing will still not be closed and can be used by golf cart, moped,
motorcycle, and bicycle; as a result they cannot commit or support the proposed at-grade pedestrian
railroad crossing.

o Peter Emmanuel reiterated to Norfolk Southern that the public involvement meetings produce one of the
mitigation items that calls for the at-grade pedestrian railroad crossing showing on the renderings, and
that the citizens of Douglasville wants and requested for it...why can’t a commitment be made now to
know where they stand?
= Norfolk Southern stated that the safety of the citizens of Douglasville is a top concern for them and

do not feel the proposed at-grade pedestrian railroad crossing would meet that need. Moreover,

Norfolk Southern stated that they would support a grade separated crossing. However, they will have

to see preliminary engineering plans to give their yea or nay.

e Chuck Hasty (GDOT Office of Design Assistant Office Head) stated that GDOT will
examine/evaluate the need for grade separated pedestrian railroad crossing (pedestrian bridge) in
the preliminary design.

m  Douglas County DOT wanted assurance that the proposed signals and necessary signal permits would be
included in the project design. They expressed concerns that previous projects omitted the signal permitting and
the signals were omitted during construction. Douglas County DOT requested traffic analysis for the staging
portion of the project, and interconnecting signals.

o  Chuck Hasty said that all signals will be interconnected.

m  Greg Teague then provided overview of the concept in Paulding County (Phase 4) by doing a walk-through of
the project on the layout.

o Randy Hulsey asked about the location of the wetland and stream on the projects.
= Greg Teague noted that the majority of wetlands and streams identified are on Phase IV project.

m  Peter Emmanuel asked whether anyone had questions as to the constructability of the proposed project.

o Mike Lobdell (GDOT D7 Preconstruction Engineer) stated that District 7 survey crews are currently
surveying the project and found substantial rock just north of the railroad tracks in Douglasville which
could cause constructability issues.
= Peter Emmanuel stated that the project cost estimate will reflect this discovery and rock blasting will

be added to the project.

m  Peter Emmanuel went over the fact sheet provided in the meeting packet; particularly the approximate costs
associated with the project. He stated that there is an increase cost due to the provision of railroad reimbursable
utility and warning device costs.

m  Peter Emmanuel then went over the project schedule:

o He projected that there will be a signed EA/FONSI by November 2010. At that point, he expects to
proceed forward to detail preliminary plan design for PFPR (Preliminary Field Plan Review) preparation.

o Peter stated that URS Corporation will be consulted by GDOT for the design of Phase I, Il, and Il
projects, but Phase IV will be design in-house.

o He stated that GDOT has completed Mapping Survey for Phase I, I, & I11 but not Phase 1V.
= Moreover, he stated that Field Enhancement Survey is not scheduled to be completed on Phase | until

May 2010, Phase Il until summer 2010, and Phase 111 will have to be Task Order in order to stay on

schedule.

= Peter said Phase IV Mapping Survey won’t be completed until early March 2010 and the Field

Enhancement Survey will be 8 months afterward due to the length of coverage needed for seven

miles plus project.

o He stated that the critical path that controls the schedule after the approval of EA/FONSI is the earliest
date to authorized ROW funds, which is July 1, 2011.

Peter stated that all four phases’ right-of-way funds are in Fiscal Year 2012.

o Also, Peter stated that Phase | and Il construction funds are in Fiscal Year 2015, while Phase Il and IV

are in Fiscal Year 2016, and construction-wise, the projects will all be completed at the same time.
m  Peter Emmanuel then asked Richard Fangmann of Jacobs to present an overview of the design traffic.
m  Richard Fangmann provided an overview of the traffic studies and stated that updated traffic has been
submitted to GDOT for approval. Richard emphasized that the changes that causes the design traffic revisions
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were due to the project design changes. Richard said truck volumes were added to the diagrams per GDOT’s
request. However, no changes have occurred that affect the need for six lanes versus four lanes despite the updated
traffic study. Richard assured the attendees that six lanes of traffic are still warranted.
m  Randy Hulsey was concerned about the additional traffic that the recently completed 1-20 Interchange projects
will produce and asked if a traffic consultant will be added to URS Corporation scope of work due to the complex
nature of the 3 Phases in Douglasville.
o Peter Emmanuel stated that he will examine/evaluate this request and determine if a traffic engineer needs
to be added to the scope.
®  Jun Birnkammer asked whether URS had SUE in their scope for Phase I, I, & 11 projects.
o Peter Emmanuel stated yes, URS chose BSI, but not sure if they are still prequalified to provide SUE
services.
= Jun Birnkammer (GDOT State Subsurface Utilities Engineer) said BSI is prequalified.
m  Greg Teague then went over the construction time and phases including staging. Greg noted that the bridge for
US 78 would be constructed to accommodate the future widening of US 78 to 4 lanes. Also, Greg stated that the
railroad bridge would be constructed to accommodate a future expansion of the railroad tracks to 3 tracks.
m  Peter Emmanuel stated that the project will take 5 years to build, and if everything goes as planned, the
completed project will be open for traffic in year 2020, which is consistent with ARC’s model year.
m  Peter Emmanuel thanked everyone for coming, their cooperation, and concluded the meeting at approximately
11:45 am.

m  The following written questions/comments were submitted at and after the Final Concept Team Meeting, the
responses are followed in italics:

o Dwayne Maddox — GDOT Traffic Operations will need the following for traffic signals: Traffic
Engineering Study, Signal Warrant Analysis, and Synchro Analysis.
= Peter Emmanuel has submitted this request electronically, on behalf of the locals, to both GDOT

District 6 & 7 Office of Traffic Operations and is awaiting their review, comment, and approval.

o Kelly Griffin — Could the 20 foot medians be made smaller to provide 12 foot lanes for truck traffic?

= 12 foot lanes were originally proposed for the projects, however, VE Study recommended 11 foot
lanes, which has been approved and implemented. Nonetheless, during the preliminary design, the
typical section can be evaluated to determine if a reduced median is feasible.

o Gary Westmoreland — has the impact of reducing lane width from 12 foot to 11 foot been considered
relative to truck traffic, capacity, safety, etc., since this will be a major truck route?
=  The current project truck percentage is calculated to be 15% which falls within AASHTO guidelines

for 11 foot lanes.

o Robert Eidson — Please ensure that all intersections are mast arm and unpainted galvanized poles?
= During the preliminary design, this request will be evaluated for feasibility.

o John Sell — Early identification of final route — so we can determine what utility poles need to be
relocated - prior rights researched, contracts signed, new right-of-way acquired. This takes time so early
communication is critical.
= All efforts will be made to give early and adequate notices to utilities company of the projects final

route...this is typically done during the preliminary design phase at the first utility plan submission.

o Fred Babb — Atlanta gas Light (AGL) should have minimal impact on the project. There are no large
diameters or high pressure mains with the project limits. AGL’s most significant impact is that we
currently have gas main attached to each of the bridges that will be widened & replaced. We would like
provision to attach to the new bridges.
= All efforts will be made to give early and adequate notices to utilities company of the projects final

route...this is typically done during the preliminary design phase at the first utility plan submission
The appropriate GDOT District Utilities office will send the plans and appropriate document to
assist with the request.

o Bill Osborne — I understand from Croy that GDOT plans to talk with Congressman Scott’s office
regarding pedestrian bridges. | just want to be sure this is addressed between GDOT and Congressman
Scott’s office before we get to the PHOH.
= At the February 1, 2010 HWY 92 Briefing Meeting for Congressman Scott, the Congressman did

request that the GDOT look into pedestrian bridges at some specified locations. However, because
the projects are in the hands of the locals (City of Douglasville & Paulding County) for Concept &
Environmental there isn’t much GDOT can do other than concurred with what the locals present to
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GDOT. If the locals present a schematic drawing showing an appropriate pedestrian bridge location
and cost, GDOT will examine/evaluate the feasibility of it as relate to the current tight schedule,
available budget, utility conflicts, and environmental impacts/constraints.

o David Wyatt — All references to CSX in slide presentation and elsewhere should be NS (Norfolk
Southern).
= Ok, this will be noted and implemented.

o David Wyatt — The cross section of the railroad bridge needs to be revised to indicate a total of 3 tracks; 2
existing and 1 future?
= The railroad typical section will be revised.

o Miguel Baca — Douglasville-Douglas County Water and Sewer Authority (DDCWSA) is in charge of
maintaining the stormwater system throughout Douglas County; with exception to state routes and
interstates. DDCWSA requires stormwater management plans on all projects that DDCWSA maintains.
Please include a stormwater management plan in all areas that are going to be maintained by DDCWSA
(county and city right-of-way). DDCWSA needs assistance with the relocation of water and sewer
utilities associated with the construction of all phases of the project.
=  This will be look into during the preliminary design of the project for feasibility.

o Stan McCarley — Verify mile post for begin project. RC Applets has Malone Road at MP 12.73. Do 11
foot lanes need to have a design exception?
= Mile post will be verified and correction will be made if needed. 11 foot lanes do not require design

exception.

o Richard Fangmann —the current ARC TIP does not show the six lanes on Phase 4 projects.
= Kaycee Mertz of GDOT’s Office of Planning is working with ARC to get the change from 4 lanes to 6

lanes in the TIP, expect implementation by Fall 2010.

o Donna Via — Phase 4 project on HWY 92 just north of cave Springs Road are 3 — 230KV transmission
structures. These structures have anchors and guys. These structures are very costly to move/adjust. The
field on the opposite side of the road is clear. | recommended widening the road to the east. Downtown
section, Phase 3 project, there looks to be a structure in conflict. Again, if you can avoid it, a savings to
the project.
= The concept plan currently shows widening to the east just north of Cave Springs Road. The

transmission structures should not be impacted. The location of the alignment in Phase 3 is
constrained by numerous historic resources. Every effort will be made to minimize impacts to the
existing utilities.

o Mike Lobdell — Survey has observed exposed rock along the proposed alignment of SR 92 just north of
the Railroad. This may need to be considered in the cost estimate.
= Cost estimate will be revised to reflect this discovery.

o Mike Lobdell - has a signal warrant analysis been done at SR 92 and Malone Road?
= Yes, currently the intersection does not warrant a signal, however, the proposed project signal

warrant analysis indicates a need for signal. Signal is proposed at that intersection for the project.

o Mike Lobdell — Will there be any detours and therefore a need for detour PIOH?
= No detour is currently proposed. It is understandable that none of the railroad crossing will be close

until construction is complete except Brown Street at-grade railroad crossing due to the proximity to
the bridge ramps.

o Jun Birnkammer (comments via email) — With regards to SUE, | am concerned about the project’s
schedule and SUE scope. My understanding is that currently the PFPR is scheduled for late spring 2011.
If this is the correct, | recommend removing the SUE scope from URS’s contract and including it as a
SUE task order under one of our master contracts along with the SUE for the in-house portion (Paulding
County) of the project. This will help ensure that we meet the project’s schedule and budget. This project
is too complex not to have SUE. Also, the estimated length of utilities, the lack of a utility impact
analysis, and the number of test holes in the back of the agenda (meeting packet) does not appear
sufficient. Please let me know where this information came from?
= The project SUE will be done per your request. As far as the estimated length of utilities impact is

concerned, those values were guess estimate and needs to be validated by your office. Since your
office will be doing the SUE via Master Task Order/In-House, you will be updated and involved on
every aspect of the projects progressions.
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Agenda

Final Concept Team Meeting
February 11, 2010 10:00 am — 12:00 noon
Douglasville Downtown Conference Center

CSSTP-0006-00(900), P.I1. No. 0006900, Douglas County

SR 92 Bridge Underpass @ SR 5/US 78 Including RR — Phase |
CSSTP-0006-00(901), P.1. No. 0006901, Douglas County

SR 92 Relocation from Durelee Lane to SR 5/US 78/Bankhead HWY- Phase 11
STP00-0186-01(011), P.1. No. 720970-, Douglas County

SR 92 Relocation from Strickland Street to Malone Road — Phase 111
CSSTP-0007-00(691), P.1. No. 0007691 Douglas, & Paulding Counties

SR 92 from CS 502/Brown Street to CS 519/Nebo Road — Phase 1V (Segment I)

Introductions & Sign in

Peter Emmanuel — GDOT Project Manager
Project Overview/Scope/Schedule/Budget Status

Neal O’Brien — GDOT Design Group Manager
Brief Project History/Background Overview

Greg Teague/Chris Rideout/Melanie Orr — Croy Engineering
Concept Layout & Report/Environmental Document/Mitigation Plan status

Richard Fangmann — Jacobs
Traffic Engineering study/diagram status/Signal status

Questions/Comments Session:
Action Items from the last Concept Team meeting
Changes since the last Concept Team meeting
Future of projects



February 11, 2010
FACT SHEET

Project Nos.: GDOT Project STP00-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00(900)(901) and CSSTP-0007-00(691), Douglas and Paulding
Counties
P.1. Nos.: 720970, 0006900, 0006901 and 0007691

Description: The project is a proposal to widen and reconstruct existing SR 92 from a point just south of Durelee Lane in the City
of Douglasville, Douglas County, to Nebo Road in the City of Hiram, Paulding County. From Durelee Lane to just south of
Malone Road, the proposed roadway would be constructed on new location and would provide a grade separated crossing at US
78/Bankhead Highway, the Norfolk Southern Railroad, and Strickland Street. The total project length would be approximately
9.27 miles.

From Durelee Lane to Malone Road, the proposed roadway would consist of six 11-ft. travel lanes, three in each direction,
separated by a 20-ft. raised median with curb, gutter, a sidewalk on the west side and a multiuse trail on the east side of the
roadway. From Malone Road to Bill Carruth Parkway, SR 92 would consist of six 11-ft. travel lanes, three in each direction,
separated by a 20-ft. raised median and would have 10-ft. shoulders on both sides, 6.5-ft. paved that would be striped for bike
lanes. From Bill Carruth Parkway to Nebo Road, the proposed project would consist of four 11-ft. travel lanes, two in each
direction, separated by a 20-ft. raised median and would have 10-ft. shoulders on both sides, 6.5-ft. paved that would be striped for
bike lanes.

The proposed project would include an up-grade and relocation of the existing railroad crossing at McCarley Street as well as the
closing of the existing at-grade railroad crossings located at Brown Street, Mozley Street, and SR 92/Dallas Highway/Campbellton
Street. With the exception of the Brown Street crossing, which must be closed for staging purposes during construction, the
railroad crossing closings would not occur until the new grade separated crossing and the upgraded McCarley Street crossing are
open to traffic.

Existing Typical Section:
¢ The SR 92 corridor varies with 5-lane, 4-lane and 2- lane sections.
Proposed Typical Section:
¢ SR 92 Realignment from Durelee Lane to Malone Road consists of six 11-foot lanes with a 20-foot raised median, and
12-foot shoulders with curb and gutter and 5-foot sidewalks on the west side and 15-foot shoulders consisting of curb,
gutter, and an 10-foot multiuse trail on the east side. Left turn only lanes will be added within the width of the median
where required. Right turn only lanes will be added where required.
¢ SR 92 Typical Section from Malone Road to Bill Carruth Parkway consists of six 11-foot lanes with a 20-foot raised
median, with 6.5-foot paved outside shoulder on both sides. SR 92 Typical Section from Bill Carruth Parkway to Nebo
Road consists of four 11 foot lanes with a 20 foot raised median, with 6.5-foot paved outside shoulder on both side. Left
turn only lanes will be added within the width of the median where required. Right turn only lanes will be added within
the shoulder where required.
Speed Design:
¢ 45 MPH - From Durelee Lane to Malone Road
¢ 55 MPH - From Malone Road to Nebo Road
Tentative Schedule:
¢ EA/FONSI approved Fall 2010
¢ Preliminary Engineering beginning Summer 2010
¢ R/W Acquisition FY 2012
¢ Construction FY 2015 and 2016
Construction Time: 60 mos.
Sound Barrier Walls (Noise Wall): Sound Barrier Walls are proposed as shown on the Layout. Currently 10 walls are proposed.

Approximate Total Cost: Construction $72,369,060
ROW $65,504,500
Total $137,873,560
Utilities $5,503,917 (Reimbursable) $11,218,267 (Non-Reimbursable)
Estimated Existing Right-of-Way:
¢ SR92- 100’

¢ Side Roads - Varies

Estimated Proposed Right-of Way:
¢ SR 92-Varies 114’ to 150’
+ Side Roads - Varies

Table 1 - Automobile Crash Rates on SR 92

SR 92 Crash Analysis ) Year Year 2006 Year Year 2007 Year Year 2008
Section AADT Dlstance Annual VMT 2006 Crash Rate 2007 Crash Rate 2008 Crash Rate
(mile) # of (100MVMT) # of (100MVMT) # of (100MVMT)

Accident Accident Accident

SR 92 from Nebo Road
to Brownsville Road 17,789 4.64 30,127,450 99 329 109 446 84 369
SR 92 from Brownsville
Road to US 78 (Broad

Street) 16,677 6.2 37,740,051 82 217 92 264 63 186
SR 92 from US 78 (Broad
Street) to 1-20 26,358 1.55 14,912,039 153 1,026 158 1054 119 805

US 78 (Broad Street)
from Rose Avenue to
Huey Road 15,597 1.57 8,937,861 83 929 81 927 71 834

Statewide Urban Minor Arterial Average: 471 crashes per 100 million vehicle miles of travel (100MVMT), based on 2008 data.

Environmental: The environmental studies are completed, except for a history survey update that was submitted to GDOT on
2.4.10. The Draft EA was submitted to GDOT on 2.5.10. The draft revised mitigation plan was submitted to GDOT on 2.5.10.
Eighteen streams, two ponds and eleven wetlands are located in the project area. Approximately 1,056 feet of stream impacts, no
impacts to ponds and 1.98 acres of wetland impacts are anticipated. Currently, ten noise walls are proposed as shown on the
layout.




SR 92 Projects Changes Since the Last Concept Team Meeting:

Since the last Concept Team Meeting held on March 05, 2008, several changes have been incorporated into
the project. Many changes were made based on recommendations from the Value Engineering (VE)
Study. These include; reducing the travel lanes from 12-ft. to 11-ft. throughout the project corridor, the 24-
ft. raised median previously proposed from Malone Road to Nebo Road has been reduced to a 20-ft. raised
median, changed the 8’ sidewalk to a 10" asphalt multi-use trail, and access to Brown Street has changed:;
previously, access to Brown Street from the new SR 92 was from the western end of Brown Street. As a
result of the VE Study, access has been revised to now be located at the intersection of Colquitt Street with
the new SR 92, creating a four-way intersection.

Since the last Concept Team Meeting in 2008, feedback has been received from the community as to how
the projects could be improved. As a result, several changes have been incorporated into the projects that
would increase the benefits and reduce the impacts that the proposed projects would have on the
community. These changes include, but are not limited to, the following provisions:
e cul-de-sacs at Cone and Green Streets and a noise wall along the south side of the new SR 92
roadway from Colquitt Street to Malone Street,
e pedestrian railroad crossings at Mozley Street and SR 92/Dallas Highway (also referred to as
Campbellton Street crossing),
o the extension of sidewalks to Malone St. to provide pedestrian access between the proposed
cul-de-sac on Dallas Highway and the new tie-in between the new SR 92 and Dallas
Highway,
e anew sidewalk between Davis Drive and the new SR 92 and
o Sidewalks will be provided on the north side of Brown Street where Brown Street will be
located north of the new SR 92 roadway.
Many of these changes resulted in the proposed Mitigation Plan.

Action Items from the Last Concept Team Meeting on the SR 92 Projects:

Revised/Replacement Concept Report for 6 proposed lanes for the first 3 phases.

New Concept Report for the 4" phase.

Proposed signal at the intersection of SR 92 and Brown Street.

Design exceptions/variances requirement due to Intersection (SR 92 and Fairburn Road, SR

92 and Hospital Drive) Spacing of less than 1000 feet.

e Design exception required for Minimum Centerline radius for Hospital Drive at SR 92, SR 92
to US 78/Broad Street Connector road, Brown Street at SR 92.

o Emergency Access for fire station located between Autry Circle and Malone Road.

e Bike lane accommodation for Phase 4.

e  Water and Sewer as SUE project...Underground Utilities...Gravity flow issues.

e  Colonial Pipeline 36 inch petroleum line extension near Pine Valley Road and Ridge Road.

e  Greystone Power question on the height and clearance of traffic signal lights.

e Research into utilities on the Railroad R/W...are there any.



Georgia Department of Transportation

SR 92 Realignment - Phase | (Middle Section)

Proj. No.: CSSTP-0006-00(900)
PINo.. 0006900

[Project Concept Data

Concept Description

SR 92 Bridge Underpass @ SR 5/US 78 Including Railroad

Project: SR 92 Realignment - Phase | (Middle Section)

County: Douglas

Roadway
Mainline Functional Classification Urban Minor Arterial (Principal Arterial, Minor Arterial, Collector, Local)
Rural or Urban Urban
Terrain Rolling ( Level, Rolling, Mountainous)
Design Outside
Length in New Design [Classificatio Shoulder Median Median Profile Approx
Miles Location | Widening | Overlay | No. Lanes Speed n Access Type Type Width Change AADT
SR92 0.3 X 6 45 Arterial By Permit C&G Raised 20 ft Y 38,440
Subtotal Mainline Length 0.3
Ellis Street 0.2 X 2 30 Collector By Permit C&G None Y 580
Ramp to Bankhead Hwy 0.2 X 4-6 25 Collector By Permit C&G Raised 20 ft Y 19,100
Cul de Sac Dorsett St. 0.1 X X 2 25 Local Uncontrolled C&G None N
Brown Street R.R. Crossing Closure 0.1 2 25 Collector By Permit Grass None N
US 78/ Bankhead Hwy 0.6 X X 4-6 45 Arterial By Permit C&G Raised 20 ft N 30,500
E. Strickland Street 0.6 X 2 30 Local Uncontrolled Grass None N
Subtotal Side Road Length 1.7 Local Uncontrolled Paved Flush
Total Roadway Length 2.0 |Miles Collector By Permit C&G Raised
Arterial Partial Control Grass Grassed
No. of Interchanges 0 Freeway Full Control None
No. of Unsignalized Intersections 1|(Include At-Grade Intersections that are
No. of Signalized Intersections 3| part of the Interchanges counted above)
No. of Parcels 40 20 |Parcels per Total Roadway Mile
No. of Driveways 10 5 |Driveways per Total Roadway Mile
Construction Plan Scale 1" = 20|Feet (20, 50, 100)
2/10/2010 4:25 PM
SR 92 Projects Concept Data Info 0006900 Project Data Page 1 of 3




Georgia Department of Transportation
SR 92 Realignment - Phase | (Middle Section)

For each bridge, enter detailed
description on the 'Brdg Descrip' sheet.

Proj. No.: CSSTP-0006-00(900) Project: SR 92 Realignment - Phase | (Middle Section)

PI No.: 0006900 County: Douglas

Bridges & Walls

Hydraulic Total Bridge

Bridge Bridge Type Study Length Width  [jacking

No. Name or Description Carry Over Req'd Feet Feet Req'd?

Proposed Bridge under US78/Bankhead Hwy X No 182 82

Proposed Bridge under Norfolk Southern R.R. X No 182 36

Proposed Bridge under E. Strickland Street X No 182 36

Hydraulic Total
Wall Type Study Length Height

Wall No. [Name or Description Side Noise [Reqd Feet Feet Depth

Proposed |Retaining wall along west side of SR 92 Realignment X No 300 10-20
just south of US 78/East Broad Street bridge

Proposed |Retaining wall along west side of SR 92 Realignment X No 250 10-20
just north of East Strickland Street bridge

Proposed |Retaining wall along east side of SR 92 Realignment X No 250 10-20
just north of East Strickland Street bridge

Environmental
Environmental Document Type? EA No. of Wetland Crossings 0
Section 4(f) Document Req'd? No No. of Stream Crossings 1
No. of Section 4(f) Properties 3 Fish/Mussel or Specialized T&E Survey? No
No. of Public Park/Recreation/Wildlife Refuge Sites 0 Time Sensitive T&E Species? No
No. of Historic Sites 3 404 Permit Req'd? yes
No. of Archaeologic Sites 0 PAR Req'd? yes
No. of Arch. Sites with High Probability 0 Floodplain Involvement No
No. of Arch. Sites to be Tested 0 No. of USTs/Hazardous Waste Sites 2
No. of Federally Owned Properties 0 Noise Analysis Req'd? yes
No. of Cemeteries 0
No. of Churches/Community Sites 3
Environmental Justice (EJ) Potential? yes

2/10/2010 4:25 PM
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Other Permits Req'd
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Georgia Department of Transportation
SR 92 Realignment - Phase | (Middle Section)

Proj. No.:
Pl No.:

Utilities

Geotechn

CSSTP-0006-00(900)
0006900

Project: SR 92 Realignment - Phase | (Middle Section)

County: Douglas

Existing Utilities Overhd Underground Level Length|No. of
Present? | Present? [ Length Test Holes
(feet)
Electrical yes
Communications yes
Gas yes
Sanitary Sewer yes
Water yes
Transmission - Electrical
Transmission - Petroleum
Utility Impgct Rating (Low, Medium, High) Refer to Utility Impact Rating Form
No. of Utility Poles 150 (to be completed by Dept. Personnel)
ical
Length of Soil Survey (feet) 1,700
No. of Wall Sites 3 No. of Phae Il Envir. Site Assessments - Industrial/Commercial TBD
Length of Wall Survey (feet) 800 No. of Phae Il Envir. Site Assessments - USTs TBD
No. of Bridge Sites 3
Total No. of Bridge Bents 15
No. of Existing Pavement Corings 6
Right of Way Acquisition
Parcels Affected No.
Residential - No Relocation 2 Estimate of Condemnation Cases
Residential - Relocation 33
Commercial - No Relocation
Commercial - Relocation 4
NPO/Government - No Relocation
NPO/Government - Relocation
TOTAL 39

2/10/2010 4:25 PM
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Georgia Department of Transportation

SR 92 Realignment - Phase Il (South Section)
Proj. No.: CSSTP-0006-00(901)
PINo.. 0006901

[Project Concept Data |

Concept Alternatives

SR 92 Relocation from Durelee Lane to SR 5/US 78/Bankhead Highway
Roadway

Project: SR 92 Realignment - Phase Il (South Section)

County: Douglas

Mainline Functional Classification Urban Minor Arterial (Principal Arterial, Minor Arterial, Collector, Local)
Rural or Urban Urban
Terrain Rolling ( Level, Rolling, Mountainous)
Design Outside
Length in New Design [Classificatio Shoulder Median Median Profile Approx
Miles Location | Widening | Overlay | No. Lanes Speed n Access Type Type Width Change AADT
SR 92 1.6 X X 6 45 Arterial By Permit C&G Raised 20 ft Y 48,030
Subtotal Mainline Length 1.6
Dorsett St 0.1 X X 2 25 Local Uncontrolled C&G None N
Cooper St 0.2 X X 2 45 Local Uncontrolled C&G None Y 8,840
Hospital Dr 0.3 X X X 4 45 Collector By Permit C&G Raised 20 ft N 16,310
Fairburn Rd 0.3 X X X 4 45 Arterial By Permit C&G Raised 20 ft N 15,920
Durelee Lane 0.1 X 3 35 Local Uncontrolled C&G None N 9,410
Plaza Ninety Two Dr 0.1 X 3 25 Local Uncontrolled C&G None N 3,100
Subtotal Side Road Length 1.1 Local Uncontrolled Paved Flush
Total Roadway Length 2.7 |Miles Collector By Permit C&G Raised
Arterial Partial Control  Grass Grassed
No. of Interchanges 0 Freeway Full Control None
No. of Unsignalized Intersections 1|(Include At-Grade Intersections that are
No. of Signalized Intersections 6| part of the Interchanges counted above)
No. of Parcels 34 13 |Parcels per Total Roadway Mile
No. of Driveways 40 15 |Driveways per Total Roadway Mile
Construction Plan Scale 1" = 20|Feet (20, 50, 100)
2/10/2010 4:30 PM
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Georgia Department of Transportation

SR 92 Realignment - Phase Il (South Section)
Proj. No.: CSSTP-0006-00(901)
PINo.. 0006901

Bridges & Walls

Project: SR 92 Realignment - Phase Il (South Section)

County: Douglas

description on the 'Brdg Descrip' sheet.

For each bridge, enter detailed

Hydraulic Total Bridge
Bridge Bridge Type Study Length Width  [jacking
No. Name or Description Carry Over Req'd Feet Feet Req'd?
Hydraulic Total
Wall Type Study Length Height

Wall No. [Name or Description Side Noise [Reqd Feet Feet Depth
West (left) side of SR 92 Realignment between Hospital

1 Dr & Cooper St X No 730 12
East side of SR 92 Realignment between Cooper St & US

2 78/East Broad Street ramp X No 520 12

Environmental
Environmental Document Type? EA No. of Wetland Crossings 0
Section 4(f) Document Req'd? No No. of Stream Crossings 1
No. of Section 4(f) Properties 0 Fish/Mussel or Specialized T&E Survey? No
No. of Public Park/Recreation/Wildlife Refuge Sites 0 Time Sensitive T&E Species? No
No. of Historic Sites 0 404 Permit Req'd? yes
No. of Archaeologic Sites 0 PAR Req'd? yes
No. of Arch. Sites with High Probability 0 Floodplain Involvement No
No. of Arch. Sites to be Tested 0 No. of USTs/Hazardous Waste Sites 2
No. of Federally Owned Properties 0 Noise Analysis Req'd? yes
No. of Cemeteries 0
No. of Churches/Community Sites 0
Environmental Justice (EJ) Potential? yes

2/10/2010 4:30 PM
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Other Permits Req'd
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Georgia Department of Transportation

SR 92 Realignment - Phase Il (South Section)

Proj. No..  CSSTP-0006-00(901)

Project: SR 92 Realignment - Phase Il (South Section)

Length

No. of

Test Holes

Refer to Utility Impact Rating Form
(to be completed by Dept. Personnel)

No. of Phae Il Envir. Site Assessments - Industrial/Commercial

No. of Phae Il Envir. Site Assessments - USTs

PI No.: 0006901 County: Douglas
Utilities
Existing Utilities Overhd Underground Level
Present? | Present? | Length
(feet)
Electrical yes yes
Communications yes yes
Gas yes
Sanitary Sewer yes
Water yes
Transmission - Electrical
Transmission - Petroleum
Utility Impact Rating (Low, Medium, High)
No. of Utility Poles 50
Geotechnical
Length of Soil Survey (feet) 2,000
No. of Wall Sites
Length of Wall Survey (feet)
No. of Bridge Sites
Total No. of Bridge Bents
No. of Existing Pavement Corings 6
Right of Way Acquisition
Parcels Affected No.
Residential - No Relocation 2 Estimate of Condemnation Cases
Residential - Relocation 7
Commercial - No Relocation 2
Commercial - Relocation 20
NPO/Government - No Relocation
NPO/Government - Relocation
TOTAL 31

2/10/2010 4:30 PM
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Georgia Department of Transportation

SR 92 Realignment - Phase lll (North Section)
Proj. No.. STP00-0186-01(011)
PINo.. 720970

[Project Concept Data |

Concept Alternatives

SR 92 Relocation from Strickland Street to Malone Road
Roadway

Project: SR 92 Realignment - Phase Ill (North Section)

County: Douglas

Mainline Functional Classification Urban Minor Arterial (Principal Arterial, Minor Arterial, Collector, Local)
Rural or Urban Urban
Terrain Rolling ( Level, Rolling, Mountainous)
Design Outside
Length in New Design [Classificatio Shoulder Median Median Profile Approx
Miles Location | Widening | Overlay | No. Lanes Speed n Access Type Type Width Change AADT
SR 92 1.3 X X 6 45 Arterial By Permit C&G Raised 20 ft Y 47,850
Subtotal Mainline Length 1.3
Brown St (West) 0.2 X 2 25 Local Uncontrolled C&G None N
Brown St (East) 0.4 X 2 25 Local Uncontrolled C&G None Y
Colquitt St 0.1 X 2 25 Local Uncontrolled C&G None N 1,210
Green St 0.1 X 2 25 Local Uncontrolled C&G None N 110
Cone St 0.1 X 2 25 Local Uncontrolled C&G None N 120
Malone St (South) 0.1 X X 2 25 Local Uncontrolled C&G None N 160
Malone St (North) 0.3 X 3 45 Collector | Uncontrolled C&G None Y 14,700
Davis Dr 0.3 X X 2 25 Local Uncontrolled C&G None Y
John Clark Dr 0.1 X 2 25 Local Uncontrolled C&G None N
Dallas Hwy Cul De Sac 0.1 X X X 2 25 Local Uncontrolled C&G None N
Autry Circle 0.1 X 2 25 Local Uncontrolled C&G None N
Malone Rd 0.1 X X 3 25 Local Uncontrolled C&G None N 3,300
Mozley St RR Crossing Closure 0.1 2 25 Local By Permit Grassed None N
SR92/Dallas Hwy RR Crossing Closure 0.1 3 25 Local By Permit Grassed None N
McCarley St RR Crossing Relocation 0.1 X 3 25 Local By Permit Grassed None Y
Subtotal Side Road Length 2.3 Local Uncontrolled Paved Flush
Total Roadway Length 3.6 |Miles Collector By Permit C&G Raised
Arterial Partial Control Grass Grassed
No. of Interchanges 0 Freeway Full Control None
No. of Unsignalized Intersections 6((Include At-Grade Intersections that are
No. of Signalized Intersections 3| part of the Interchanges counted above)
No. of Parcels 60 17 |Parcels per Total Roadway Mile
No. of Driveways 30 8 |Driveways per Total Roadway Mile
Construction Plan Scale 1" = 20|Feet (20, 50, 100)
2/10/2010 5:15 PM
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Georgia Department of Transportation
SR 92 Realignment - Phase Il (North Section)

Proj. No.: STP00-0186-01(011) Project: SR 92 Realignment - Phase IIl (North Section)
PI No.: 720970 County: Douglas
Bridges & Walls
Hydraulic Total Bridge
Bridge Bridge Type Study Length Width  [jacking
No. Name or Description Carry Over Req'd Feet Feet Req'd?
Hydraulic Total
Wall Type Study Length Height
Wall No. [Name or Description Side Noise [Reqd Feet Feet Depth
Right side of SR 92 Realignment near west Brown Street
3 & Colquitt Street Intersection X No 1800 12
Right side of SR 92 Realignment near east Brown Street
4 before Dallas HWY & Malone Street Intersection X No 950 12
5 Sound Wall from Colquitt Street past Cone Street X No 820 12

Environmental

Environmental Document Type?

m
>

Section 4(f) Document Req'd?

=z
o

No. of Section 4(f) Properties

No. of Public Park/Recreation/Wildlife Refuge Sites

No. of Historic Sites

No. of Archaeologic Sites

No. of Arch. Sites with High Probability

No. of Arch. Sites to be Tested

No. of Federally Owned Properties

No. of Cemeteries

No. of Churches/Community Sites

N|Oo|Oo|o|o|o|o|r]|-

Environmental Justice (EJ) Potential?

m
o

2/10/2010 5:15 PM
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For each bridge, enter detailed

description on the 'Brdg Descrip' sheet.

No. of Wetland Crossings 1
No. of Stream Crossings 4
Fish/Mussel or Specialized T&E Survey? No
Time Sensitive T&E Species? No
404 Permit Req'd? yes
PAR Req'd? yes
Floodplain Involvement No
No. of USTs/Hazardous Waste Sites 2
Noise Analysis Req'd? yes

Other Permits Req'd

Page 2 of 3




Georgia Department of Transportation

SR 92 Realignment - Phase Il (North Section)

Proj. No.. STP00-0186-01(011)

Project: SR 92 Realignment - Phase IIl (North Section)

Length

No. of

Test Holes

Refer to Utility Impact Rating Form
(to be completed by Dept. Personnel)

No. of Phae Il Envir. Site Assessments - Industrial/Commercial

No. of Phae Il Envir. Site Assessments - USTs

PI No.: 720970 County: Douglas
Utilities
Existing Utilities Overhd Underground Level
Present? | Present? | Length
(feet)
Electrical yes yes
Communications yes
Gas yes
Sanitary Sewer yes
Water yes
Transmission - Electrical
Transmission - Petroleum
Utility Impact Rating (Low, Medium, High)
No. of Utility Poles 200
Geotechnical
Length of Soil Survey (feet) 6,000
No. of Wall Sites
Length of Wall Survey (feet)
No. of Bridge Sites
Total No. of Bridge Bents
No. of Existing Pavement Corings 6
Right of Way Acquisition
Parcels Affected No.
Residential - No Relocation Estimate of Condemnation Cases
Residential - Relocation 20
Commercial - No Relocation 2
Commercial - Relocation 0
NPO/Government - No Relocation
NPO/Government - Relocation
TOTAL 22

2/10/2010 5:15 PM
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Georgia Department of Transportation
SR 92 Widening - Phase IV (Segment I)

Proj. No.:
Pl No.:

CSSTP-0007-00(691)
0007691

[Project Concept Data

Concept Alternatives

Project: SR 92 Widening - Phase IV (Segment I)
Counties: Douglas & Paulding

SR 92 Widening from County Street 502/Brown Street to County Street 519/Nebo Road

Roadway

Mainline Functional Classification Urban Minor Arterial (Principal Arterial, Minor Arterial, Collector, Local)
Rural or Urban Urban
Terrain Rolling ( Level, Rolling, Mountainous)
Design Outside
Length in New Design [Classificatio Shoulder Median Median Profile Approx
Miles Location | Widening | Overlay | No. Lanes Speed n Access Type Type Width Change AADT
SR 92 7.1 X 6 55 Arterial By Permit C&G Raised 20 ft Y
Subtotal Mainline Length 7.1
Malone Road X 4 35 Collector | Uncontrolled C&G None N
Cave Springs Road 0.1 X 2 35 Local Uncontrolled C&G None N
Maroney Mill Road 0.1 X 2 35 Local Uncontrolled | Grassed None N
Tidwell Road 0.1 X 2 30 Local Uncontrolled | Grassed None N
Sweetwater Church Road 0.1 X X 3 40 Collector | Uncontrolled C&G None N
Brownsville Road 0.1 X X 2 35 Arterial Uncontrolled C&G None N
Bethel Church Road 0.1 X 2 35 Local Uncontrolled | Grassed None N
Williams Lake Road (west of SR 92) 0.1 X X 2 40 Collector | Uncontrolled | Grassed None N
Williams Lake Road (east of SR 92) 0.1 X X 2 25 Collector | Uncontrolled | Grassed None N
Ridge Road 0.1 X 2 45 Arterial Uncontrolled | Grassed None N
Pine Valley Road 0.1 X 2 40 Local Uncontrolled | Grassed None N
Morningside Drive 0.1 X 3 35 Collector | Uncontrolled | Grassed None N
Bill Carruth Parkway 0.1 X X X 4 45 Arterial By Permit Grassed Raised N
Nebo Road 0.1 X 3 50 Collector By Permit Grassed None N
Florence Road 0.1 X X 2 35 Collector | Uncontrolled | Grassed None Y
Hunter Road 0.1 X X 2 35 Collector | Uncontrolled | Grassed None Y
Brickleberry Way 0.1 X 2 25 Local Uncontrolled | Grassed None N
Autry Circle 0.1 X X 2 25 Local Uncontrolled | Grassed None Y
Old Dallas Highway 0.1 X X 2 35 Local Uncontrolled | Grassed None Y
Taylor Road 0.1 X 2 25 Local Uncontrolled | Grassed None N
Sweetwater Drive 0.1 X 2 25 Local Uncontrolled | Grassed None N
Wimberly Way 0.1 X 2 25 Local Uncontrolled | Grassed None N
Indian Trail Drive 0.1 X 2 25 Local Uncontrolled | Grassed None N
Enclave Road 0.1 X 2 25 Local Uncontrolled | Grassed None N
Pilgrim Lane 0.1 X 2 25 Local Uncontrolled | Grassed None N
Indian Creek Drive 0.1 X 2 25 Local Uncontrolled | Grassed None N
Ritchfield Drive 0.1 X 2 25 Local Uncontrolled | Grassed None N
Village Drive 0.1 X 2 25 Local Uncontrolled | Grassed None N
2/10/2010 4:23 PM
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Georgia Department of Transportation

SR 92 Widening - Phase IV (Segment [)
Proj. No.: CSSTP-0007-00(691)

Project: SR 92 Widening - Phase IV (Segment )
Counties: Douglas & Paulding

Local
Collector
Arterial
Freeway

(Include At-Grade Intersections that are

part of the Interchanges counted above)

Pl No.: 0007691
Subtotal Side Road Length 2.7
Total Roadway Length 9.8 |Miles
No. of Interchanges 0
No. of Unsignalized Intersections 18
No. of Signalized Intersections 8
No. of Parcels 96 10
No. of Driveways 110 11
Construction Plan Scale 1" = 20|Feet

2/10/2010 4:23 PM

SR 92 Projects Concept Data Info - 0007691 0007691 Project Data

Parcels per Total Roadway Mile
Driveways per Total Roadway Mile
(20, 50, 100)

Uncontrolled Paved
By Permit C&G
Partial Control Grass
Full Control

Flush
Raised
Grassed
None
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Georgia Department of Transportation
SR 92 Widening - Phase IV (Segment [)

For each bridge, enter detailed

description on the 'Brdg Descrip' sheet.

Proj. No.: CSSTP-0007-00(691) Project: SR 92 Widening - Phase IV (Segment )

PI No.: 0007691 Counties: Douglas & Paulding

Bridges & Barriers & Culvert

Hydraulic Total Bridge

Bridge Bridge Type Study Length Width  [jacking

No. Name or Description Carry Over Req'd Feet Feet Req'd?

1 New Bridge over Gothards Creek X yes 120 47.2

2 new Bridge Over Sweetwater Creek X yes 280 47.2

3 Sweetwater Creek Tributary Culvert X yes 38 5x5

4 Widening existing Bridge Over Lick Log Creek X yes 200 47.2 No

Hydraulic Total

Barriers Barriers Type Study Length Height

No. Name or Description Side Noise [Reqd Feet Feet Depth
West side of SR 92 between Malone Road and Autumn

6 Village X No 600 12
East side of SR 92 between Hunter Road and Brownsville

7 Road X No 1250 12
East side of SR 92 between Brownsville Road and

8 Sweetwater Drive X No 580 12
East side of SR 92 between Sweetwater Drive and Indian

9 Trail X No 670 12
East side of SR 92 between Bethel Church Road and

10 Ritchfield Drive X No 400 12

Environmental
Environmental Document Type? EA No. of Wetland Crossings 10
Section 4(f) Document Req'd? No No. of Stream Crossings 12
No. of Section 4(f) Properties 3 Fish/Mussel or Specialized T&E Survey? No
No. of Public Park/Recreation/Wildlife Refuge Sites 0 Time Sensitive T&E Species? No
No. of Historic Sites 3 404 Permit Req'd? yes
No. of Archaeologic Sites 0 PAR Req'd? yes
No. of Arch. Sites with High Probability 0 Floodplain Involvement yes
No. of Arch. Sites to be Tested 0 No. of USTs/Hazardous Waste Sites 18
No. of Federally Owned Properties 0 Noise Analysis Req'd? yes
No. of Cemeteries 2
No. of Churches/Community Sites 5
Environmental Justice (EJ) Potential? No

2/10/2010 4:23 PM
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Other Permits Req'd

Stream Buffer Varience Req'd
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Georgia Department of Transportation

SR 92 Widening - Phase IV (Segment [)

Proj. No.:
Pl No.:

Utilities

Geotechn

CSSTP-0007-00(691)
0007691

Project: SR 92 Widening - Phase IV (Segment )

Counties: Douglas & Paulding

Length

No. of

Test Holes

Refer to Utility Impact Rating Form
(to be completed by Dept. Personnel)

No. of Phae Il Envir. Site Assessments - Industrial/Commercial

No. of Phae Il Envir. Site Assessments - USTs

Existing Utilities Overhd Underground Level
Present? | Present? | Length
(feet)
yes yes
Communications yes
yes
Sanitary Sewer yes
yes
Transmission - Electrical
Transmission - Petroleum
Utility Impact Rating (Low, Medium, High)
No. of Utility Poles 200
ical
Length of Soil Survey (feet) 35,000
No. of Wall Sites
Length of Wall Survey (feet)
No. of Bridge Sites 3
Total No. of Bridge Bents 14
No. of Existing Pavement Corings 35
Right of Way Acquisition
Parcels Affected No.
Residential - No Relocation 8 Estimate of Condemnation Cases
Residential - Relocation 10
Commercial - No Relocation 17
Commercial - Relocation 0
NPO/Government - No Relocation
NPO/Government - Relocation
TOTAL 35

2/10/2010 4:23 PM
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Attachment 11:

Minutes of Meetings showing support or objection to the
concept



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION.
~ BTATE OF GEORGIA

[rovevm——

IN‘TERDEPARTMHNT GORREQF‘ONDENCE

FILE P. I, Nos. 720970, 0006900 OFFICE  Environment/Location
1006801, & 0007691

- | DATE  November 13, 2008

Mot o
FROM ”nggﬂt 5 Keapler, State Environmentallocetion Engineer
T DISTRIBUTION BELOW

SUBJECT Project STP-186-1(11), CESTP-DD0B-00(800)(801), & CETP-H007-00(BS1),
Douglas & Pavlding Counties, Summary of Comments Received During the
Public Comment Period - The Widening and Reconstruction of BR 92 from
PDurelee Lane to Nebo Road :

COMMENT TOTALS: : : o

A total of 418 people attended the public informefion open house held for the subject
project on May 30, 2006 at the City of Douglasville Conference Centet, located at 8701 -
Church Street, Douglasville, Georgia,  From those attending, 87 commant forms and &
varbal statements were recelved.  An additional 53.comment forms. wele recelved during
the ten-tay comment perod following the meeting, for a total of 158 cornments®, They are
summarized as follows, ' : '

No, Opnosed No, In Suppor * Uncommitted Gonditiona)

"Two of the comments that are considered uncommitted include a comment from the City
of Douglasville Downtown Development Authority and a petition, both of which opposed
the propesed railroad crossing closures in downtown Douglasvilie. The petition includes &
total of 503 signatures, However, many of the signatures on the pefition were rhade by
Individumls who also submitied Individual comments, Many commentors commented

multiple times,



Summery of Commants

Movembear 18, 2006
Paged of B

MAJOR CONCERNS:

» The majority of
project, including the pelition,
slosures In downtown Douglasville,

somments againat, uncommitted, and sonditional for the proposed
dited opposition to the proposed rallioad Grossing
Many commentors clied economic concerms

ragarding the viability of the downtown area, safety concerns regarding emergenay
access into the downtown area; and padestrian access to/from the dowrtown area, -
¥ Changes In trafllc pattorns for vehicles north of the tracks trying to galty ccesE 10
~ {he upgraded McCarey Btrest crossing and pedestrian safaty In this “area, -

+ . particularly forthe school chiidren, are also & mejor concarn, S
> Acoess to Jessie Davls Park from communities that wolld be logaied on the west

side of the proposed roadway.

QEFICIALE:

Local Governmeant Officials atie

nding includer the fotlowlng:

Mike Mulcare ~ Douglas Gounty Board of Gomrissioners
* Michael Carter ~ Councilman, City of Douglasvilie
- Johin dlilidroth - Counoliman, Clly of Douglasville
Tom Worthan - Chatrman, Douglas County Board of Commissioners
Callye B. Molmes ~ Gounclipersen, Gity of Douglasville

DISPOSITION-OF COMMENTS:

The Tollowing represents @ break down of 8 review of comments by the offices to which

they pertain, _
[RESPONSIBLE | COMMENT # PROPOSED RESPONSE

OFFICE - ' SR o
CALLLETTERS | Al Thank you for your input regarding the

{ public Information mesting on the proposed

project, - Your interest in this meeting and
your comments sre appreciated,  Your
comments will be made & part of the officisl
recordg of the project. :

| "The_ attendees _of the meeting and those) -

persons sending n comments during the
ten day comment period raised the following
guestions and concerns, The Georgia
Depariment of Transporation (Department)

| hag prepared one respohse to all comments

go  that everyphe cen be aware of the
soncems raised and the responses given,
Please find the comments, concerns, and
guestions listed below alony with  their
responNse,




Summary of Comments

Novembsr 18, 2008
Pape 3 of

LOCATION

| MoCariey
| crossing and. pedestrian

‘-g;zf?pﬁnmble “COMMENT # PROPOSED RESPONSE
Ge ' : _
URBAN DESIGN | Comments 1, 8, 10, 17, | The propoesed rafroad crossing closures in |-
& 3 2,24, 28-91, 34, 35, | downtowh  Douglasville  have  been |
ENVARONMENT/ | §7-45, 48, 51, 54, 55, | determined -npoessary for the safety of the |
80, 61, 63, 64, 66, 88, | public. The ralfroad crossings have been |

189, 7978, 70, 81, B

90, 9209, 101, 104
142, 146152, 156, &

proposed raflroad
croasing closures in
towntown Douglasvile.

Comments 44, 61-64,
g5, 92, 88, 105108,

1108-117, 121-140, 145- |

162, & 157 — Changes
in traffic patterns for
vehicles north of the:

~{tracks  trying to  gain

acoees to the upgraded
Straet

gafety  in  this  ares,
paricularly  for  the
school  chllidren, are

106, 108-117, 120140, | safely standards. Because of the grade
| differsnce - between the raliroad and US

157 - Opposition 1o the

raliroad crossing in downtown Douglesvitle
| 1o provide access o the downtown area.

datermined unsafe and will have 1o be
slosed or reconstructed to meet current

78/Bankhead Highway, reconstruction  of
the wrossing would result in sigrificant
physical impacts to downtown Douglasville,
The proposed project would inolude the-
upgrade of the existing McCarley Street

The proposed grate-separated raflrosid
srossing and the upgrade of the MoCarley
Streset  crossing  would  both  provide
pedestian crossings of the rallvosd,  The
McCarley Street crossing would provide
conneciivity 1o the existing sidewalks
located north and south of the: railroad. The
proposed SR P2 roadway would Include
sidewalls that would extend fram  1-20,
acrogg the tracks, o Nebo Road.,




Burmary of Gorrimants

November 13, 2006
Payed of 6 :

—

Reapmrsibie
Offive

COMMENT #

PROPOSED RESPONSE

- [URBAN DESIGN

8
ENVIRONMENT/
LOCATION
COMTINUED

congtruction.

| Comments 51, 83 & 120

_i_Commennts 52 and 84 -

Gomments 67 & 164 ~
Access to Jessie Davie
Park from cornmunities
fiat would be - locaied

| poposed roadway.

Comments §7, 85, 100
& 155 - Canoerns
regarding traffic and
other distuptions during

~Recommendation for
awestern by-pass
allgnment,

o the west side of the |

I new 8R 92 roadway and the upgraded

raffie. For staging purposes, the axisting

historic
alignment too far west of the gowrtown |

‘The proposed project s neaded to alleviate

As o fesUlt of concerns raised during the
public comment perlod, the Department
and the City of Douglasville are considering
moasures that wolld improve pedestrian
safety and acness hetween  the Josule
Davie Pafk and the residential cornmunities
that woult be looated on the west side of |
the proposed roadway. .

Exisfing  traffic - patterns :
mairtaneg during sonstuetion,  Tratic
would ba maintained using on-stte detours,
With the exception of the Brown Strest.
railroad  crossing, the  proposed railroad
‘orossing closures would net ovour untll the

McCarey Strest crossing s openad 10

Brown Streat railroad crossing would be
closad during construction of the U8
78/Bankhead Highway underpass.

A western alignment was considered for the
project. Howsver, any propesed. alignment
to -the west, that would avoid impacts 1o
resources, wolld result in o an

alp oraw  enough

area and wouid not b :
n the

traffio to alleviate congastion
downtown area.

Conoarmns regarding the
proposal for § through
lanes and other need
and purpose concerns.

| construstion. ~This reguiremsnt helps 10

neod b be considered shortly after project

congestion and Improve safety on BR-82-
from Durelea Lang, just north of 20, to
Nebo Road in the City of Hiram. Federal
and state requirements require that projects
are constructed to accommodate projecied
fraffic volumes up to 20 yesrs after

ensure that new roadway projects do nol

wolld. - be |

implementation is complete,




Summary of Comments
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Fage b of §

e

Responsibic
| Office

COMRIENT

RROPOSED RESPONGE

[URBAN DESIGR
1 &
| ENVIRONMENT/
LOCATION
- CONTINUED

RIGHT-OF-WAY

| ORFICE QR —-

88-90, 94, 98, 99, 108,

108, 108-117, 121140,
| 144, 148148, 151 8

57 — Conoarns -

egarding potentlal
] inpacts on emergenoy

response times 1o and

[ hrough the downiown

ares, L

(Y

Comments 43, 44, 46,
| 47,53, 59, 78.76, 83,
&, 91, 102, 118, 119,

1, 143, 144, 150, 153
8 166 ~ These include

| comments or guestions |
regarding specific
propetties, other
transportation projects,
“giaphle or study
rerlests, requests Tor
1| shitts and median
breaks, ete.

Gomments-83,-36,-54-
64, 76, 163, 156 & 157
- Goneems regarding
displavements and -
right-Ofway '
requirements,
particularly regarding

| the slderly, .

Comnments 1, 3, 1[5., 34, “
| new, grade-separated crossing providing

Hthe frains are restricting acoess via *the:‘_ at
| grade crossings. i addition, saocess into

the downiown srea will be provided at the
| routs through the: dowrtown area may be a
lare expoctad 1o -improve- through the |

| downtown - area a6 @ fesult of reduced |
through tratfic, conrdinetad. signal tming

| Thess comments require  individualized
| responses and will be coprdinated with the

-T_he: Department would assist farnilies or |

The propossd -prajec’f- would construct @

acoess to the downtown arer, even when

upgraded McCarley: Stroet crossing and the |
existing orossing at Rose Avenve. -The |

littie more ciretitous; however, fraffic flows

and subseguently reduced gusues,

Officasof Urban Design and Environment &
Logation. ' :

| individuale in finding  and

deoent, sefe and sanftary housing that is
adequate to meet their needs and within
their financial means, Assistance would
also  be  given to  businesses, farm
operators, and nonprofit ofgantzations in
ralagating o other gquarlers, This
aspistance {5 provided to  familles,
individuals, businesses, farms and nonprofit
organizetions in the forn  of moving

axpanses for olocation, In addition,

relogating o T T T T



Summary of Garmmaents
Novernber 13, 2008
Fage & of 6

[Responsible Offias | COMMERT # PROFOBED RESPUNGE

{>ontinued from preav’ious-' page,

owner or tenant occuparts of residential .
| housing being displaced would he provided |
financial assistance for increased costs.
they may encounter in buying or renting,
Owner ocoupants may also be “provided
Hinancal  sssletance  far  certain  other
Inoidental expenses, such as closing costs |
and. Inoreased interest payments required
| in thei purchase of a replacement horoe,

GROY-MSE will rempondt o all commeants on behalf of the Georgia Depariment of
Transportation and the Gy of Douglasville, _

Ploase review and emall any comments to the responses fo Michelle Molniosh _
(mmgintosh@erovimse.com). and copy Christe Wilkineon {christa.wiikinson@dor.state Sla.ue)
by Decambar 18, 2006,

- Atfached is a complele ‘rranscfipt of the comments raceived during the comment period and
~a copy of the open house handouis,

I you have mny.questiqns about the comments, plense call Michelle Mcintosh at (770) 971-
5407, : |

HOK/mbm

Attachments

DISTRIBUTION W/ ATTACHMENT: Neal O'Brien, GDOT/UD; Greg Hood, GDOT/Dist 6
Chris Woods, GDOT/Dist 70 Christa Wilkinson, GDOT/OEL; Buddy Allison, Clty of

e = Penelasyilie BIN-Osbome, Gy of Dougtasville; Richard-Fangman-BWA-Erloa-Parlsh;- R T —

Paulding DOT; Ron Cooper, CROY-MSE

DISTRIBUTION WIOUT ATTAGHMENT: David E. Studstll, Jr. P.E, GDOT/hief
Engineer; Kent Sager, GDOT/MIst 6 Curtis DeWayne Comer, GDOT/Dist 6, Mohamed
Arafa, GDOT/DIst 6; Bryant Poole, GDOT/DIst 7; Maric MeKinnon, @GDOT/Dist 7: Mike
Lobdell, GDOTDIst 7; Jim-Croy, CROY-MSBLE : '



Meeting Minutes

Tor  Files o
Froms Michelle Mclntoshf® | | ’ |
©C:  Senator Bl Hembree; Jack Tysor, CDBA; Bll Osborne, City Manager, D.oug-la’s\{ill@;_
- Buddy Alilson, City of Douglasville; Glenn Bowman, GDOT/UD; Neal O'Brien,
GDOTAID; Key Phillios, GDOT/Railroad Crosaing Manager, Christa Wilkinson,
GDOTIOEL, Kristina - Nash, GDOT/OEL; dim Croy, CROY-MSE; Ron Qoopear.
CROY-MSE; Rod Wilburn, DWA; Richard Fangmann, DWA; John G-c'mdak,-_ DWVWA
Dader June 27, 2008 '
Rt STF’~1’8’6~¥1-(*17), GSSTP»O0.06-00(900)(90-1) & EZSSTF"NOUOT--OO(GQ’!),M'Df:)ug'las &
Paulding Gounties, P.1. Numbers 720970, 0006900, 0008901 & 0007681 — The
Widening and Realignment of SR 92

A meeting wae held on June 19, 2008, from approimalely 5:00pm to 7:18pr, at 1ihg}_

Reglons Bank In downfown Douglasville, The meefing was requested by Senator Bil

Hembree on behalf of the Central Douglasville Business Associafion (CDRA) and the

primary purpose of tie meeting was to discuss proposed closure of existing raliroad .

crossings in downtown Douglasville, particularly the Dallas Hwy/Campheliton SBireet
- orossing, and consumer aocess (o the downtown ares after project implementation, |

Senator Bill Membree and representatives from the Georgia Department of Trganspcrl:aﬂmn
(GDOT) Offices of Urban Design, Environmant anc Location, and Trafflc Operations, as well
as reprasentatives from the City of Douglasville, Day Wilbum & Assoclates (DWA), and
CROY-MBE ware in attendance to address guestions and receive comments from the

CDEBA. Approximataly, 21 Individuals from the CDBA attended the meeting (see _atiac:h_@d' o - |

. Sign-in Sheets),

The comments and questions recgived during the mesting have been combined based on
- similar themes and are presented below with the general responses provided at the -
meeting. The (ssues identlfied below represent the major concemns expressed by the
CRBA, : .
issue 1 - Economic Viabllity: Limited access fo and complicated routes through the
downtown Douglasville area will destroy the economic viability of the downtown area. It
makes no sense fo direct traffic. through all those fums and lights through the dowrtown
area.  Consurmers choose 10 do what is easler and quicker. Consumers are not going to
chuose 1o access and make their way through the downtown arsa once the Dallas
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~iwy/0ampbeliton Street railroad orobslnq is closed and thereby destroqu the eaconomic
viability of the downtown area. Austell, Rockmart, Vila Rica, and Dallas are all éxamples of
“how the proposed project can destroy the economic viabllity of a downtown area, Goncerns
were also expressed regarding pedestrian access to the downtown area and lmpacts to

parking in the downtown area,

Response fo lssue 1- Economic Viabillty; The proposed pmject would' construct & new,
grace-separated crossing providing access to the downtown area, even when the frains are -
restricting access viethe at-grade crossings. In addlion, access into the downtown area wil
be provided at tho tpgraded MoCarfey Streat orossmq &md the existing (‘!OSuJﬂJ al Rose

Avenue,

The route through the downtown arey may be lfﬁl@ more f,trr‘wtous however, trafiic How*;

are expected o impiove through the downtown ares s a result of reduced through traffic,
coordinaled. signal fiming -end subsequently reduced queves. ~Studies will be done lo
delermine existing and proposed trip times !hmugh the downlown area.

There are varving i‘aor‘om besides access, that affncﬁ the viabilily of & downtown area,
Since two at-grade crossings would remain (MeCarley Street and Rose Avenue) and & new
undemass would be completed hefore these closures take place, GDOT does not believe
that the proposed.al-gracte closures would result in signiicant adverse impacts {o downtown

Douglasville,

Measuras fo ensure safe pedc‘:ainan aceess into the downtown area wil be considered and
incotporated info the prtyec,t Pedestrian access al existing Dellas Hwy/Carmpbeliton Streel-

will be considersd,

| Impacts fo parking in the downtown ares will be rediced Whemver f@dwb/@ M s anticipated
that the impacts to prar!cmj in the downtown area will be- minimal, ' '

lssue 2 - Leave the Dallas Hwy/Campbeliton Stest Crossing Open: hnprc;veameantz@ :
“should be made o the exisfing Dallas Hwy/Campbslion. Street crossing so that it can
remain open. The existing Dallas Hwy/Campbeliton Street crossing is safe for cars, There
has not been an accdent involving a car at the existing crossing in years., This will be
aspecially true efter the realignment of SR 92 and the provision of a grade separaled

crossing, which will drew much of the through and truck traffic away-from the downtown .

area,” Traffic back-up in the downfown area did nof exist before the mallwas bulit.Once the
traffic between Paulding County and the mall is diverted onto the new SR 82 roadway, there
will not be congestion in the downtown area. -

Trueks would not attempt to use the existing crossing so often if adequate advance signaige
wias provided. Trucks often do not reslize that the croseging is unsafe and prohibited untll
hey are right up on the crossing and heve no where else 1o go. Thrs is particularly true for
trucks fraveling northbound on Campbellton Street,

If the- exdsting crossing is so unsafe and such a Habilly, why aren’t actions being taken now
fo improve the sltuation, such as improved signage? What happened fo the shortierm
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improvements that the City was going to do to improve the existing ralircad crossing at
Dallas Hwy/Campbelton Street? o | :

~ Response to Issue 2~ Leave the existing Dallas Fwy/Campbellton Street Crossing Open:
The existing crossing has been defermined to be unsafe for both cars and trucks and meets
the state’s orifera for closing.  Although -the: project may rasult In an inconvenience fo
motonsts, I has heen determined that-this -closing is in the public's best inferest. The
existing crossing could only remaln open If it were upgraded to meet current standards.
Upgraciing the existing erossing to meet cuirent standarcls would reguive: elther the ralsing of
US 78Bankhead Hwy. or the lowenhg of the ralioad and Stickland Streel.  These
- afiemalives wollld have significant physical effects on the downtown area anc the rallroad
has previously indicated & strong- unwillingness to adjust their track elevation fo such an.
endent, D ' ' : : '

The GDOT District Office will be contacted by Key Phillps to determined if the signage on
the state routes can be improved fo provide betler or sooner information to truck drivers. -
The Gity Is responsible for signage on cify streets such as Campbelion Street including its
crossing at the ralfroad, The minutes from this meeting will be distribuled to Gity Officials so

-tn’?taf they may consider your comments regarding the existing signage on Carnphelion
Streef. , '

The Cily's shortderm solution involved minor leneage improvements at the Dallas
Hwy/Campbeliton Strest crosaing and the tlosing of the existing MeCarley Street crossing.
ft was defermined thef the proposed improvements at the Dallas Hwy/Campbellfon Street
were not significent enough fo allow the crossing to remain open long term (affer a grade
separation s completed).  After it was defermined that the MeCarley Street crossing coufd
be relocated to meet eurrent safety standards, the Clty, GDOT, the raifroad, and the Federal
Highway Administration (FIH\WA) agreecdt to move forward with the cument proposal: To
relocate the McCarey Slreel crossing and close the Dallas Hwy./Campbeliion Street,
- Malone, and Brown Streat crossings affer the relocaled SR 92 grade separation project is
completed, ' ' ' o ' .

lssue 3 - Final Decision on Closing the Dallag Hwy/Campbsliton Street Crossing:

Why can't the decision to close the Dallas Hwy/Campbellton Street crossing be made after
- -the new underpass is complefed and we see the traffic patterns? Has the final decision fo )
—close-the-exieting-crossing-been-rmade-already?—ls-this-a-done-deal?-Whase-final-decision—————
is it7 How can we change the decision? What avenues of recourse do we have? How wil
we know what decisions have been made of If there are any changes 1o the proposal?

Response lo Issus 3 ~ Final Decision on Closing the Dallas Hwy/Campbelifon Street
Crogsing: A final devlsion has not been made, As with all mejor projects, alfemalives are
explored (including the no-bulld) and the “fnal” decision is made only affer thoroughly
weighing the allemetives, effects, and public input. : -

Anyone, including the CBDA can continue to oppose-the closure of the crossing at Dallas
Hwy/Campbelifon Btreet however, based on federal and state safety sltandards and the
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analysls resulfs so far, it is axtremnely unlikely that the crossing would be d/lowed fo remair
apen. T he GDOT and City of Douglasville are solioling recommendations from the public fo
improve access to-and clroulation within the downtowr arse to hely minimize impacts to the

community,

Opportunifies fo pmwda imput will be avallable throughout the project devel opment pmcms

- Al least two moare public meelings will be held Tor fhis project, A Public’ Information Oper:
House similar to the one held In Douglasville on May 30, 2006 will be. held in Hiram,

- ocumently planned for August, Also, & Public Heating Open House will be heldf onoe the Dmﬂ
Environimental Assessment (EA) has been.approved by the FHWA, The Draft EA will be
made available to the public-at the Public Hearing Open House. The CBDA will be notified
by CROY-MSE, on behalf of the City of Douglasvile and GDOT, of the exaot time and
location of both the Public Information Open Mouse in Hiram and the Public Heaﬁm Qpen
Houm ore the achcadu/ew 5 forthese meetings have b@@n c:let@rmmod

I th@rb are significant changes to the pmpo.&a/ ;’mm thi was presented at the May 30,

2006 Public fnformeton Qpen House orat the moeling tonight, anciher Public Informetion
- Open House will be held in Douglasville.  The CRDA will be nofified by CROY-MSE, on
- hehall o the City of Douqiarwll@ and GDOT, of any addmorml plblic rneeaﬁrzgﬁ -

Also, an information phone line has been set up forthe propused project.  The number is
(678) 569-1717. You may call this number at any time durmg project development to
provide comments and ask questions,

Issue 4 — Raliroad Involvement and Coordination: Thee proposed ‘imprc:)vcamear_rte; have
- nof.been approved by the raliroad. What happens If they do not approve the proposed
: upqrade at MeCarley Street? 1f the raliroad has the ulfimats say what gets approved of fiot,
who is defending and protecting our interests with the raliroad? Why was the City of
Marietta allowed 1o leave thelr existing st-grade crossings clossd when they constructed two
new grade-separated crossings? How much of this cost is absorbed by the railroad?

Responae fo lssue 4~ Rallroad Involvement and Coordination, In a(*cordanc,@ with Georgia
Law, the rallroad must approve any plan that involves interference with the rallroad fracks or
changing the alignment or grade. Formal approval fom the: railrosd wsueally comes later i
- the-project develepment- process - affer more: spedlic -design - detalls are available. The
proposed improvements have been coordinated with the railroad and approval is ant:upated

for the McCar/@y Streef Lpgrade,

Itis belioved thal the grade lssues are not as significant a problem in Merietta as they are in
Douglasville; however, the particular detalls of the negollations with the rallroad regarding
the addifion of the two gradle separated crossings are unknows,

In accordance with Georgia Cod@- 646.210.0.3, the raifroad share of the profect costs shall
he 5% for projects that include the elimination of exising at-grade crossings.
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Issue 6~ Paulding County Through Traffic: After the project ié_.conatrugted ," how will the
“peaple from Paulding County get o the mall?  Won't they Just hop off on Hospital Drive fike
- they donow? - ' - . ' ' . -

Response to 15506 & ii"auldir;g County T/1mugh Traffic: The majorily of the through traffic

will take the new SR 92 rosciway. Some vehicles will use Hospital Drive; however, Hospital -
Drive will be widensd soon fo b4anes. This project’s traffic study s based on and |

- ooordinated with the ARC’s 2030 regional plan. The reglonal plen takes into account
- exgsting and future traffic. demends and pattems, ‘as well as existing and proposed
- transportation facilfies, : BN ' _ -

Issie 8~ Commu’nﬂty-rlmbm:'&m What stucties have been done to _detarmirm: the ‘im_pz‘aicts- to
~the shrrounding communities?  What are the demographics of the impacted mmmumt_ueas‘?' |

Response to Issiie 6~ Community Impacts: The assessment of impacts fo the communities
in the project area are on-going. ~ The public outresach process s used to identify impacts {o

the communities andthat outroach provess /s currently on-going.  The dermographics of the

comimunities have been determined fo date based on census. data af the block-group i’a:\_/el,
information provided by city and county -planning documents, and by fisld surveys of the

project area, Communities diractly impacted by the project are primarily mixed commuinities )
- and there may be indirect impacts to' minority cammunities In the project area dus fo

L

- Changes in traffic patiems and access to downlown,

Issve 7 ~ Additional Recommendations: Consider raising or trenching the railroad,
Consider Improving the proposed tuming movement from westbound. Strickland S*tt@-e:_iz 1o
southbound MeCarley Street,  For the new SR 92 roadway, conslder landscaping,
aesthelically pleasing signage, and other measures. fo provide a more boulevard-type
environment such as Presidential Parkway In Aflanta, : . |

Response to Issue 7- Additional Recommendations: All reasonable recommendations will

~ be considerad ard GDOT representatives requested that the CDBA develop a written fist of |

recommendations, issues, study requests, efc., and submit that list fo GDOT, GD_C)T
- committed to approprigely address each item presented, o o

MBN~

Attachment
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BTP-186-1(11), CBETP-0006-00(900)(901), & CSETP-0007-00(69), Douglas & Paulding Countios

P Nos, 720070, 0006900, 0006901, &. 0007691
* The Widening and Reslignment of SR 92 Douglasville Busiiess Assoclatlon 6+19-06

~Sign-in Sheet
- Please Print
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STP-186.1(1 1), CEBSTP-0006-00(900)(901, & CSSTP-0007- 00(6)1) Douglas & Paulding Countios
~ 1.1 Nos, 720970, 0006900, 0006901, &-000769]
The Widening and Realignment of SR 92 - Douglasville- Business Assoclatlon 6+19-06

Sign-in Sheet
Please Print

- Name - ~ Mailing Address
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P.1 Nos, 720970, 0006900, 0006901, & 0007691 '
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
" STATE OF GEORGIA

S e ot

INTERDEPARTMENT CORREGPONDENGE

FILE P, 1 Mos, 720970, 0006900 OFFICE -&nvhronmeanmocaﬁon.
0008907, 8 0007691 | _

DhATE vaembm 15, Qt)f)ﬂ

FROM I{@ L}/Alj £} Kc-mpi@r, State anironmantaiﬂqnmnonf ngmmr

TO. DISTRIBUT! ION BELOW

SUBJECT Project STP- 186- A(11), -CEETP-0006- 00(900)(901) & CSETP-0007-00(691),
Déoiglas & Faulding Counties, Summary of Commenis Recslved During the
Public Gomment Perlod - The Widening and R«mnmrmtﬂon of SR B2 from

Durelm Lane 1o N@ba Road

- POMMENT TOTALS: '
A total of 106 people attendad the public information mp@ﬂ house held for the subject

project on August 8, 2006 at the Taylor Farm Park, located at 1880 Pine Valldy Road,
Powder Springs, Ge:aarqua From those attending, 12 comment forms and 9. verbal
statements were recelved, One additional corment form was received during the ten-day
comment period following the meeting, for & total of 16 comments, They are summarized

as follows; | |
No. Dpoosed No.lnSupport - Uncommitted Condltional

ko oo B o B S
WAJOR CONCERNS

Tha only major concems indicated were with regard to right-ofway seguisitions and. the
distance between the proposed roadway and residences along the corridor,

[Lon

L ovai C:-ovemmant Offisials attending included the following:
Jerry Shearln, Chalrman ~ Paulding County Beard of Commissioners
Carmen Rolling - Mayor of Hiram
Joseph Palmer - Hiram Clty Treasurer
Wayne Kirby - Paulding County Board of Commissioners
Hal Echols ~ Paulding Gounty. Board of Commissioners



© Bummary-of Comments

Newvembar 13, 2006,
Page 2 of 3

DISPQSITION OF COMMENTS:

The following represents a break down of & review of comments by the offives to whioh

they pertain. A response is not proposed for Comment 18 since no name or addr@% has

bexon provid@d

RE&PONS!E&LE '

COMRENT ™

" PROPOSED RESPONSE

QEFICE
| ALLLETTERS

1Al

Thank you for your input r@gardmg the publac 3
| information me@unq on the proposad project.
Your nferest in o this o mesting  and  your |
| comiments are approciated, . Your somments

will be made & part of {he t:)fiima! record of thea
projeac*‘r

The attendess 'Of the meaiing. angd  thosse |
parsons sending in_comments curing the. torn |

OFFIGE OF
RIGHT-OFWAY

Comments 1, 8, 10,
A2, 14, 186, & 16~
Concerns regarding
displacements and

right-of-way
raquirements,

dzw commont perod raised the following

| questions and  onoems, The Georgia |
Department of Transportation  (Department)

has prepared one response to afl comments so

that everyone can be aware of the cohcerns
raised and the responses given. Please find

| the: comments, conegerng, ang guestions listed

below along with their responge.

The Dapartment would assist farilies or |
individuals in finding and mlocmincg to decent, -

safe and sanitary housing that is adequate fo

meat thelr needs and within theic financial

megns. - Asslstance would also be given 10

organizations in realomtmg to other quarters,

This -assistance s provided  to -famiiies, |

ingividuals,_businesses, farms and nonprofit

husinesses, farm  operators, and nonprofit | -

L asslstance for incressed costs they may

assistance  Tor  ocertain  other  incidental

organizations in the form of moving expanses
for relocation.  In addiion, owner or ienant

occupants  of | residential  housing  being |

displaced  would be provided financigl

ancounter in buying or renting. Owner
vosupants may also be provided financial

expenses, such as closing vosts and increased

interest paymenis requlred in their purf,ha% of

a sapiacamemt home.




Sumrm—ary of Comments
Noverbar 13 2006
Page 3 of 8

'(,F\OWMJE wilt r@quncl to all' comments on behalf of the anorgla Department of

Transportation-and the City of Douglasville,

Plepse review and amall any comments to te mépon%es o Michelle Meintosh

(mmelmtosh@ciovmss,com) and copy Christa Willinson (ghrigta, wukmaon@dm rﬁt@,ga;us;) |

hy Dmcamber 18, 2008,
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Croy Engineering, LLC

Community Workshop Minutes

To: Files
From: Michelle Mclntoshm

CC: Bill Osborne, Marcia Hampton, Jeff Noles, Jose Whited, Isaac Dodoo,
Stephen Maples, Peter Emmanuel, Wates Keller, Laura Rish, Emmanuelia
Myrthil, Greg Teague, Chris Rideout, Melanie Orr, Shigodta Freeman, Janet
Perez-Spinney, Lee Gould, Rebecca Collins

Date: August 6, 2009

Re: Projects STP00-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00(200)(901) and CSSTP-0007-
00(691), Douglas and Paulding Counties, Pl Numbers 720970, 0006900,
0006901 and 0007691 — Stakeholder Steering Committee Meeting

A Stakeholder Steering Committee Meeting was held on August 6, 2009, 10:30am,
at the Douglasville Downtown Conference Center. The purpose of the meeting was
for project team members to strategize as fo who the community stakeholders may
be and how to incorporate the stakeholders into the project development process.
City Councilwomen LaShun Danley and Callye Burke-Holmes took the opportunity to
bring some of the community stakeholders to the meeting, as well. Background
information was provided regarding the occurrences at, and follow-up from
Congressman Scott's August 1, 2009 Town Hall Meeting and the follow-up meeting
held on August 5, 2009 by the GDOT Chief Engineer, Gerald Ross. For more

information regarding the meeting, please see the attached agenda and sign-in
sheets.

The floor was then opened for a question/answer and comment period with the
stakeholders. GDOT representatives requested the following specific information
from the stakeholders: 1) What groups or representatives are missing at the
stakeholder meeting today, and 2) What information/materials do you need to get the
project information out to the public?

The following groups or representatives were identified as stakeholders that were not
in attendance: Paulding County, the Downtown Development Authority Board
Members, and many of the community churches. These stakeholders will be invited
o participate in future stakeholder meetings. It was emphasized that future

stakeholder meetings may need to be held in the evenings to accommodate
stakeholder schedules.
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The following list summarizes the list of informational and material needs
recommended by the stakeholders to further engage the community:

1.

> o A W N

9.

Bigger, better [ayouts for businesses. Can we get everything shown on 117 X
17" maps with the streets clearly labeled? Can we saturate the community
with the layouts on 5 or 6 billboards throughout the affected community?

What is the project schedule? What is the construction time line?
How much will the project cost? Has funding been identified?
Can we have information on a web-site?

Provide project contact names and numbers.

Provide a short survey that addresses specific information needs. Provide a
survey deadline.

Some of the Hispanic stakeholders have contacts for advertising for free in
Spanish newspapers.

We need a sheet that shows the signatures of the property owners that have
been specifically contacted.

We need a list of businesses that will be displaced.

10. Consider holding evening meetings so that stakeholders can be more

available.

11. Provide project layouts at schools and park. Consider more public displays in

community businesses.

12. Provide information in more of a brochure type document for easy distribution.

13.Consider doing public service announcements with local newspapers,

television and radio stations.

A follow-up Stakeholder Meeting was scheduled for 10:00am on August 20, 2009, at
the Douglasville Downtown Conference Center.
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CITY OF DOUGLASVITLE
Georgia Highway 92 Planning Meeting

Douglagville Downtown Conference Center
August 3, 2003

Presiding: City Manager Bill Osborne

A,

Call to Order

Purpose of Meeting

Self Introductions

Comments by City Elected Officials

Special Thanks to Congressman David Scott and His Office
Special Thanks to Citizens Participating in Meeting

Review of Key Points from Congressman Scott’s August 1 Town
Hall Meeting in Douglasville

Development of Stakeholders Group to Facilitate Public
Involvement in the Planning for the Georgia Highway 92
Project

Report on the Concept Report and the Environmental Document
being Prepared for the City of Douglasville by Croy
Engineering for Submission to the Georgia Department of
Transportation

Goals and Possible Activities of the Stakeholders Group during
the Next Several Months

Tentative Schedule for Community Meetings: Small Group
Meetings and Larger Community-Wide Meetings

Identification of Additional Stakeholder Group Members
Date of Next Meeting of Stakeholder Group
Other Business

Adjournment
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Meeting Minutes
Subject:

Meeting Date:
Location:
Purpose:

Attendees:
Callye Burk Holmes
LaShun B. Danley
Isaac Dodoo
Steven Maples
Peter Emmanuel
Glenn Bowman
Laura Rish
Emmanuella Myrthil
Wates Kelier
James Yance
Robin Brown
Samuel Davis
Greg Teague
Rebecca Collins
James Wilson
Sanchez Hartnett
Kim Jackson
Oscar Melara
Jamie Fritter
Kali Boatright
Michelle McIntosh
Melanie Orr
Bill Osborne
Scott Bishop
Hugh Mitchell
Dewayne Jackson
Joyce Bass
Lisa Dunnigan

Croy Engineering, LLC

Project CSSTP-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00(900), CSSTP-0006-
00{901) and CSSTP-0007-00(691), PI #'s 720970, 0006900, 0006901
and 0007691, Douglas and Paulding Counties — The Widening and
Realignment of SR 92

August 20,2009 at 10 am.
Downtown Douglasville Conference Center

Follow-up to the Stakeholder Meeting held on August 6, 2009.

Sharon Nettles
Helen McCoy
Mike Stephens
June Martin

Esau Birdsong
Kiersten Downing
Marcia Hampton
Jeff Noles

Rosa Sanchez
Eduardo G. Robles
Jorge Sepalreda
Jennifer Morado
Steve Morgan
Artis Crum

Henry Mitchell III
Kellie Hunter
Randy Hulsey
John Stewart
Josie Whited
Michelle Wright
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Bill Osborne, City of Douglasville’s City Manager, called the meeting to order. He stated the
purpose of the meeting, which was two fold. The first goal of the meeting was to meet with the
Stakeholder Steering Committee and provide materials and tools needed to effectively reach the
community. Second, the meeting would identify and plan for the next step in the public outreach
plan, which would consist of charettes with the community.

Mr. Osborne asked that all in attendance introduce themselves by stating their name, who they are
with and whether or not they attended the meeting held two weeks prior.

Mr. Oshorne then asked the two elected officials in attendance, Councilwoman LaShun Danley and
Councilwoman Callye Burk Holmes, for any comments. Councilwoman Danley deferred her
comment so as to get the meeting started and Councilwoman Holmes thanked everyone for
attending and participating in the Stakeholder Advisory Group.

Mr. Osborne also asked for comments from GDOT personnel. Glenn Bowman, GDOT’s State
Environmental /Location Engineer, stated that the Stakeholder Group was an essential part of the
Environmental Assessment of this proposed project. He also emphasized that it was crucial that
we receive input from the affected communities.

Michelle MclIntosh with Croy Engineering read and passed out Mission Statement Cards for all
Stakeholders to have as a reminder of what the mission is for the Stakeholder Steering Committee.
Marcia Hampton with the City of Douglasville then passed out Stakeholder Commitment Sheets
for all Stakeholders to read and sign. Ms. Hampton explained that by signing these commitment
sheets, the Stakeholders would have a responsibility and obligation to communicate project
information to citizens as well as receive comments from these citizens. The Stakeholders would
act as representatives of the City of Douglasville and assist in the dissemination of information
throughout the process. Ms. Hampton emphasized that each person in attendance at this meeting
should sign this commitment sheet only if they can devote the time needed to accomplish the
tasks outlined on the commitment sheet.

Councilwoman Danley suggested that some of the upcoming meetings be held in the evenings for
those who can't attend during the day.

[t was also stated that meeting minutes would always be taken as a way to communicate meeting
outcomes to those who can’t attend. Ms. Hampton stated that all meeting minutes would be
posted on the project’s website, www.gahwy92.com. : _

Ms. Hampton then provided a quick tutorial on the website that the city has provided for this
project, www.gahwy92.com. Ms. Hampton stated that this website is being provided and
managed in-house by the City of Douglasville and has been designed to be simple, yet informative.
Ms. Hampton asked that you let her know of any errors on the website or of any changes that need
to be made. The website would be updated frequently and would display a time stamp so that all
viewing the site would know when it had been last updated.

o The main page of the website provides a short project description and brief history of
the project.

o The Frequently Asked Questions {FAQ) section provides a feedback form for those who
want to provide their comments electronically. The feedback will be sent to the City of
Douglasville via the website, who will forward the information to Croy Engineering.

o Inthe future, the website will provide additional information such as upcoming
meeting dates and previous meeting minutes.
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o Everything will be provided in a timely fashion.

o Information will also be available via Facebook and Twitter (Facebook and Twitter
icons are provided at the bottom of the website).

o The FAQ section will serve as a living question and answer section; questions and
answers will be posted. Previously asked questions are currently being compiled and
will be posted in the next few days.

Ms. Hampton advised all to constantly check website for the latest information.

Mr. Osborne stated that the website is listed on the last page of the informational packets,
before the survey

Someone questioned the proper name of the railroad, CSX or Norfolk Southern Railroad. The
current and historic name of the railroad is Norfolk Southern Railroad.

Mr. Osborne also stated that the City of Douglasville has been in contact with Norfolk Southern
Railroad and they have identified a person that will be working with the City on this project.
Jeff Noles stated that large maps of the project will be posted at various sites, as listed in the
informational packet. Thirty-six large maps and smaller maps were also provided at this
meeting for any stakeholders to take and post in their businesses.

Randy Hulsey with the Douglas County Department of Transportation (DOT) stated that this
project is included in the recently developed and approved Douglas County Transportation
Plan as the number 1 transportation project in Douglas County.

o Mr. Hulsey stated that Douglas County DOT is in full support of this project and will
support the Georgia DOT in any way they can.

o Mr. Hulsey also stated that he wanted to be sure and include citizens in unincorporated
Douglasville and Paulding County in the public cutreach process.

Ms. Hampton and Ms. McIntosh then passed out the one page flyers and the “What's Your View
on 92" informational packets, providing all stakeholders with an English and Spanish version
of both.

Along with the flyers and packets, all stakeholders received an English and Spanish survey
with a self addressed stamped envelope.

More copies of all will be provided to the stakeholders the following day for the stakeholders
to pick up. Ms. McIntosh offered to deliver packages to the stakeholders in they preferred.

Ms. Hampton and Ms. McIntosh explained that the flyers should be a “one stop shop for
information” on the SR 92 project. The flyer provides the reader with where to get
information, along with where and how to make comments and provide feedback.

The “What's Your View on 92” informational packets are a result of the meeting that was held
two weeks prior. The purpose of these packets is to disseminate information to the public and
get feedback from the residents.

o The first page provides the purpose of the packet.

o Theinside of the first page includes a letter from Mickey Thompson, the mayor of
Douglasville.

o The packet then provides where we are in the process and what we need from the
community to be able to proceed.

o The centerfold shows a small projectlocation map and tells the reader where they can
go to view a larger project location map.
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» Principal Jackson asked that Stewart Middle School be marked on all future
maps of the project area. He stated that some think that the proposed project is
going through Stewart Middle School and showing the school on all maps
would help to show that this is not true. Mr. Osborne went on to explain that
there was a previous design that would have taken SR 92 through Stewart
Middle School but this design was rejected by the City and GDOT. Some people
still remember this design.

= Principal Jackson also asked that all maps show both Eastside Elementary and
Burnett Elementary School as two different schools, currently the map shown
on the centerfold of the informational packet shows as if they are one school.

o The next page provides a project description and a more concise Need and Purpose
than what is shown in the Environmental Document. The Need and Purpose statement
in the Environmental Document is approximately 12-14 pages.

o The last page provides contact information, where to provide feedback, the project
website and the project hotline. The last page also shows the project
timeline/schedule. As shown, we are 2/3 of the way through the process. The timeline
provides a general plan of where we want to go from here.

o Lastly, attached at the back is a survey. Itis very important that as many people as
possible fill out the attached survey.

Mr. Osborne stated that no comment or question is too insignificant and that an addendum to
the informational packets can be prepared to address any changes (i.e comments on the
maps).

It was also suggested that a handout showing the railroad closings be provided.

Mr. Osborne stated that this was a working document and it will require additions as the
project evolves. We can add but there won't be reprinting.

Mr. Hulsey stated that since the NEPA document (environmental document) addresses the
project from Douglasville to Nebo Road in Paulding County, shouldn’t all the information
provided here (i.e. project location maps, packets, flyers, etc) show the entire project as well?

o Mr. Bowman stated that this effort is being conducted to particularly engage the
Douglasville community, which is incurring most of the project’s impacts. If these
efforts get the Environmental Document approved, then we will have at least two more
public hearings (one in Douglasville and one in Paulding County), which will give the
public a chance to comment on the entire project.

Mr. Stewart asked about funding for the project.

o Mr. Bowman stated that there are three stages of a project; preliminary engineering,
right-of-way, and construction. We are in the preliminary engineering stage right now
and the City of Douglasville is in the driver’s seat (so to speak)in cooperation with
GDOT on this stage. The City of Douglasville is providing the funding for this stage. For
the other two stages, GDOT typically provides 20% of the funding for right-of-way and
the federal DOT provides the other 80%. The breakdown is usually the same for
construction.

o Mr. Osborne reminded everyone that we can’t look at stages two or three until we
complete stage one. Mr. Osborne also stated that the City of Douglasville has already
spent approximately $2.7 million on preliminary engineering and virtually all work is
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done but we can't go forward until we get through this process. The Stakeholders are

key in the process. Mr. Osborne also reminded everyone that Congressman Scott’s

office is in full support of this project and they are working very hard on the project.
Mr. Teague with Croy Engineering stated that we need all comments on what the stakeholders
need to successfully get the project information out to the public. This project is a proposal
only. No decisions have been made.
Someone asked if the budget could be posted on the website? Mr. Osborne stated that yes, the
money spent thus far could be posted; however, for right-of-way and construction, it would
only be estimates in today’s dollars.
Mr. Bowman stated that it would be very valuable for renderings to be provided to the public
as a way to better depict how the area would look after the project is complete. Specifically,
renderings for the area of the railroad would be valuable.
Mr. Dodoo from Congressman Scott’s office stated that, based on the timeline and schedule
provided in the informational packet, it would be two more years before right-of-way
acquisition could begin. Mr. Dodoo emphasized that this is too long and that we don’t have
time to wait. Mr. Dodoo said that he understood that this is a challenge to the stakeholders;
however, the faster we work, the better for the community. Also, the faster we work, the less
money that will be required. He expressed great concern regarding the timeline and
emphasized that the Congressman would not be happy with the timeline/schedule as
proposed. Mr. Dodoo also stated that the burden should be put on the engineers and GDOT.

o Peter Emmanuel, GDOT project manager for this project, stated that for preliminary
engineering, the time to get a project of this magnitude from preliminary design to
right-of-way design takes a while. Research such as soil surveys, UST surveys,
Hazardous Waste surveys and pavement design must be done. Based on this meeting,
Mr. Emmanuel stated that we are moving at a fast pace, much faster than usual and the
proposed schedule reflects this. Mr. Emmanuel also stated that it will take 11-12
months to get the area surveyed and once surveying is done, preliminary plan design
can begin.

o Mr. Dodoo asked if we can do it better? Can we go faster? He stated that Congressman
Scott will go to Washington to get the money for the project but the process must go
faster. Lots of people are impacted by not building this project.

Councilwoman Danley asked why has this taken so long? She stated that several projectsin
the county and city which were started after SR 92 started have been completed and built
since then. She stated that when going to the public, the number one question will be “why
has this taken so long?” Councilwoman Danley said that the community needs this projectin
order to thrive and survive and they feel as if they have been neglected. She stated that many
businesses are drowning because this project has not yet been built. The citizens will want to
know why others projects have been built and this one has not?

o Mr. Osborne stated that, in defense of GDOT, GDOT wants to malke certain that the
African American and Latino communities are being represented. Mr. Osborne wanted
to emphasize that, particularly the African American population on the north side of
the railroad tracks, are “ready to go.” They feel like they've been ignored by the
process not going forward, not that they haven’t been involved thus far and we want to
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make sure we expedite the process as much as possible for this community that feels
it's been neglected thus far.

o Inresponse, Mr. Emmanuel stated that GDOT is taking a more active role init’s
projects, that GDOT is doing much more than they usually do. Mr. Emmanuel stated
that if Croy Engineering and the City can give him a signed Environmental Document,
that GDOT will help in any way they can.

Councilwoman Holmes stated that the Environmental Justice piece of the environmental
process was inadequate because there wasn’t enough input from the African American and
Latino communities. There was not enough engagement with these communities and that is
what has held up the process.

Overall, there was great concern from many stakeholders that the process has taken too long,
that by not proceeding with this project this community has been neglected. Many expressed
the concern of overall distrust by citizens because of the feeling that they have “been there,
done that” yet nothing has been accomplished. Many expressed previous efforts to meet with
and engage the African American and Latino public, from going door to door to passing out
flyers in English and Spanish. Many felt that the African American, Latino and Caucasian
communities know about the project so the question was asked, “What can we do to move
forward?”

Mr. Teague stating that while various methods of outreach have been conducted in the past,
none of it has been documented in the environmental document. That is why the
stakeholder’s efforts are so important and why everything we do must be documented.

Mr. Osborne reiterated that, “yes, we had been down this road before, but we didn’t get across
the finish line. Until that, we can't move forward.” Going across the finish line puts
Congressman Scott’s office in a better position to go to Washington and get money for this
project.

Mr. Osbhorne stated that before going door to door or attending charettes, he wanted the
stakeholders to have a clear understanding of what they need to do. This includes what you
should or shouldn't say or do. For example, if you get asked a right-of-way question.

o Arepresentative from GDOT’s right-of-way office then stated handouts entitled “What
to do if you Property is Needed for a Transportation Project” would be provided to the
stakeholders to give to residents asking about right-of-way.

Ms. Mohammad stated that it is the stakeholder’s respaonsibility to get the project information
to everyone north of the railroad and everyone crossing the railroad, not just property owners
affected. The entire community would be affected by this project.

Ms. Mclntosh stated that we will have all charettes completed by September 15, 2009 but
should have most of the comments by then. We anticipate to have enough information to go to
the public with another Public Information Open House by October 15, 2009,

Mr. Dodoo wanted to make sure that we are all on the same page, that we need better
documentation of what we've already done, that people know about the project but that we
need better documentation of that. The onus is on all the stakeholders to saturate the
community.

Ms. Sanchez stated that a better response would be received from the Hispanic community if
they were approached by people more like them. She also stated that there were many errors
in the Spanish handouts and that she will email the corrections to Ms. Hampton. Ms. Sanchez
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stated that the handouts look beautiful but are lacking in proper communication with the
Hispanic community.

s Ms. McIntosh announced that the first three charettes would target the Hawthorne
Community, Fuigham Drive, and the Big Lots Shopping Center. It was initially proposed to
hold the Hawthorne Community meeting at the Community Center; however, many felt that it
was too small. Therefore, it was agreed that the meeting for the Hawthorne Community
should be held at Stewart Middle School. It was suggested that the meeting for Fulgham Drive
should be held in it’s cul-de-sac. The Fulgham Drive representative disagreed and preferred to
hold the meeting at a school, preferably on a Saturday. This was agreed. It was felt that the Big
Lots Shopping Center was the center of the Hispanic Business Community, therefore it would
be a good place for a meeting to target the Hispanic community. Ms. Sanchez felt that a
Wednesday evening meeting, around 6:30 would be preferable.

e Mr. Osborne stated that we would hold these 3 meetings first and then reassess to see if any
communities were missed. If so, we could conduct more meetings.

o Councilwoman Holmes stated that if we do not take at least one meeting to the churches, that
we will miss some citizens. Churches mentioned include St. Theresa'’s, St. Julians, Golden UMC,
Greater St. Olive, St. James AME, Zion Hill, 2 Baptist. The senior centers were also mentioned.
Councilwoman Holmes felt that St. Theresa's Catholic Church was integral to outreach to the
Hispanic community in the area.

o Mr. Bowman asked what the agenda will be for the charettes.

o Tomake sure the attendees have all the project information

'To conduct an active workshop

For the community to provide feedback

To provide a more formal presentation regarding the project

To answer any questions

o To ask the public what their concerns are

* Mr. Bowman asked what the next step would be after that?

o Mr. Teague stated that we would report the results of the charettes back to the
stakeholders. Mr. Teague stated that what happened at the charettes would dictate
what the next step would be. It may be a Public Information Open House or the
stakeholders may need to get back together to readdress.

o Councilwoman Holmes restated that we need to provide specific outreach to the churches. Ms.
McIntosh stated that we will be delivering informational packets and flyers to the churches.

o Mr. Stewart stated that the stakeholders need to identify the pastor that needs to be
called, call them and let them know that they will be getting information regarding the
project that needs to be passed out to congregation. Pastor Crum stated that if pastors
are not contacted prior to, they will regard project information as junkmail.

o Councilwoman Danley suggested that she meet with the pastors and distribute
information that way.

o This information needs to be taken to the churches immediately, preferably this
Sunday.

e Mr. Osborne closed the meeting by stating that the key to all stakeholders as they go door to
door is to get as many people as possible to come to the charettes and try not to get into
specific discussions such as right-of-way.

c Cc O 0
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Mr. Oshorne asked the elected officials for closing comments.
o Councilwoman Holmes thanked everyone for participating and asked Rosa if the
Spanish material was legible? Understandable? Does there need to be any changes?
Rosa stated that she would be emailing all corrections to Ms. Hampton.
o Councilwoman Danley had no closing comments
Meeting was adjourned at noon.

Key Points

It is the responsibility and obligation of the Stakeholders to communicate project information
to citizens as well as receive comments from these citizens.

It is imperative that we gather lots of comments and actively involve the public in order for the
project to move forward.

Document everything!
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Stakeholder Steering Committee Meeting — August 20, 2009
Widening and Relocation of SR 92 in the City of Douglasville

Sign-in Sheet
Please Print

Name E-Mail Phone Number

Ui Jackeon  Kimotea emicom &7 434 4]
/E&w- }ﬁbﬂ Ca“@éz/mm's %{LUL F3) Yo g
Lo M@\{M { ) -

B AR N ABM

LAOM_70 20530y

Sagird etz B A e
HUM\ e, Can lW@MﬁUumﬁwmdm To-q42-67)]
A~ ,
M:Lu, SFEPMS M\S’-re,phws@l@&&d(ﬁa,@m 170 208 -t2.L5

. Wiy
omie. Yritter Qhﬁfr‘@(i Aonoy zs\lg.%q .93@715@@003’

, J
&}elhe Aud'}'éﬂ wumlzécgomwsw([ﬁ Ghd s 6T 203

A0SR 39SE

By Pusay Trueade, o DOT 7709201932

PEtef Qmmanubl_ Pemmanud@dotgg.jav Ao -6 31— {58

| o ) bL78 of8 /738
QM@L@!—MM holure@as, [{;wf’;éeswlg ‘ Ga o X




Stakeholder Steering Committee Meeting — August 20, 2009
Widening and Relocation of SR 92 in the City of Douglasville

Sign-in Sheet

Please Print
Name E-Mail Phone Number
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Stakeholder Steering Committee Meeting — August 20, 2009
Widening and Relocation of SR 92 in the City of Douglasville

Sign-in Sheet

Please Print

Name E-Mail Phone Number
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Stakeholder Steering Committee Meeting

Widening and Relocation of SR 92 in the City of Douglasville
Douglasville Downtown Conference Center
Thursday, August 20, 2009
10:00am

Agenda

Purpose: Today’'s meeting is a follow-up to the Stakeholder Meeting held on
August 6, 2009. The meeting has two primary goals: 1) to meet with the
Stakeholder Steering Committee and provide the materials and tools that they
need to effectively reach the community, and 2) to identify and plan for the next
step of the public outreach plan, which will consist of charettes with the
community.

1. Opening Remarks — Mr. Bill Osborne, City Manager
- Call to Order and Purpose of Meeting
- Self Introductions
- Open table for Comments by Elected Officials
- Open table for Comments by GDOT personnei

2. Stakeholder Steering Committee Member Presentations — Michelle Mclntosh
- Introduction and discussion of Mission Statement
- Stakeholder Commitment Petition
- Presentation of Stakeholder Badges and Mission Cards

3. Web-site Demonstration — Marcia Hampton

4. Presentation & Discussion of Ouireach Packages, Flyers, and Layouts —
Michelle Mclntosh



9. ldentification of Needed Charettes to be conducted prior to September 15,
2009 — Michelle Mcintosh

- Plan 3 Charettes Previously Identified by the Community
- Hawthorne Community Center (reaching Community north of
the railroad)
- Fulgham Drive (reaching Fulgham Dr. and surrounding
Community)
- Big Lots Shopping Center (reaching Business and Hispanic
Community)

- What members of the community might we miss with first 3
Charettes?

- Invitations to all three of the above chareties.
- How else might we reach them?

6. The Next Few Steps from Here — Michelle Mclntosh

7. Closing Remarks — Mr. Bill Osborne
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- Croy Engineering, LLC

Meeting Minutes

Subject: Project CSSTP-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00(900), CSSTP-0006-
00(901) and CSSTP-0007-00(691), P1 #'s 720970, 0006900, 0006901
and 0007691, Douglas and Paulding Counties — The Widening and
Realignment of SR 92

Meeting Date: August 27,2009 at 10:30 am.
Location: Douglasville City Hall Conference Room A
Purpose: Training for Key Stakeholders

Attendees:
Marcia Hampton
Jeff Noles
Callye Burk Holmes
Isaac Dodoo
Peter Emmanuel
Laura Rish
Emmanuella Myrthil
Wates Keller
Sam Davis
Greg Teague
James Wilson
Oscar Melara
Jamie Fritter
Kali Boatright
Sharon Nettles
Michelle McIntosh
Melanie Orr
Rhonda Muhammad
Josie Whited
Bill Osborne
Esau Birdsong
Kellie Hunter
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Marcia Hampton, Director of Community and Downtown Services for the City of Douglasville,

called the meeting to order (See Attachment 1, Sign in Sheet)

Marcia explained that the need for this Key Stakeholder Training came out of discussions after the

previous week’s stakeholder meeting and is threefold :

o Make sure the Key Stakeholders understand the environmental process,

o Make sure Stakeholders understand how the road would impact the area and
comrmunity, and

o to move the process along further

o Overall, the goal of today’s meeting was to gain a clear understanding of the project and what
needs to be done.

» Laura Rish from GDOT’s Office of Environment/Location (OEL) then explained the
environmental process. She explained that her role in this process was as a reviewer and
advisor.

¢ Ms. Rish presented a PowerPoint presentation (see Attachment 2) on the environmental
process and how it relates specifically to the SR 92 project.

e Ms. Rish then presented a NEPA Process Flow Diagram with 7 steps (see Attachment 3) and
explained that with this project, we made it to Step 4. Croy Engineering prepared the Draft
Environmental Assessment (EA) and submitted it to OEL, who approved the EA. The EA was
then sent to Federal Highway Administration (FHWA}, who did not concur with GDOT and
sent the document back with comments. This resulted in us having to go back to Step 3.

s  We now must do a more rigorous analysis in Step 3, which is where we are atin the
environmental process.

¢ Ms. Rish stated that she anticipates a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) which is a final
document and includes a final decision.

o Once it's approved, we can move to the right-of-way phase.

e Ms. Muhammad asked who decides which concerns are addressed.

o Ms. Rish stated that ultimately, GDOT decides but FHWA won’t sign an environmental
document with lots of public controversy.

o Ms. Rish also stated that GDOT responds in writing to every written comment.

e Mr. Davis asked if the public hearing (PH} would be like the Congressman’s townhall meeting
held on 8.1.09?

o Ms. Rish stated that the public hearing would be open to the public and would be an
informal, one-on-one meeting with no formal presentation.

o Melanie Orr with Croy Engineering stated that the public hearing would be a
transportation meeting run by GDOT, which would be different from the townhall
meeting.

e Mr. Dodoo asked what's expected as far as data collection. How much is enough?

o Lauraresponded that there were 2 Public Information Open Houses (PIOH) held in
2006, one in Douglasville and one in Paulding County. Over 400 people attended one
PIOH.

¢ Bill Osborne stated that even if people come to the workshops, additional meetings, etc, they
still need to come to the PH.

e Mr. Osborne also stated that GDOT was OK with the EA that was submitted over a year ago but
FHWA had comments and that is why we are back at Step 3. He stated that FHWA felt that the
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public didn't know what was going on with the project. That is what we are addressing right
now. That is why we are going to specific neighborhoods.

o Mr. Osborne also said that the response letter from FHWA said that the road would
bring economic development to the area. Also, FHWA was concerned about the
additional residential development in the area. FHWA wanted the EA to address how
the road was going to impact the existing area.

Mr. Davis stated that he has had people who may not be directly affected by the proposed
project, coming info the Barber Shop commenting that they are concerned about the noise of
the new road.

o Ms. Rish explained that the new roadway would go under the railroad; therefore there
would be no structures above

o Ms. Rish went on to explain noise impacts. She stated that once itis determined that
noise levels are above the threshold, GDOT looks at what they can do to decrease the
noise levels. They look at noise walls, berms, etc. For a vegetative buffer to be effective
for this project the vegetation would need to be 200 feet deep; which is not possible
here.

o After some discussion regarding noise walls and noise impacts, it was discussed that an
option could be vegetation to visually shield a noise wall, improving the aesthetics.

Ms. Rish went on to state that one thing that was not a concern was Section 4(f). She explained
that Section 4(f) was one of the most restrictive laws and states that FHWA may not approve
the use of a Section 4{f) resource (such as an historic resource, park, recreation area, etc.)
unless there is no feasible and prudent alternative to such use and the projectincludes all
possible planning to minimize harm.

o Ms. Rish explained that due to the numerous historic resources, parks and recreation
areas in Douglasville, Section 4(f) is why the layout of this project is what it is.

Ms. Rish went on to explain Environmental Justice. Environmental fustice states that you must

o Avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority and low-
income populations.

o Ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the
transportation decision-making process

o Prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by
minority and low-income populations.

The Environmental Justice section of the EA is where FHWA felt that we needed more
documentation. FHWA didn't feel that they had received enough input from minorities
affected by the project.

The question was asked, what percentage of minority persons commenting is considered
acceptable?

o Peter Emmanuel, project manager with GDOT, stated that they tend to only hear from
the people who disagree with the project, but based on the number of people affected,
there needs to be much more comments.

o Jeff Noles stated that there is no magic number, that we want to involve everyone and
that is why we are here today. The purpose of today is to make sure key stakeholders
understand, then we will have smaller workshops to make sure the residents.
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understand, then we will explain to larger groups and lastly, we will have the public
hearing. By that time, everyone will understand the project.
Ms. Muhammad stated that we need “informed comments” from citizens.
Ms. Muhammad also asked about providing access for the fire station on SR 92. Ms, McIntosh
stated that access would be provided; however, it’s not shown on layouts this early in the
process. This is a commitment that is stated in the environmental document and will be
included in plans, once available.
Mr. Osborne stated that we need to get information out and get as many people to come to
meetings as possible.
Councilwoman Holmes stated that historically, they are still looking for more for the
Environmental Justice piece. She stated that she wants everyone to participate but especially
the African American and Hispanic population.
Ms. Rish went on to explain what indirect effects are.

o Shediscussed the impact on Economic Development.

o Croy has been working with the City to get a grasp on what plans are in the works.

o We are interested to know how the public feels about how the community will change.
Mr. Noles explained the SR 92 website. He also showed the renderings as they are now; they
will be updated to reflect the latest design. Also, on the website, the SR 92 alignment link
shows a PDF of the layouts.

Mr. Noles stated that the smaller meetings will help with the “How the Community is Being
Impacted”.

Mr. Osborne stated that we are already getting questions and comments on the project.

Mr. Teague stated that Phase 4 will be added to be website as a result of a comment received
through the website.

Ms. Hampton then discussed the possible future meeting dates. She stated that we moved the
meetings back to give time to get renderings done. The renderings will help with “How is this
project going to impact me?” See Attachment 4 for the latest meeting schedule.

Ms. Hampton stated that if people don’t want to come to the meetings, encourage them to go to
the website, get information and fill out comment forms/survey. We need lots of comments.
Someone asked about the churches. Ms. Hampton stated that we will have a similar meeting
for the churches.

Mr. Oshorne stated that Josie Whited and Oscar Melara will be making contact with the Latino
business owners and the City of Douglasville will have a staff member go with Ms. Nettles to
make contact with everyone in the Fulgham Drive area. Ms. Hampton and Mr. Birdsong will go
door to door in the Brown Street area.

Mr. Osborne emphasized that this project is not something that is going to happen
immediately and GDOT will offer relocation assistance, but this won't be until after the
environmental is approved.

Wates Keller with the GDOT right-of-way office stated that it is too early to act or move and all
people being displaced will receive a letter from the GDOT during the right-of-way phase. As
stakeholders, it is their responsibility to give people assurances that there is relocation
assistance.

Mr. Emmanue] stated that when talking with people, if they ask right-of-way questions, give
them GDOT right-of-way office contact information.
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e Mr. Noles then walked everyone through the project using the layouts on the SR 92 website.
He also stated that the renderings will be on the website and will be given to the stakeholders.
Stakeholders will be incorporated into the project team.

¢ Mr. Melara asked about the CVS. Mr. Noles stated that CVS and Checkers are preliminarily
shown as not being displaced. He stated that no final decision has been made.

e Mr. Emmanuel sated that right-of-way is scheduled for Fall of 2011. It will then take 1.5 years
for final plans. For construction, it will take 9-10 years to complete. Just the bridges will take 5
years to complete. :

o Councilwoman Holmes thanked everyone for being here. She stated that she has concerns for
property owners who have renters. She doesn’'t want owners asking renters to sign longer
leases. Also, she asked who is going to reach out to Second Baptist Church? Ms. Hampton
responded that we will have an evening meeting/workshop for the church.

e Mr. Osborne thanked Mr. Dodoo for his involvement and stated that it showed the
Congressman'’s dedication to the project. He also stated that the key for us and GDOT is to get
through the environmental phase. Lastly he stated that no one needs to look at moving,
closing their businesses or anything else.

s [ anyone has questions, Marcia Hampton is the point person.

Attachments

Attachment 1: Sign-in Sheet

Attachment 2: Ms. Rish’s power point presentation
Attachment 3: Ms. Rish’s flow chart

Attachment 4: Workshop schedule
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Key Stakeholder Training Meeting — Augnst 27, 2000
Widening and Relocation of SR 92 in the City of Douglasville

Sign-in Sheet
Please Print
Name E-Mail Phone Number
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Key Stakeholder Training Meeting — August 27,2009
Widening and Relocation of SR 92 in the City of Douglasville

Sign-in Sheet

Please Print
Name E-Mail Phone Number
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8/31/2009

Environmental Process

Laura Rish, NEPA/Envircnmental Analyst

GROT Office of Environment/Location

* Consider the effects

* Weigh and balance

= Provide information for decision-makers & YOU
* Document the deciston-making process

National Environmental Policy Act

The NEPA Umbrella

National Historic Preservation Act
Section 4(f} of the USDOT Act
Clean Water Act
Endangered Species Act
Noise Abatement Regulation
Environmental Justice Executive Order
Uniform Relocation Act
And Morel...

The Environmental, or NEPA, Process

Initiate Project & Collect Data
Identify Alternatives
Conduct Detailed Studies

Prepare NEPA Document — Environmental
Assessment

Hold a Puhlic Hearing
Select the Preferred Alternative

oW

o om

7. Prepare Final NEPA Document




8/31/2009

Environmental Concerns on SR 92

* NOT a concern: Section 4(f) of the USDOT Act

* Environmental Justice
« Indirect Effects
* Noise

Moving Forward...

Identify community impacts
Avoid, Minimize, Mitigate impacts
Document efforis

Resubmit Draft Environmental Assessment
Hold Public Hearing
Submit Final Environmental Assessment

Questions?




National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)
NEPA PROCESS FLOW DIAGRAM

*Develop the purpose and need for the project
eInventory issues that affect project options
eDefine the study area

*Perform preliminary field studies
1 «Document community concerns
sSelect alternatives for detailed study

| sEcological Assessment

! «Cultural Resources {Historic Architecture and Archaeology) Surveys
*Air and Noise Impact Assessments

*Community Impact Assessment

Draft Environmental Assessment must be approved by GDOT and FHWA
+Publish Draft EA for public avallability

*Obtain public review and comment on the proposal and the information in the
Draft EA

*Update any special studies if necessary
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+Prepare Final EA/Finding of No Significant Impact (anticipated)
1 *Final document must be approved by GDOT and FHWA
*Once approved, the project can move forward to next project phase
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Updated Meeting Schedule

September 2, 2009 @ 6:30 PM

Big Lot Shopping Center Community
Taqueria Jalisco

8485 Hospital Drive

Douglasville, GA 30134

Thursday, September 10, 2009 @ 5:00 PM
Stakeholder Training

“For those not involved with the 1% training”

Alice Hawthorne Community Center (@ Jessie Davis Park
7775 Malone Street

Douglasville, GA 30134

Thursday, September 10, 2009 @ 6:30 PM

Brown Street Community Workshop

Alice Hawthorne Community Center (@ Jessie Davis Park
7775 Malone Street

Douglasville, GA 30134

Saturday., September 12, 2009 @ 12:00 PM
Fulgham Drive Area Community Workshop
Eastside Elementary School

8266 Connally Drive

Douglasville, GA 30134

Monday, September 14, 2009 @ 10:00 AM
Landlord Workshop

Douglasville City Hall Conference Room A
6695 Church Street

Douglasville, GA 30134

Monday, September 14, 2009 @ 6:30 PM

“South of the Project (Railroad)” Community Workshop
Eastside Elementary School

8266 Connally Drive

Douglasville, GA 30134

Tuesday, September 15, 2009 @ 6:30 PM

“North of the Project (Railroady’ Community Workshop
Stewart Middle School

8138 Malone Street

Douglasville, GA 30314




Croy Engineering, LLC

Community Workshop Minutes

To: Files
From: Michelle Mclntosh.&‘(mr(

CC: Bill Osbome, Marcia Hampton, Jeff Noles, Jose Whited, Isaac Dodoo,
Stephen Maples, Peter Emmanuel, Wates Keller, Laura Rish, Emmanuelia
Myrthil, Greg Teague, Chris Rideout, Melanie Orr, Shigodta Freeman, Janet
Perez-Spinney, Lee Gould, Rebecca Collins

Date: September 2, 2009

Re: Projects STP00-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00(900)(901) and CSSTP-0007-
00(691), Douglas and Paulding Counties, Pl Numbers 720970, 0006900,

0006901 and 0007691 — Informative Workshop with the Big Lots Shopping
Center Community

An Informative Workshop was held with the Big Lots Shopping Center Community on
September 2, 2009, 6:30pm, at the Taqueria Jalisco Real Mexican Grill located at
8485 Hospital Drive in Douglasville. The meeting was advertised with flyers hand
delivered by City Representatives on August 31, 2009. For more information
regarding the flyer distribution and the gquestions, statements and/or concerns
received during the distribution, see Attachment 1.

The purpose of the September 2, 2009 Informative Workshop was fo provide
information to the Big Lots Shopping Center Community regarding the proposed SR
92 widening and reconstruction project and to obtain feedback regarding the potential
impacts to the community and how those impacts could be minimized. Please see
Attachment 2, SR 92 Community Workshop Sign-in Sheet, for the list of community
members who attended the workshop. The following is a list of the SR 92 Project
Management Team and staff members who attended the workshop: Bill Osborne,
City Manager; City Councilwoman Callye Burk Holmes; City Councilman Dennis
McLain; Marcia Hampton, Director, Community & Downtown Services; Jeff Noles,
Director, Development Services; Jose Whited, City of Douglasville; Wates Keller,
Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT); Laura Rish, GDOT,; Greg Teague,
Croy Engineering (Croy); Chris Rideout, Croy, Rebecca Collins, Croy; Lee Gould,

Croy; Janet Perez-Spinney, Croy; Shigodta Freeman, Croy; Melanie Ormr, Croy; and
Michelle Mcintosh, Croy.
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What's Your View on 927 information packages, with attached surveys and self
addressed stamped envelopes, were made available to community members in both
Spanish and English upon arrival at the workshop. The workshop was opened with
an introduction and workshop overview by Marcia Hampton, Douglasville’s Director
of Community and Downtown Services. A brief presentation providing the project
overview and timeline was then provided by Jeff Noles, Douglasville's Director of
Development Services and an overview of the right-of-way process was provided by
Wates Keller, GDOT. The floor was then opened for a question and answer period
and to provide the community members an opportunity to make project improvement
suggestions.

The following list summarizes the comments, guestions, concerns and suggestions
received from the community during the workshop. VWhere applicable, the response
provided at the meeting follows in italics.

1. The businesses will need to receive more than just help for moving. They will
need help regarding loss of customer base. When living from hand to mouth,
losing just a few customers a day can make a huge difference in the survival
of the business.

The goal is to assist the businesses in relocating with as little down time as
possible. GDOT will assist in a re-establishment reimbursement for new
signs and other moving incidentals. Assistance can be provided for improved
signage and advertising your new relocation. Information provided in the
GDOT pamphiet What Happens When Your Property Is Needed For A

Transportation Facility regarding reimbursements for businesses being
relocated was referenced.

2. Compensation for business loss and loss of customer base should come to
the business owners, not just the property owners.

Businesses would be compensated for a favorable lease hold value.
Information provided in the GDOT pamphlet What Happens When Your
Property Is Needed For A Transportation Facility regarding reimbursements
for businesses being relocated was referenced.

3. The businesses are dependent on the Hispanic population in the nearby
apartments, as well as their pedestrian customers, For these reasons,
relocation further than %2 mile from their current location would significantly
affect their customer base. Also, the Hispanic businesses depend on each
other. Can we move to a new |ocation together?

It was emphasized that the businesses would have the choice as fo where
they wish to relocate and that there are ample refocation options in the area.
It was also emphasized that the businesses would have assistance from the
GDOT and the City to find adequate replacement locations.
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4. How long will we have to move?

The night-of-way acquisition process will not begin until affer June, 2011.
After you receive a formal offer from GDOQOT, you will have no less than 90
days to move. However, often you have more time than that.

5. What happens if the project does not proceed as scheduled? Choo-choo
Barbecue moved 5 years ago because of the proposed project and nothing
ever happened.

The City and State have been charged with keeping this project moving as
scheduled. Funding has already been identified for this project so that
funding is not expected fo further slow the schedule. It was emphasized that
no one should be making plans to move at this time. Businesses should stay
where they are until contacted by GDOT {o receive relocation benefits.

6. What effects will project construction have on the businesses in the project
area that will not be displaced? The interchange project currently under
construction has affected the businesses in the area.

Since SR 92 will be reconstructed on new location through most of the
Douglasville area, construction impacts to businesses on the existing SR 92
roadway are expected to be limited.

7. How do we know the landlord is not lying to us about the project and the
schedule?

The landlords and tenants will receive simultaneous nofifications from the
GDOT.

8. The project looks to be a good and beneficial thing to the Douglasville
Community as a whole.

9. In 6 years, the economy could be even worse. We, as business men, have to
look out in the future 5 maybe 10 years. Right now, this project appears more

of a negative thing than a positive thing for the businessmen who will be
displaced.

10. What if our rent goes up at the new location?

Reimbursement is provided fo businesses during the first two years at the
replacement sife for increases in lease or rental charges.

In closing, it was emphasized to the community that this would not be the last meeting. The project
staff will consider and brain-storm the comments and concerns raised this evening and will get back

with the community. The importance of providing written feedback was again re-emphasized prior
to closing the workshop.
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Monday, August 31, 2009
Georgia Highway 92 Project

5:30 p.m.

I met with business owners at the shopping center on Hwy 92. Businesses visited are listed below:

Business Name: Business Address: Owner:

Big Lots #460 6031 Hwy 92 Big Lots, Inc.

PJ Collection 5989 Hwy 92 Mi Parle

M1J Tropical Foods 5987 Hwy 92 Maris Jacob
Martha S. Munoz-Rincon Latino 5983 Hwy 92 Martha Munoz
Beautiful Braids 5981 Hwy 92 Awa Thiam
Seven Venue, The 5975 Hwy 92 Lee Hart

Rental Express 5975 Hwy 92 Ste F Oak Park, Inc.
Fast Cash Pawn 5975 Hwy 92 Ste H Partners Fast Cash, Inc.
Dollar General #8138 5975 Hwy 92 Ste E Dolgencorp, Inc.
Simple Solutions Laundry Mat 5975 Hwy 92 Ste T Jason Mauldin
Panaderia Santa Elena Bakery 5975 Hwy 92 Ste L Danny Martinez
La Princesa Mexican Store 5975 Hwy 92 Ste N Irfan Bhayani

El Tacomiendo Mexican Restaurant #2 5975 Hwy 92 Ste O Felix Garcia

I distributed flyers inviting them to our workshop scheduled for Wednesday, September 2, 2009 @
6:30 p.m. @ Taqueria Jalisco (8485 Hospital Drive, Douglasville, Ga 30134)

While meeting with business ownets, the following questions, statements and/or concerns were

asked:

1.

oy Ln

What options are there?

Where do we relocate to?

Is there a certain area?

Is the City of Douglasville choosing a location for us?

Is there money to start back up?

How much money will the shopping center receive?

The lease will be higher in other places, the lease we have now is affordable.

Most of us have been here approximately 4 to 6 years, this is our productive time.
Businesses will lose money — the nearby apartments are the base of our clientele. The
clientele base is from 15 years past, our sales will be low for many years to come/a very
big loss for us/property owners will benefit not the small businesses.

If we are placed next to Kroger (for example) we will not make any money, we need to
be apart from big name stores, but yet nearby apartment complexes, mobile home parks,
etc.

By staying here without making plans of where we want to go and build our clientele is
like buying a lotto ticket.

The city or state should buy us out? We prefer to be bought out.

GDOT should take care of the small businessman, not just the property owners,

The Big Lots store and the Dollar Store will not hurt as much, they are established
business names.



11.

12.

This is a very old shopping center, to see that the area will be replaced with a beautiful
road and landscape will only beautify the City of Douglasville. Then the surrounding
homes, neighborhoods will take more pride in their city. This is a good change, it will
motivate people to keep up with the newness, to take care, and we need to support
projects such as these. This is just like someone getting a makeover, we need to look at
the positive side. This change will speak well for the city. We are all in the same circle,
we help one another.

We are very pleased with the Police Department here in Douglasville.

Smyrna had a change, the streets, the buildings downtown were upgraded and now that
area is absolutely beautiful.

A disadvantage is that [ want to put more money into my business, expand to hopefully
increase my revenue, but I fear I will lose even more money.

One tenant has a 15-year lease, other tenants only have 1 to 3 year leases and some are
up for renewal.
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Croy Engineering, LLC

Meeting Minutes

Subject: Project CSSTP-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00{900), CSSTP-0006-
00(901) and CSSTP-0007-00(691), P1 #s 720970, 0006900, 0006901
and 0007691, Douglas and Paulding Counties — The Widening and

Realignment of SR 92
Meeting Date: September 10, 2009 at 5:00 p.m.
Location: Alice | Hawthorne Community Center
Purpose: Stakeholder Training “For those not involved with the first training”

Attendees:

Marcia Hampton, Director, Community & Downtown Services
Jeff Noles, Director, Development Services

Peter Emmanuel, GDOT

Wates Keller, GDOT/Right-of-Way

Wesley Brock, GDOT/Right-of-Way

Virginia Leming, GDOT/Right-of-Way

Michelle McIntosh, Croy Engineering

Melanie Orr, Croy Engineering

e Because there was only a few attendees at this stakeholder training and because they trickled in at
different times, Marcia Hampton and Jeff Noles held a more informal training than previously. See
attached Key Stakeholder Training Minutes from 8.27.09 for more detailed information.

e (One attendee, Judy Merrit, brought up concerns about access to town and access to Highway 92 north
from her property on the northeast side of Brown Street. She also stated that she had been hearing
about this project for 12 years. She was also concerned about loss of value to her property. Lastly, she
expressed concern about emergency access to Brown Street. Jeff explained that once you can safely
cross the railroad tracks while a train is on the tracks, emergency access will be improved.

¢ The representative from Brighton Manor mentioned a concern about vehicular and pedestrian access
to and from Brighton Manor once the projectis complete.

o Other concerns include:

o Safe pedestrian access. Jeff explained that there would be 5 foot sidewalks along both sides of
the new roadway.

o Why cul-de-sac at the end of old SR 92 and creating a new tie-in to the new roadway? Jeff
explained that it was to create a safer situation. Multiple intersections close together create a
congestion issue. The new tie-in creates controlled access to and from old SR 92 and the new SR
92.

e The stakeholder training went straight into the workshop, which started at 6:30 p.m.

Pagelofl



Croy Engineering, LLC

Brown Street Community Workshop Minutes

To: Files
From: Michelle Mcintosh{’ m([

CC: Bill Osbomne, Marcia Hampton, Jeff Noles, Josie Whited, Isaac Dodoo,

Stephen Maples, Peter Emmanuel, Wates Keller, Laura Rish, Emmanuella
Myrthil, Greg Teague, Chris Rideout, Melanie Orr, Shigodta Freeman, Darion
Dunn, Lee Gould, Rebecca Collins

Date: September 10, 2009

Re: Projects STP00-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00(900)(901) and CSSTP-0007-

00(691), Douglas and Paulding Counties, Pl Numbers 720970, 0006900,
0006901 and 0007691 — Brown Street Community Involvement Workshop

An Involvement Workshop was held with the Brown Street Community on September
10, 2009, 6:30pm, at the Alice Hawthorne Community Center at Jessie Davis Park,
7775 Malone Street in Douglasville. The meeting was advertised with flyers hand
delivered by City Representatives on August 31, 2008. For more information
regarding the flyer distribution and the questions, statements and/or concerns
received during the distribution, see Attachment 1.

The purpose of the September 10, 2009 Informative Workshop was to provide
information to the Brown Street Community regarding the proposed SR 92 widening
and reconstruction project and to obfain feedback regarding the potential impacts to
the community and how those impacts could be minimized. The following is a list of
the SR 92 Project Management Team and staff members who attended the
workshop: Bill Osborne, City Manager; City Councilwoman Cailye Burk Holmes;
Marcia Hampton, Director, Community & Downtown Services; Jeff Noles, Director,
Development Services; Peter Emmanuel, Georgia Department of Transportation
(GDOT); Wates Keller, Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT); Greg
Teague, Croy Engineering (Croy); Rebecca Collins, Croy; Lee Gould, Croy; Darion
Dunn, Croy; Shigodta Freeman, Croy; Melanie Orr, Croy; and Michelle Mclintosh,
Croy. For more information regarding the meeting format, see Georgia Highway 92
Informative Workshop Agenda, Attachment 2.

What's Your View on 927 information packages, with atiached surveys and self
addressed stamped envelopes, were made available to community members in both
Spanish and English upon arrival at the workshop. For the list of community
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members who attended the workshop see the SR 92 Community Workshop Sign-in
Sheet, Attachment 3.

The workshop was opened with an introduction and workshop overview by Marcia
Hampton, Douglasville's Director of Community and Downtown Services. Ms.
Hampton emphasized the importance of filling out the survey forms. A presentation
providing the project overview was then provided by Jeff Noles, Douglasville’s
Director of Development Services. In addition to “walking” the community members
through the project layout, Mr. Noles discussed the before and after renderings with
community members. The floor was then opened for a question and answer period
and to provide the community members an opportunity to make project improvement
suggestions.

The following list summarizes the comments, questions, concems and suggestions
received from the community during the workshop. Where applicable, the response
provided at the meeting follows in italics.

1. How will the people north of the Railroad and along Brown Street get access
into town? How will the people along Brown Street get to the Rose Avenue
area? How will we get from southbound SR 92 to US 787 How will we get to
our churches and our community?

Access from the new roadway to Brown Street and Strickland Street will be
provided just north of Strickland Street. The upgraded McCarley crossing can
be used to cross the tracks in the downtown area. To access US 78/Broad
Street, you will proceed south under Strickland, the Railroad, and US 78, take
a left on the new access road, and access US 78 from there. Pedestrian
access fo downtown will also be improved.

2. So all the other crossings will be closed?

As part of the proposed project the Brown Street, Mozley Street and
Campbeliton Street crossings will be closed. The McCarley Street crossing
will be shifted sfightly to the west and upgraded fo accommodate additional
traffic. The Rose Avenue crossing just west of Chicago Avenue will remain
the same.

3. What will you do with the Strickland Street traffic and the people who want to
cross the tracks during construction?

The proposed raifroad crossing closures will not occur until after the new road
is open to lraffic. We do not anticipate too much ftraffic control issues such as
re-direction since most of the proposed roadway is on new location. The
existing routes will be used during construction. If there are unexpected traffic
issues during construction, we will address them as needed.

® Page 2



10.

1.

® Page 3

What about the people in the Cone, Green, Colquitt Street areas who do not
want to move, don't want a new mortgage, and don’t want to live on the new
road? Consider putting cul-de-sacs on Cone and Green Streets so that an
intersection with a traffic signal can be constructed at Colquitt Street and
noise walls can be included along Cone and Green.

That is why it is important that you provide your written comments now, so
that we can try to address some of your concerns and incorporate solutions
into the project.

There is too much distance between the proposed fraffic signals at Malone
Sireet and Ellis Streets. There are not enough proposed pedestrian
crossings in this area either. It will be difficult for the children to get back and
forth between the houses and the park.

Will the driveway tie-ins be replaced?
Yes.

What happens if someone does not want to take GDOT'’s offer? What
happens if they just don't want to move?

GDOT will do everything that it can to come up with a fair resolution with the
property owner and avoid condemnation.

Where will the 6 lane section end?

The 6-lane section will continue north, as part of phase 4, to Bill Carruth
Parkway. Phase 4 will continue with 4-lanes to Nebo Road where the project
will end.

How will the buses from Stewart Middle School get access to the new
roadway?

Access from Stewart Middle Schoo! will be improved. Access will be provided
on Malone Street and from Dallas Highway.

What will the lighting be like?

Lighting in the area would be improved by lighting along the proposed
corridor.

Why are you going under rather than over the railroad?

To improve access to the new roadway at the same approximate cost. An
overpass limits the access to the new roadway for a greater distance than the
underpass. There is less isolation with an underpass.



12.But once the Mozley crossing is closed, won't the people on Strickland be
even more isolated?

It is anticipated that access to and from the area will be improved. There wilf
be improved pedestrian access, a railroad crossing upgrade at McCarley, and
the new grade separated crossing. Also, since Strickland Street will no longer
be on a truck route, fraffic flow should improve on Strickland.

13. Will the project improve the parking situation downtown?

The City plans fo improve the parking situation downfown prior to
implementation of the SR 92 roadway project. The City does not expect
parking to be a problem by the time this project goes to construction.

14. How much space will be between the houses and the proposed noise walls?
They are very unattractive.

That level of detail is not yet avaifable; however, a vegetative buffer to shield
the wall visually from the residences wilf be considered.

After the Question/Answer and Comment Period, there was a recap of the project positives, project
negatives, and what is missing from the project as identified by the attendees. Positives identified
included the following: opportunities for more businesses in the area, a grade separated railroad
crossing will improve traffic flow when the train is on the tracks and will improve safety for
emergency vehicles to pass, the new route is good, the new road is a positive for Douglasville, the
project will reduce traffic on Brown Street, the project will reduce truck traffic on Strickland Street,
the proposed cul-de-sac on Dallas Highway will reduce holiday traffic on Dallas Highway, the
proposed road will be as nice to use as the new SR 92 bridge at 1-20, the new roadway will improve
lighting and aesthetics in the area. Negatives identified included the following: the people on the
east side of existing Brown Street will be cut off and will have poor access, the children need better
access between the east and west side of the new roadway for access to the park, some properties
owners whose parcels would be partially impacted would rather be bought out than stay there, and
the noise barriers are very unatiractive. The workshop attendees identified the following as being
missing from the current plan: crosswalks for children to schools and parks, a pedestrian bridge,
access for Cone, Green and Colquitt Streets, and a traffic signal at Colquitt Street.

An overview of the right-of-way process was then provided by Wates Keller of GDOT. Several
additional questions and comments were received during the right-of-way overview.

15. Has any right-of-way been acquired yet?

By Federal law, we cannot proceed to right-of-way acquisition until the
environmental process is complete. We do not expect to begin the right-of-
way acquisition phase untif June 2011.

16. Do the tenants have any say about the sale of their rental property?

® Page 4



No, but the tenants will receive assistance for the move and they will be
informed of the offer simuftaneous with the landlord.

17. Are comparables used to determine Fair Market Value? Are foreclosures
included in the comparables?

Yes, comparables are used fo determine Fair Market Value. However,
generally, appraisers usually do not use foreclosures for comparables, but
must consider the market of which foreclosures are a part.

In closing, it was emphasized to the community that this would not be the last meeting. The project
staff will consider and brain-storm the comments and concerns raised this evening and will get back
with the community. The importance of providing written feedback was again re-emphasized prior

to closing the workshop.

mm
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Tuesday, September 1, 2009
Georgia Highway 92 Project
3:30 PM

Marcia Hampton and Esau Birdsong met and delivered flyers to the following residents in and
around the Brown Street Community

Name of Resident:

Address Phone Number:
Amanda Cowins 7840 Dallas Highway A (770) 942 6266
Ruby Cowins 7840 Dallas Highway B (770) 942 0451
Sharlen and Linda Bennett 6646 Brown Street (770) 942 3511
Verdean Griggs 7959 Cone Street (770) 942 7049
Gloria Brown 7949 Cone Street (770) 949 3933
Mary Zachary 6570 Brown Street (404) 625 5965
Vergil Wells 7947 Green Street (770) 942 2800
Jean Campbell 7997 Green Street (770) 942 5944
Deonn Lindsey 6521 Brown Street (678) 850 7178
Lavatta Polk 7971 Colquitt Street (770) 942 3151
Carl Hair 6463 Brown Street (770) 942 2716
Alene Johnson 6411 Brown Street (678) 715 0077
Judy Meridth 6415 Brown Street No Number given
Rose Matthew 6399 Brown Street (770) 942 3820
Betty & James Sander 6390 Brown Street (770) 949 1153
Veron Watts 6378 Brown Street (770) 489 5501

Nick Harrison
Walter Craig
Nykoa Collette

These flyers were distributed explicitly for the residents within this community. It was explained to
the residents that this workshop was intended to get their comments on how to make this project

better.

Didn’t known the address
6315 Brown Street
6309 Brown Street

(678) 381 3426
(770) 942 0924
(770) 489 1274

Listed below are some of the concerns addressed by residents during our visits:

gl AN I e

neighbors?

All residents providing phone numbers requested a phone call reminder of the workshop scheduled
for September 10, 2009 at 6:30 PM at the Alice Hawthorne Center located at Jessie Davis Park.

When will the project take place?

Where is the road really going?

How am I going to access the “New 9279

Will there be sound barriers in front of my house?
How will people be able to access Brown Street once the road is put in?
Will all the trees be taken down?
Will someone be at the meeting to talk to me about my individual concerns?
How big is this road actually going to be?

Am I going to be treated fairly during this process?
0. Why is the road taking the path that it’s taken? Why is my home chosen and not one of my



Georgia Highway 92
Informative Workshop Agenda
Thursday, September 10, 2009

6:30 PM — 8:00 PM

Jessie Davis Park
Alice Hawthorne Center
7775 Malone Street
Douglasville, GA 30134

. Introductions

. Review Meeting Importance

. Timeline and Concept Plan Review

. Questions or Comments

. Begin Completing Comment Forms
. Right-of-way Briefing

. Final Comments or Questions

. Completion and Collection of Comment Forms

. Adjourn
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Croy Engineering, LLC

Fulgham Drive Area Community Workshop Minutes

To: Files /,
From: Michelle Mclntosh,.f\{u.\ [

CC: Bill Osborne, Marcia Hampton, Jeff Noles, Isaac Dodoo, Stephen Maples,
Peter Emmanuel, Chester Thomas, Wates Keller, Laura Rish, Emmanuella

Myrthil, Greg Teague, Chris Rideout, Melanie Orr, Shigodta Freeman, Darion
Dunn, Lee Gould, Rebecca Collins

Date: September 12, 2009

Re: Projects STP00-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00(200)(901) and CSSTP-0007-
00(691), Douglas and Paulding Counties, Pl Numbers 720970, 0006900,

0006901 and 0007691 — Fulgham Drive Area Community informative
Workshop

An Informative Workshop was held with the community from the Fulgham Drive area
at 12:00pm on Saturday, September 12, 2008, at the Eastside Elementary School
located at 8266 Connally Drive in Douglasville. The meeting was advertised with
flyers hand delivered door to door by City Representatives. For more information
regarding advertisement of the workshop, see Attachment 1.

The purpose of the September 12, 2009 Informative Workshop was to provide
information fo the community in the Fulgham Drive area regarding the proposed SR
92 widening and reconstruction project and to obtain feedback regarding the potential
impacts to the community and how those impacts could be minimized. The following
is a list of the SR 92 Project Management Team and staff members who attended
the workshop: City Councilwoman Callye Burk Holmes; Marcia Hampton, Director,
Community & Downtown Services; Jeff Noles, Director, Development Services; Peter
Emmanuel, Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT); Chester Thomas,
GDOT; Wates Keller, GDOT; Wesley Brock, GDOT; Chris Rideout, Croy Engineering
{(Croy); Darion Dunn, Croy; Melanie Orr, Croy; and Michelle Mcintosh, Croy. For

more information regarding the meeting format, see Georgia Highway 92 Informative
Workshop Agenda, Attachment 2.

What's Your View on 927 Information Packages, with attached surveys and self
addressed stamped envelopes, were made available to community members in both
Spanish and English upon arrival at the workshop. For the list of community

members who attended the workshop see the SR 92 Community Workshop Sign-in
Sheet, Attachment 3.
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The workshop was opened with an introduction and workshop overview by Marcia
Hampton, Douglasville’s Director of Community and Downtown Services. Ms.
Hampton emphasized the importance of filling out the survey forms. A presentation
providing the project overview was then provided by Jeff Noles, Douglasville's
Director of Development Services. Mr. Noles informed the public of the current
schedule and where we are in project development. In addition to “walking” the
community members through the project layout, Mr. Noles discussed the before and
after renderings with community members. The floor was then opened for a question
and answer period and to provide the community members an opportunity to make
project improvement suggestions. Wates Keller and Wesley Brock from the GDOT
Office of Right-of-way were also in attendance to address any right-of-way questions
that the public might have. Chester Thomas from GDOT Office of Urban Design was
in attendance to provide Spanish translations if needed.

The following list summarizes the comments, questions, concerns and suggestions
received from the community during the workshop. Where applicable, the response
provided at the meeting follows in italics.

1. The highway traffic will increase in the residential areas adjacent to the
proposed roadway.

2. The proposed cul-de-sac on Dorsett Street will redirect down Hill Street.

3. It is important to lower speeds in the residential areas east and west of the
proposed roadway. Speed bumps or some other traffic slowing mechanism
are needed.

4. Speed bumps should be placed in residential areas well before the new road

is opened to traffic so that drivers will know not to use residential areas as a
“cut through.”

This is a good opportunity for economic development in the area.
The new roadway is good looking.

Consider landscaping at noise walls to improve aesthetics.

© ~N © o

Why don’t you put the new road where the old mill is and clean up that
eyesore?

9. Need safe vehicular and pedestrian access east and west side of proposed
roadway.

10. We need good pedestrian accommodations.
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After the Question/Answer and Comment Period, there was a recap of the project positives, project
negatives, and what is missing from the project as identified by the attendees. The positives
identified at the meeting included: the opportunity for economic development in the area and the
proposed roadway is visually appealing. The primary negative identified at the workshop is with
regard fo increased highway traffic in residential areas east and west of the roadway. The
workshop attendees identified the following as being missing from the current plan: speed bumps or
some other speed slowing mechanism in residential areas, placement of speed bumps or other
speed slowing mechanism in residential areas before new roadway is opened to traffic,
landscaping for noise wall aesthetics, and consider realigning roadway through the mill.

In closing, it was emphasized to the community that this would not be the last meeting. The project
staff will consider the comments and concems raised this evening and will get back with the
community. The importance of providing written feedback was again re-emphasized prior to
closing the workshop. '

mm
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Thursday, September 3, 2009
Georgia Highway 92 Project
2:30 PM

Marcia Hampton and Sharon Nettles met and delivered flyers to residents in and around the
Fulgham Drive area. Flyers were delivered to four residents who were home. The residents did not
want fo give their names because they were renting, All indicated they would attend the meeting.
All other flyers were placed on the doors of the homes.

After further discussion with Ms. Nettles, flyers will be delivered to residents along Dorsett Street,
Cooper Street and Ellis Street. Because most of the individuals that live on this street are renters,
many may not want to give their names to a City Official. Many of the individuals work during the
day and there are many vacant units in this community. Efforts will be placed upon getting in touch
with landlords to encourage them to come to the meeting scheduled for landlords.

Early next week we will have our Maintenance and Sanitation Department hand deliver flyers to the
surrounding area for a second time to be certain we have not left anyone out. This has been a very
effective method of getting the word out in the past. One other resource we will use to get the word
out is to request special permission from Douglas County School System to have flyers sent home
with students at Eastside Elementary School and Burnett Elementary for their parents.

By September 9, 2009 we will place phone calls to ensure that we have disseminated as much
information as possible about the September 12, 2009 Community Involvement Workshop.



Georgia Highway 92
Informative Workshop Agenda
Saturday, September 12, 2009
12:00 PM - 1:30 PM

Eastside Elementary School Cafeteria
8266 Connally Drive
Douglasville, GA 30134

. Introductions and Meeting Overview

. Project Overview and Timeline

. Right-of-way Process Overview

. Questions and Answers

. Other Project Improvement Suggestions

. Closing Comments
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Croy Engineering, LLC

Landlord Community Workshop Minutes

To: Files
From: Michelle I\/Iclntosﬁ‘(\M

CC: Bill Osborne, Marcia Hampton, Jeff Noles, Isaac Dodoo, Stephen Maples,

Peter Emmanuel, Wates Keller, Laura Rish, Greg Teague, Chris Rideout,
Melanie Orr

Date: September 14, 2009

Re: Projects STP00-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00(800)(901) and CSSTP-0007-

00(691), Douglas and Paulding Counties, Pl Numbers 720970, 0006900,
0006901 and 0007691 — Landlord Community Involvement Workshop

A meeting was held with owners of rental property along the proposed SR 92 corridor
that would be directly impacted by the project. The meeting was held at the
Douglasville City Hall at 10:00am on Monday, September 14, 2008. The rental
property owners along the corridor were contacted and informed about the meeting
via personal phone calls by City Representatives.

The purpose of the September 14, 2009 meeting was to provide information
regarding the proposed SR 92 widening and reconstruction project and to obtain
feedback regarding the potential impacts to the community and how those impacts
could be minimized. The following is a list of the SR 92 Project Management Team
and staff members who attended the workshop: Marcia Hampton, Director,
Community & Downtown Services; Jeff Noles, Director, Development Services; Peter
Emmanuel, Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT); Wates Keller, GDOT:
Wesley Brock, GDOT; Chris Rideout, Croy Engineering (Croy); Melanie Orr, Croy;
and Michelle Mcintosh, Croy. For more information regarding the meeting format,
see Georgia Highway 92 Landlord Meeting Agenda, Attachment 1. During the
meeting it was emphasized by Ms. Hampton, Mr. Noles and Peter Emmanuel that
we are unable at this time to discuss specific property impacts due to the limitations

of the concept drawings. The purpose of this meeting is to discuss how the roadway
will flow through and impact the community.

What's Your View on 927 information packages, with aftached surveys and self
addressed stamped envelopes, were made available to meeting attendees in both
Spanish and English upon arrival at the workshop. For the list of community
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members who attended the workshop see the SR 92 Community Workshop Sign-in
Sheet, Attachment 2.

The meeting was opened with an introduction and meeting overview by Marcia
Hampton, Douglasville's Director of Community and Downtown Services. Ms.
Hampton explained the information that could be found in the information package,
emphasized the importance of filing out the survey forms, and informed the
attendees of the upcoming meetings. Mr. Jeff Noles, Douglasville’s Director of
Development Services then provided information regarding the project schedule and
where we are in the process. He then “walked” the attendees through the project
layouts and before/after renderings. The floor was then opened for a question and
answer period and to provide attendees an opportunity to make project improvement
suggestions. Wates Keller and Wesley Brock from the GDOT Office of Right-of-way
were also in atiendance to address any right-of-way questions that the meeting
attendees might have.

The following list summarizes the comments, questions, concems and suggestions

received from the meeting. Where applicable, the response provided at the meeting
follows in italics.

1. Why are you building a cul-de-sac on Dorsett Street? Why don't you just
connect it to the new access road?

For safety reasons, the infersection of Dorsett Street with the access road
would be too close to the access road/SR 92 intersection.

2. Why are you constructing an underpass rather than an overpass?

An overpass restricts connectivity with the surrounding community for a
greater distance than an underpass.

Consider putting some of these questions and answers in the newspaper.
We need more parks and trees.

Wil Hill Street be affected? No.

Will there be a light at Cooper Street? Yes.

N o W

How will access be provided to the businesses located on the west side of
existing SR 92 and just south of Hospital Drive?

We will provide access between the businesses and the new roadway. The
specifics on the best way fo achieve that will not be determined until the
design stage of the project.

8. How often do these plans change? The hotel that | own was affected by the
SR 92/1-20 interchange project and last minute changes were detrimental.
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It is not expected that the plans will change again. Be sure to put your
comments regarding your past history with GDOT in writing. Right now we
need feedback regarding the community impacts.

9. It is important that we keep the businesses and development here in
Douglas County.

10. I'am ready to get this over with. You are dealing with my old age.

11. 1 own four properties on Fulgham Drive that | still owe money on. What's left
Is supposed to be my retirement.

12. I cannot lease my rental property with everything in the air. Move forward or
pull the plug on the project.

We have the funding now, the project will continue to move forward.

13. We are not upgrading or improving our rental property because we know that
the GDOT will not pay us for the improvements. You need to make us an
offer on the property now.

Federal law requires that we complete the environmental analysis phase of
the project before we can proceed to right-of-way negofiations.

14. Will we be provided compensation for this time that we haven’t been able to
rent our property out?

No, the federal law does not alfow for that.
15. Will you compensate us according to the tax appraisal value?

No, you will be compensated based on fair market value as determined by
appraisers.

16. Who makes the decision on whether or not the parcel is considered a total
take or a complete take? Can | keep the remnant if | want?

The GDOT will determine if the remaining parcel is considered un-
developable (an un-economic remnant). If the remaining parcel is
defermined fo be un-developable, the GDOT will make an offer on the
remainder of the parcel. It will be up to the land owner as to whether or not
they will accept the offer or hold the property.

17. We need good pedestrian accommodations.

The importance of providing written feedback was again re-emphasized prior to closing the
workshop.

mm
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Georgia Highway 92
Landlord Meeting Agenda
Monday, September 14, 2009
10:00 AM —11:00 AM

Douglasville City Hall
Conference Room A
6695 Church Street

Douglasville, GA 30134

. Introductions and Meeting Overview
. Project Overview and Timeline

. Right-of-way Process Overview

. Questions and Answers

. Project Improvement Suggestions

. Closing Comments

. Adjourn



LS “hpb~osL T gcd Uv(f.,c*/@ _.wl’.c{’#_ﬂc;{uv \\g (a(]ﬂflﬂw (}3 [y

Jﬁé\f T 434d,g.“ﬂ ~NE T

:,umnmm bmz?;uﬂ&:w\u@ gai«e,@\(\ﬁ\& EThamry J%_R \uw\%ﬁ%%

Ay o A
/ wﬂbt %W E %ﬁ& Fo oy A

S \\@w 755 g e =Y E AT ;Jt\SiV\ Amx\\ 7

A \...V%

u\z@\as\f& ) \\ 7 3\)\ @JQ

Borsh -bhL 1
aos gl "L T EOERO nevee PN ORIV SSRGS :%xﬁ,ajq(m Y
rsephe PV ATTIPE G oet 2 o0 TGP S R AL Rt FREehi9) ) ES__% il Q
ol L \@i&;mt\ﬂﬁaﬁ i
("070 ‘ssouIsng ‘JUIWIYSHEISH sno1Ey o'y
UAANNN SSTIAAY NVIND S|IHaAayv ONLLNASIRI /A TLIL TNVN
INTId SV Td

165000 PI 1069000 ‘0069000 ‘0L60ZL 54 1d (169)00-L000-dXS8D puz (106)006)00-9000-d 58D L110)10-9810-004.LS 120044

W W0oy aouammuo) By olle}
600T “p1 Jaquadeg

LAAHS NI-NDIS JOHSHIOM ALINNAINOD T6 A8



Croy Engineering, LLC

North of the Railroad Community Workshop Minutes

To: Files
From: Michelle Mcintosh

CC: Bill Osborne, Marcia Hampton, Jeff Noles, Isaac Dodoo, Stephen Maples,
Peter Emmanuel, Wates Keller, Laura Rish, Greg Teague, Chris Rideout,

Darion Dunn, Shigodta Freeman, Lee Gould, Janet Perez-Spinney, Melanie
Orr

Date: Septiember 15, 2009

Re: Projects STP00-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00(900)(901) and CSSTP-0007-
00(691), Douglas and Paulding Counties, Pl Numbers 720970, 0006900,

0006901 and 0007691 — North of the Railroad Community Informative
Workshop

An informative workshop was held for community members located in the general
project area north of the railroad. The meeting was held at the Stewart Middle
School Gymnasium at 6:30pm on Tuesday, September 15, 2009. The workshop
was advertised with flyers hand delivered door to door by trained key stakeholders.
Flyers were also sent home with the children at the schools in the area.

The purpose of the September 15, 2009 Informative Workshop was to provide
information regarding the proposed SR 92 widening and reconstruction project and to
obtain feedback regarding the potential impacts to the community and how those
impacts could be minimized. Although the workshop was opened to all community
members, the workshop was planned primarily to reach members of the community
north of the railroad who would be indirectly impacted by the project. The following is
a list of the SR 92 Project Management Team and staff members who attended the
workshop: Bill Osborme, City Manager; Marcia Hampton, Director, Community &
Downtown Services; Jeff Noles, Director, Development Services; Peter Emmanuel,
Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT); Wates Keller, GDOT; Wesley Brock,
GDOT; Greg Teague, Croy Engineering (Croy); Chris Rideout, Croy; Shigodta
Freeman, Croy; Janet Perez-Spinney, Croy; Lee Gould, Croy; Darion Dunn, Croy;
Melanie Orr, Croy; and Michelle Mclntosh, Croy. For more information regarding the

workshop format, see Georgia Highway 92 Informative Workshop Agenda,
Attachment 1.
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What's Your View on 927 Information Packages in English and Spanish were made
available to meeting attendees as well as information receipts, surveys and self
addressed stamped envelopes. For the list of community members who attended
the workshop, see SR 92 Community Workshop Sign-in Sheet, Attachment 2.

The meeting was opened with an infroduction and workshop overview by Marcia
Hampton, Douglasville’s Director of Community and Downtown Services. Ms.
Hampton explained the information that could be found in the information package,
emphasized the importance of filling out the survey forms, and informed the
attendees of the upcoming Public Information Open House (PIOH) scheduled for
October 20, 2009. Jeff Noles, Douglasville's Director of Development Services, then
provided information regarding the project schedule and where we are in the
process. He then “walked" the attendees through the project layouts, before/after
renderings, schematic of the proposed railroad crossing changes in the downtown
area, and a Google Earth “flyover” of the proposed project. Mr. Noles emphasized
that we are unable at this time to discuss specific property impacts due to the
limitations of the concept drawings and that the purpose of this meeting is to discuss
how the roadway will flow through and impact the community.

The floor was then opened for a question and answer period and to provide
attendees an opportunity to make project improvement suggestions, Wates Keller
and Wesley Brock from the GDOT Office of Right-of-way were also in attendance to
address any right-of-way questions that the meeting attendees might have. The
following list summarizes the comments, questions, concerns and suggestions
received from the meeting. Where applicable, the response provided at the meeting

follows in italics.
1. Why is the project phased in this order?

Phase 1, which would construct the three underpass bridges of Broad Street.
the railroad and Strickland Street, will take the longest to construct. The
project has been phased this way so that all three phases would be
completed at approximately the same time.

2. Is the funding for all three phases in place? Yes.
3. What is the estimated completion date for the project?

We are not sure at this time; however, we are currently scheduled to begin
construction in 2015.

4. What is the matching for federal and local funds?

The Federal Highway Administration will pay for the construction. The City is
responsible for the Environmental Assessment and has funded it.
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10.
1.

12.

13.
14.

® Page 3

Will access be provided for those businesses on the west side of existing SR
92/Fairburn Road that are south of Hospital Drive?

Access will be provided. However, the specifics of how will not be worked out
until the design phase of the project.

Will Zion Hill, the church on Colquitt Street, be affected by the project?

Not directly, however, access fto the church will be improved, particularly if a
traffic signal is added fo the project at Colquitt Street.

Could you please address the railroad crossings?

There will be three vehicle crossings: the new grade-separated crossing, the
upgraded McCarley Street crossing, and the Rase Avenue crossing which will
not be affected by the project. Pedestrian access will be provided at afl three
vehicular crossings. There will also be pedestrian crossings at the vehicle
crossing closures at Mozley, Brown and Campbeliton Streets. Alf pedestrian
crossings will be wheelchair accessible.

What is the distance of the new location section and how many traffic signals
are proposed along that stretch?

The distance is approximately 2.7 miles and nine (9) traffic signals are
currently proposed along that stretch.

Will the lights reduce speeds on the corridor? Is that why you are doing it?
It is one of the reasons; however, there are also other factors involved.
What will the speed iimit be? 45 miles per hour.

Wil the proposed roadway have sidewalks?

Yes, there will be a 10 foot multi-use trail on one side and a 5 foot sidewalk on
the other side.

What about sidewalks on existing Dallas Highway?

The City has another project in the current plan that would include providing
ADA compliant sidewalks and lighting along Daflas Highway.

Consider providing landscaping in the median.

Consider providing pedestrian access between the proposed cul-de-sac on
Dallas Highway and the new tie-in to Dallas Highway so that pedestrians from

the Lake Ridge area will not have to walk south to the new SR 92 roadway to
get access to Dallas Highway.



15.

16.
17.

18.

19.

20,

21.
22,

23.
24.

25.

Consider providing pedestrian access between the proposed Davis Drive ant
the new SR 92 roadway.

Is there a plan to redo all of the old roads in the area? No.

Will the road attract businesses?

We know there will be an affect but it cannof be measured at this time.
Will the project affect the bus routes?

They shouldn’t be affected since the project will maintain access to schools
and all existing roads.

What affect will the project have to downtown businesses?

The majority of businesses downfown are destination businesses, meaning
people drive fo the downtown specifically to patronize specific businesses. By
and large, the business community has supported the project because it will
remove the congestion downtown caused by through traffic and enable the
downtown businesses fo thrive. The project is supported by the Chamber of
Commerce and the Downtown Development Authority.

Consider providing landscaping and signage so that there will be a “gateway”
for those coming from the north into the downtown area.

Hopefully, this project will create a more cohesive downtown area.

Consider providing wheelchair accessible pedestrian facilities from Avalon
Township to the hospital.

Consider making existing Dallas Highway into town more pedestrian friendly.

How far will the lighting go?
Lighting will extend down the entire project corridor.

The existing railroad crossing at Rose Avenue already functions awkwardly.
The project will increase traffic and the problems at that railroad crossing.

The City hopes to improve that crossing under a different project and will try to
move the schedule up fo accommodate the SR 92 project. However, the
newly upgraded McCarley Street crossing is expected to replace the existing
Campbeliton Street crossing and traffic at the Rose Avenue crossing is not
expected to increase.
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26. The traffic during construction will be bad. How long will it take to build the
project?

The project will take approximately 5 years fo construct: however, since most
of the project is on new location, we only expect construction problems in the
areas where the new road would tie-in fo the existing road.

27. The project needs to be completed now. Push up the dates.
28. The project wilf provide smooth, unimpeded traffic flow to the hospital.
29. Will there be a lot of people moved where the road is going?

All of the red dots shown on the map represent displaced homes.

The importance of providing written feedback was again re-emphasized prior to
closing the workshop. It was also emphasized that we need everyone to attend the
PICH scheduled for October 20, 2009, even the people that have already attended
one of the smaller meetings.

mm
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7.

8.

Georgia Highway 92
Informative Workshop Agenda
“North of the Project”
Tuesday, September 15, 2009
6:30 PM —8:00 PM

Stewart Middle School Cafeteria
8138 Malone Street
Douglasville, GA 30134

Introductions

Review Meeting Importance

. Timeline and Concept Plan Review

Questions or Comments

Begin Completing Comment Forms
Suggestions for Project Improvements
Additional Comments or Questions

Closing Comments & Adjourn

* Turn in comment forms prior to leaving,
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Croy Engineering, LLC

South of the Railroad Community Workshop Minutes

To: Files
From: Michelle Mclntosh

CC: Bill Osborne, Marcia Hampton, Jeff Noles, Isaac Dodoo, Stephen Maples,
Peter Emmanuel, Wates Keller, Laura Rish, Greg Teague, Chris Rideout,

Darion Dunn, Shigodta Freeman, Lee Gould, Janet Perez-Spinney, Melanie
Orr

Date: September 14, 2009

Re: Projects STP00-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00(900)(901) and CSSTP-0007-
00(691), Douglas and Paulding Counties, Pl Numbers 720970, 0006900,

0006901 and 0007691 — South of the Railroad Community Informative
Workshop

An informative workshop was held for community members located in the general
project area south of the railroad. The meeting was held at the Eastside Elementary
School Cafeteria at 6:30pm on Monday, September 14, 2009. The workshop was
advertised with flyers hand delivered door to door by trained key stakeholders.
Fiyers were also sent home with the children at the schools in the area.

The purpose of the September 14, 2009 informative Workshop was to provide
information regarding the proposed SR 92 widening and reconstruction project and to
obtain feedback regarding the potential impacts to the community and how those
impacts could be minimized. Although the workshop was opened to all community
members, the workshop was planned primarily to reach members of the community
south of the railroad who would be indirectly impacted by the project. The following is
a list of the SR 92 Project Management Team and staff members who attended the
workshop: Bill Osborne, City Manager; Marcia Hampton, Director, Community &
Downtown Services; Jeff Noles, Director, Development Services; Peter Emmanuel,
Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT); Wates Keller, GDOT; Wesley Brock,
GDOQOT; Chris Rideout, Croy Engineering (Croy); Shigodta Freeman, Croy; Janet
Perez-Spinney, Croy; Lee Gould, Croy; Darion Dunn, Croy; Melanie Orr, Croy; and
Michelle Mcintosh, Croy. For more information regarding the workshop format, see
Georgia Highway 82 Informative Workshop Agenda, Attachment 1.
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What's Your View on 927 Information Packages in English and Spanish were made
available to meeting attendees as well as information receipts, surveys and self
addressed stamped envelopes. For the list of community members who attended
the workshop, see SR 92 Community Workshop Sign-in Sheet, Attachment 2.

The meeting was opened with an introduction and workshop overview by Marcia
Hampton, Douglasville’s Director of Community and Downtown Services. Ms.
Hampton explained the information that could be found in the information package,
emphasized the importance of filling out the survey forms, and informed the
attendees of the upcoming meeting. Mr. Jeff Noles, Douglasville's Director of
Development Services, then provided information regarding the project schedule and
where we are in the process. He then “walked” the attendees through the project
layouts and before/after renderings. The floor was then opened for a question and

answer period and to provide attendees an opportunity to make project improvement
suggestions.

Wates Keller and Wesley Brock from the GDOT Office of Right-of-way were also in
attendance to address any right-of-way questions that the meeting attendees might
have. During the meeting it was emphasized by Ms. Hampton, Mr. Noles and Peter
Emmanuel that we are unable at this time to discuss specific property impacts due to
the limitations of the concept drawings and that the purpose of this meeting is to
discuss how the roadway will flow through and impact the community.

The following list summarizes the comments, questions, concerns and suggestions

received from the meeting. Where applicable, the response provided at the meeting
follows in italics.

1. Why are you having so many meetings?

Although the public has been overall supportive of the project due to its critical
need and there has been no significant opposition, the Federal Highway
Administration feels that more community input is needed before we can
proceed to the next stage of project development.

2. There is an asphalt refinery located on Strickland Street just west of the
proposed SR 92 alignment. If the asphalt trucks continue to use Strickland
Street it will affect the effectiveness of the project. Consider providing direct
access to US 78 for the asphalt refinery.

3. There is a small park in the Mill Village that lacks a lot of the amenities that
other city parks have. Also, the old Mill is in considerable disrepair such that it
is a safety concern and an eyesore. The commentor also assumes that the
property is contaminated. Consider replacing the mill with a community park.
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4. How many vehicular railroad crossings will we have downtown when the
project is completed?

Three — the new grade-separated crossing, the upgraded McCarley Street
crossing, and the Rose Avenue crossing which will not be affected by the
project.

5. We need more than ample pedestrian access across the railroad. How will
pedestrians cross the railroad downtown?

There will be pedestrian access at alf three vehicular crossings. There will

also be pedestrian crossings at the vehicle crossing closures at Mozley,
Brown and Campbelfiton Streets.

6. What is the projected boost to the economy as a result of the project?
We know it will have an effect but it cannot be measured at this time.
7. Do you live or work in Douglasville? Do you know Douglasville?
We live here, we work here, and we know Douglasville.

8. How will the traffic on Dallas Highway get to Campbellton Street and
downtown?

They will take Dallas Highway fo Strickland Street, Strickland Street fo
McCartey Streef, and then cross the fracks on McCarley Street.

8. How will this project affect downtown business?

The majority of businesses downtown are destination businesses, meaning
people drive fo the downfown specifically to patronize specific businesses. By
and large, the business community has supported the project because it will
remove the congestion downfown caused by through traffic and enable the
downtown businesses fo thrive. The project is supported by the Chamber of
Commerce and the Downtown Development Authority.

10. In the area of just north of Broad Street, in the general area of the proposed
access road, consider more green-space amenities like landscaping, walking
trails, lighting and sidewalks. Show such improvements on the artist
renderings south of the railroad.

11. Provide better renderings for the area north of the railroad before tomorrow
nights workshop in that community.

12. Are any improvements planned on Strickland Street?

Not af this time.
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13. Will these improvements affect school districting?

That is solely with the jurisdiction of the Board of Education. We cannot say
at this time.

14. What is the status of the US 78 widening project east of town?

It is currently scheduled for long range. To date, there has been no funding
identified for the project.

The importance of providing written feedback was again re-emphasized prior to
closing the workshop.

mm
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7.

8.

Georgia Highway 92
Informative Workshop Agenda
“South of the Project”
Monday, September 14, 2009
6:30 PM - 8:00 PM

Eastside Elementary School Cafeteria
8266 Connally Drive
Douglasville, GA 30134

. Introductions

Review Meeting Importance

. Timeline and Concept Plan Review

Questions or Comments

. Begin Completing Comment Forms

Suggestions for Project Improvements
Additional Comments or Questions

Closing Comments & Adjourn

* Turn in comments forms prior to leaving.
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Croy Engineering, LLC

Meeting Minutes - FHWA October Monthly Meeting

Subject:

Realignment of SR 92.
Meeting Date: October 1, 2009 and 10 a.m.
Location: GDOT, 16t Floor Conference Room
Purpose:

Jennifer Giersch
Attendees:

Cc:

Project CSSTP-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00(900), CSSTP-0006-

00(901) and CSSTP-0007-00(691), P1 #'s 720970, 0006900, 0006901
and 0007691, Douglas and Paulding Counties - The Widening and

Jennifer Giersch, FHWA

Melanie Orr, Croy Engineering

Greg Teague, Croy Engineering

Chris Rideout, Croy Engineering

Peter Emmanuel, GDOT

Laura Rish, GDOT/OEL

Wates Keller, GDOT/Right-of-Way
Marcia Hampton, City of Douglasville
Jeff Noles, City of Douglasville

Isaac Dodoo, Congressman Scott’s Office
Stephen Maples, Congressman Scott’s Office

Bill Osborne, City of Douglasville
Richard Fangmann, Jacobs

Erica Parish, Paulding County
Michelle McIntosh, Croy Engineering
Gerald Ross, GDOT

Neal O'Brien, GDOT
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Discuss Proposed Mitigation Plan and Recent Public Involvement with

This meeting was held to discuss the proposed mitigation plan, the recent public
involvement with the City of Douglasville and where we go from here with public
involvement for this project with Jennifer Giersch. The meeting began with Marcia, Jeff and
Melanie discussing all public involvement that has been conducted in the last two months.
This includes 6 workshops, Marcia meeting with the Douglasville Downtown Development
Authority and the Chamber of Commerce and 2 meetings with the Norfolk Southern
Railroad. This has resulted in 86 written comments and various verbal comments which are



documented as much as possible in workshop meeting minutes. Some major points that
came out of this public involvement and comments received include:

o The Cone/Green/Colquitt/Brown Community’s desire for cul-de-sacs and a noise
wall at the end of Cone and Green Streets and a signalized intersection at Colquitt
Street and Brown Street’s intersection with the new SR 92, Melanie explained that
the residents of this area identify themselves as one community and this comment is
a result of written and verbal comments. It was emphasized that the signalized
intersection is desired as much for pedestrian safety and vehicular safety. There is a
significant amount of existing pedestrian traffic in area. Also, the request for a noise
wall is more of a visual barrier and to direct pedestrians to the signalized
intersection than for blocking noise.

o Concerns involving construction of project affecting access to businesses and access
to businesses once project is complete. These arose at Landlord Workshop and are
mostly as a result of the impacts to businesses near I-20 from the I-20 bridge project
at SR 92.

o Concerns regarding pedestrian access across railroad tracks. It was discussed that
pedestrian access would be provided in the mitigation plan across railroad tracks
where vehicular access is closed. Details were described from mitigation plan.

7 Access for emergency vehicles was a major concern to citizens and was mentioned at
all workshops and Congressman Scott’s 8.1.09 Town Hall Meeting. This was
discussed, specifically that the item in the mitigation plan is referring to a emergency
vehicle sign with flashing light on a posted sign next to the roadway; not an overhead
flashing light. The specific GDOT name and item number will be added to the
mitigation item to avoid confusion.

Overall, to avoid confusion, as many specific GDOT item numbers and descriptions as well as
pictures and graphics will be added to the mitigation plan so that it is clear to everyone in
the future what has been committed to. It also should be clear to citizens what is agreed
upon.

Laura asked that the Mitigation Plan be a stand alone document. More specifically, it will be
an attachment to the Environmental Assessment, will be referenced in the Environmental
Assessment and will be a stand alone document as well. Thus, a brief project description, a
brief description of impacts and how the measures in the mitigation plan mitigates these
impacts and information about follow-up required must be included in Mitigation Plan,
Laura requested 3 copies of all meeting minutes and all written comments be submitted to
her. Melanie delivered 3 copies of all meeting minutes and all written comments to Laura on
10.1.09.

Marcia and Isaac stated that Congressman Scott’s Town Hall meeting to discuss this project
has been scheduled for November 7, 2009.

Prior to the PIOH, Laura requested informal documentation stating that a noise wall is
warranted at Cone and Green Streets if the roads are cul-de-saced (and thus no breaks in
access). Prior to the Environmental Assessment being submitted to GDOT, the noise
analysis will need to be revised and approved by GDO'L.
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Moving forward (updated information since 10.1.09 meeting in green italics):

Wates to provide wording for item #16 in Mitigation Plan. Wates will send to Melanle
who will forward to Laura for her and Jennifer's approval. Wates provided to Melanie
and Laura on 10.2.09, Waiting on response and approval from Jennifer and Laura.

Marcia discussed Douglasville’s Downtown Master Plan (developed by DDA) and
correspondence with this organization with regards to the SR 92 project. Marcia will get
all documentation and the Plan to Melanie and Laura. Marcia sent a written description
of what had taken place with the DDA, the final Downtown Master Plan, and all meeting
minutes related to this to Melanie, who forwarded to Laura on 10.5.09,

Discussion occurred regarding whether 2 PIOH’s were required or if we could have one
PIOH in Douglasville and advertise in Douglasville and Paulding. This is since the
changes to the project only occur in the Douglasville section. Laura agreed to verify that
this was OK with all parties. Laura emailed Melanie on 10.2.09 stating that one PIOH
advertised in both counties would be fine.

Laura and Jennifer will conduct final review of Mitigation Plan and submit comments to
Melanie by Tuesday, October 6%, This is to allow for enough time for the Plan to be
revised per comments prior to the Stakeholder meeting. Once revised, Melanie will
resubmit to Peter and Laura for final approval of draft Mitigation Plan.

The Mitigation Plan cannot be approved by FHWA until after the PIOH is held.

A meeting will be held with the Stakeholders to present the proposed mitigation plan
and get their feedback. Invites will be done by City of Douglasville since the City asked
individuals fo be stakeholders. Meeting scheduled for October 13% at 6:30 p.m. at Stewart
Middle School.

A community meeting will be scheduled by the City of Douglasville and Croy Engineering
to meet with the residents of the Cone/Green/Colquitt/Brown/Elsie Streets community
regarding whether or not they prefer the signalized intersection at Colquitt Street, cul-
de-sacs at Cone and Green Streets and a noise wall at Cone and Green Streets or if they
would prefer not to have these changes. Once the meeting is scheduled, invitations will
be given out door-to-deoor by the City of Douglasville and/or Croy Engineering. Laura
will review and approve invite before going out. Meeting scheduled for October 20t at
6:30 p.m. at the Alice Hawthorne Center.

A Public Information Open House (PIOH) will he held on October 27t, Time and location
will be worked out between Marcia and Melanie and Melanie will send to Laura for
approval prior to advertising. Based on previous PIOH attendance, we should plan for
approximately 600 people. PIOH has been scheduled for October 274, 2009 from 5-8 p.m.
at Stewart Middle School located at 8138 Malone Street, Douglasville, GA.

A dry run for the PIOH will be scheduled prior to the PIOH. In addition, Laura
recommended a more formal, detailed run through prior to the PIOH since this is such a
complicated project. More detailed information regarding this will be sent to everyone
working the PIOH prior to dry run. Dry run scheduled for October 2274, 2009 at 3 p.m. at
Douglasville City Council Chambers.
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An ad to be posted in newspapers for Douglasville and Paulding County will be done so
that the ad can run 3 weeks and 1 week prior to the PIOH. Laura will review and
approve ad before it is sent to the newspapers. Laura approved ad on 10.5.09 and ad was
sent the Douglas County Sentinel {Douglas County’s legal organ) and the Dallas New Era
{Paulding County’s legal organ} on 10.5.09, Laura, Peter and District GDOT
representatives were cced on this correspondence.

Information advertising PIOH will be posted on the City of Douglasville’s website and the
SR 92 website. Melanie will discuss with Erica Parish with Paulding County to see if it
can be posted on their website as well. Once newspaper ad was approved, this was sent to
Marcia and Erica Parish to put on their websites. Erica posted it on the Paulding County
website and the Paulding County Transportation’s website on 10.5.09. Confirmation of this
was sent to Laura.

Signs advertising the PIOH will be posted in Douglasville and Paulding County and will
be printed and put up by Douglasville. Melanie will get permission for this from Erica
Parish with Paulding County. Melanie, Marcia and Laura will coordinate this. Melanie
will provide Laura and district representatives with sign wording for approval, as well as
proposed sign location maps for approval. On 10.5.09, Melanie sent Paulding County
proposed sign location map and proposed sign wording to Laura, Mac Cranford (District 7)
and Greg Hood (District 6). All approved. Proposed sign location map for Douglasviile will
be sent to Laura, Mac and Greg on 10.6.09. Melanie also sent permission emails to Laura,
Peter, Mac and Greg for their files.
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Croy Engineering, LLC

Project Management Team Meeting Minutes

To: Files
v
From: Michelle Mclntosh‘g-ht l

CC: Bill Osborne, Marcia Hampton, Jeff Noles, Isaac Dodoo, Stephen Maples,

Lashun Danley, Callye Burke Holmes, Peter Emmanuel, Laura Rish, Erica
Parish, Richard Fangmann, Greg Teague, Chris Rideout, Melanie Orr

Date: October 8, 2009
Re: Projects STP00-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00{900)(901) and CSSTP-0007-

00(691), Douglas and Paulding Counties, Pl Numbers 720970, 0006900,
0006801 and 0007691 — Monthly Project Management Team Meeting

A Project Management Team (PMT) Meeting was held on October 8, 2009 at
11:00am at the Douglasville City Hall. The meeting was the first of monthly meetings
to be held by the PMT on the second Thursday of each month. The following
attended the meeting: Peter Emmanuel, Laura Rish, Jeff Noles, Erica Parish, Greg
Teague, Chris Rideout, Melanie Orr and Michelle Mcintosh. City Manager Bill

Osborne and City Councilwoman Caliye Burke Holmes also attended the meeting
briefly.

Discussion:

During the meeting, Peter Emmanuel addressed 6 discussion points. Although this
project has made great progress recently in the public involvement process, Peter
wants to make sure that the team pays close attention to the following 6 items to
ensure that the project proceeds as currently scheduled. The team’s response is
provided in italics following each discussion point.

1. The City's responses to the comments received fo date need to be
individualized so that each specific comment and/or question is addressed.
The responses need to include either a specific answer or a time frame as to
when a specific answer can be expected. The response letters need to go out
prior to the October 27, 2009 Public Information Open House (PIOH). The
response letters can be one letter that addresses all comments as long as all
comments are addressed. The response to every comment or question
needs to be documented in writing.
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The City is concemed about providing responses fo the public prior to the
PIOH because the proposal might change after the PIOH and because it may
minimize the public tumout at the PIOH. The City will provide a response fo
all comments received to date, thanking them for their input and inviting them
fo the PIOH. The letter will state that a specific response fo alf comments and
questions will be provided affer the PIOH once all comments have been
received. A date will be provided for which they can expect a response no
later than. Melanie will revise the draft response letter for review.

2. How will the Paulding County aspect of the project be dealt with at the PIOH?
How has Paulding County been involved? Is Paulding County comfortable
with the way everything is proceeding?

Stations will be set up specifically for the Paulding County portion of the
project. Greeters will direct attendees more interested in the Paulding County
portion of the project fo the appropriate stations. The Paulding County DOT
has been included in the PMT and will be aware of all project developments
through the PMT monthly meetings and meeting minutes. Through the PMT,
they will be able fo defermine which additional meetings they may need fo
attend, on an as needed basis. Paulding County is okay.

3. Regarding the public resistance fo the proposed Mozley Street railroad
crossing closure, we must educate the people as to why the crossing cannot
remain open. YWe must make sure the community members understand.:

the federal and state requirement for the proposed crossing closure,

the grade and safety issues regarding the existing crossing,

the extent of the impacts that would occur to the community if we tried

to make the existing crossing safer,

that there will still be a pedestrian crossing at Mozley Street, and

that the upgraded McCarley Street vehicular crossing will be more than

adequate to deal with the local traffic volumes once the through traffic

is routed onto the new facility.

Renderings will need to be provided at the upcoming public meetings

scheduled to help the community members understand how the proposal will

look and the dangers associated with the existing crossings.

YV VVV

Public meetings for October have been scheduled as follows: Stakeholder
Folfow-up Meeting 10-13-09, Meeting with Fairhaven Baptist Church and
Straightway Gospel Church 10-14-09, Brown Street Community Follow-up
Meeting to Discuss Changes 10-20-09, and the PIOH 10-27-09. A dry run for
the PIOH has also been scheduled for 10-22-09,

Renderings of the RR crossing areas will be available for the public meeting
with the churches on 10-14-09. Invitation letfers dated 10-07-09 for the
Stakeholder Follow-up Meeting on 10-13-09 and the Brown Street Community
Follow-up Meeting on 10-20-09 will be distributed by the City. Copies of the
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invitation letters were provided fo the attendees by Bill Oshome (see
attachments). Melanie will provide Peter a copy of the Brown Street invitation
letter distribution map.

Approximately 34 signs advertising the PIOH will be posted throughout the
community by October 13, 2009. The signs will be 40” X 60" and white with
black leftering. Melanie will provide Peter with a copy of the sign distribution
map as well as the flyer/invitation lefter distribution maps for all upcoming and
prior meelings. Melanie will email Councilwomen Holmes and Danley the
invitations and flyers for the upcoming public mestings so that they may
forward them to constituents on their e-maif list. Melanie will add everyone on
the Mozley Street Crossing Petition to the mailing database.

Councilwoman Holmes asked that the City's distribution of flyers through the
sanitation department include all households in the neighborhoods north of
the railroad tracks and that the distribufion occur at least 2 weeks in advance
of the meeting. She stated that there are three Hispanic neighborhoods north
of the railroad tracks that do not know anything about the project.

What is the status of the environmental document? s it still on schedule to be
submitted by mid-December? Because the proposed mitigation plan is
basically a wish-list that needs to go through the federal and state processes

(particularly the traffic signal warrant analysis), Peter is concerned about the
schedule.

The new ftraffic information needed is being coordinated with Jacobs. The
revised EA/FONSI is being updated fo include the information that has
occurred over the last several months and is still on schedule fo be submitted
by mid-December. The revised traffic counts are not expected to change
enough fo affect the outcomes of the current Air or Noise Assessments. All
elements of the mitigation plan will be incorporated into the Environmental
Commitments Table. Peter's concems, as identified in his previous
comments of the mitigation plan, will be reviewed by Laura and Melanie fo

make sure there are not other elements of the plan that may have procedural
encumbrances.

What is the status of the concept report? s it still on schedule to be submitted
by mid-November? The report will have to be reviewed by FHWA. Also, the
FRA is concerned about the raifroad crossing closure aspect of the concept.
The schedule for the concept report approval may also be affected by federal
and state procedural encumbrances. Peter would like to get a draft copy of

the concept report soon so that he can start thinking about some of these
procedural requirements.

The concept report is currently scheduled to be submitted by mid-November:
however, the report cannot be submitted until the proposed mitigation plan



has been finalized after the PIOH. As such, the concept report will be
submitted about mid-December, at the same time as the environmental
document. The concept report schedule is not the critical path of the overall
project schedule and moving the concept report submittal out one month wilf
not affect the overall project schedule. A copy of the draft concept report will
be provided to Peter soon so that he can start thinking about the federal and
state procedural requirements.

Will the recent flooding in Douglas County affect the project concept? Will the
underpass become a big detention pond when another big storm comes?

The underpass is proposed at the highest existing and proposed proffle point
of the project and at the highest point in Douglas County. There is no concem
that the proposed underpass would retain water should another significant
rainfall event occur in Douglas County similar to the recent rainfall events.

The existing and proposed profiles can be found in the e-files recently
provided to Peter.

Action tems:

The following is a list of actions required as a result of the above discussions. The
responsible party for the action follows each action in parenthesis.

1.

The draft comment response letter will be revised and provided for the City
and GDOT review (Melanie).

Prior to the PIOH, the comment response letters will be provided fo all
community members that have provided comments to date, including Mozley
Street Crossing petitioners. The letters will thank them for their input and
invite them to the PIOH. The letter will state that a specific response to all
comments and questions will be provided after the PIOH once all comments
have been received. A date will be provided for which they can expect a
response no later than (Croy, on behalf of the City).

At the PIOH, stations will be set up specifically for the Paulding County portion
of the project. Greeters will direct attendees more interested in the Paulding
County portion of the project to the appropriate stations. Specific station
regarding the Railroad Crossings and the downtown traffic circulation patterns
will also be set up (PMT).

Public meetings for October have been scheduled as follows: Stakeholder
Follow-up Meeting 10-13-09, Meeting with Fairhaven Baptist Church and
Straightway Gospel Church 10-14-08, Brown Street Community Follow-up
Meeting to Discuss Changes 10-20-09, and the PIOH 10-27-09. A dry run for
the PIOH has also been scheduled for 10-22-09 (PMT).

Regarding the public resistance to the proposed Mozley Street railroad
crossing closure, we must educate the people as to why the crossing cannot
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remain open (PMT). Renderings of the RR crossing areas will be available for
the public meeting with the churches on 10-14-09 (Croy, on behalf of the City).

6. Invitation letters dated 10-07-8 for the Stakeholder Follow-up Meeting on 10-
13-09 and the Brown Street Community Follow-up Meeting on 10-20-09 will
be distributed (The City).

7. Approximately 34 signs advertising the PIOH will be posted throughout the
community by October 13, 2009. The signs will be 40" X 60" and white with
black lettering (The City).

8. Peter will be provided copies of the flyer/invitation letter distribution maps for
all prior and upcoming meetings (Melanie).

9. All future meeting invitations and flyers will be provided electronically to
Councilwomen Holmes and Danley so that the Councilwomen may forward
them to constituents on their e-mail list (Melanie).

10.The revised traffic information requested by FHWA is currently being
coordinated with Jacobs. The revised EA/FONSI is being updated to include
the information that has occurred over the last several months and is still on
schedule to be submitted by mid-December. The revised traffic counts are
not expected to change enough to affect the outcomes of the current Air or
Noise Assessments. All elements of the mitigation plan will be incorporated
into the Environmental Commitments Table once finalized (Croy, on behalf of
the City).

11.Peter's concerns, as identified in his previous comments of the mitigation
plan, will be reviewed to make sure there are not other elements of the plan
that may have procedural encumbrances (Laura and Melanie).

12. A copy of the draft concept report will be provided to Peter soon so that he
can start thinking about the federal and state procedural requirements (Croy,
on behalf of the City).
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MICKEY THOMPSON
Mayor

Counclf Members:

CHARLES J. BANKS - Ward 1
LaSHUM B. DANLEY - Ward 3, Post 1
CALLYE B. HOLMES - Ward 3, Post 2
DENNIS McLAIN - Ward 2

TERRY MILLER - Ward 5, Post 2

ROY E MIMS - Ward 5, Post 1
JOHN R. SCHILDROTH - Ward 4

Uity of Houglasville

October 7, 2009

WILLIAM D. OSBORNE
City Manager

JOEL DOBSON
City Attorney

JOYCE STONE
City Clerk

Projects STP00-0186-01(011}, CSSTP-0006-00(900}) (901) and CSSTP-

0007(691),

PI #s 720970, 0006900, 0006901, and 0007691, Douglas

and Paulding Counties - The Widening and Reconstruction of SR 92
from just south of Durelee Lane to Nebo Road.

TO: Community Stakeholders

RE: Community Stakeholders Follow-up Meeting

A great deal has been accomplished since we first kicked off
the Community Involvement Workshops concerning the SR 92 Highway

project.

Many of you went door-to-door to encourage citizens to par-

ticipate in these workshops.
numerous written comments,

Your efforts paid off.
comments via the City of Douglasville’s

We collected

web gite, and even gome comments via the hotline that was set up

for the project. Your participation, as a Stakeholder,

hag been

instrumental in stressing the importance of citizen involvement.

We had to have the Community Involvement Workshops prior to
being able to hold the Public Information Open House (PIOH), which
is a different type of public involvement meeting.
there will be no formal presentation, but participants will be
able to see citizen comments and recommendaticns which have been
incorporated into a draft mitigation plan.

At the PICH

Citizen comments pertaining to the current draft mitigation
plan will be collected at the PIOH, because the plan can’t be fi-
nalized until the PIOH comments have been received.
be held 5:00 to 8:00 p.m. on Tuesday, October 27, 2009, at Stewart

Middle School.

The PIOH will

You will receive more information in a few days.

At the previous PIOH a couple of years ago, approximately 400

people participated.

Our hope ig that with your continued sup-

port, we will at least meet this number or possibly exceed it.

SUGIA MURICr, 4
L ooy At

Located on G'Neal Plaza in Historie Downtown Douglasville
P.O. Box 219 + 6695 Church Street » Douglasville, Georgia 30133-0219
770-920-3000 + Fax 770-920-0459
www.ci.douglasville.ga.us

A Georgia Classic
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We want to make certain that, as a community, we show there
is significant interest in this project.

Because you have been instrumental throughout this process,
we would like to give you an opportunity to see the draft mitiga-
tion plan prior to the PIOH on October 27. Therefore, we have
scheduled a Stakeholders meeting on Tuesday, October 13, at 6:30

p.m. in the cafeteria of Stewart Middle School (8138 Malone
Street).

Again, we truly appreciate the time and commitment you have
shown to this community by being a voice and an advocate for com-
munity involvement in the Georgia Highway 92 Project.

I'm sorry that I will be out of town and unable to see you on
Tuesday, October 13. Clty Community and Downtown Services Direc-
tor Marcia Hampton and City Development Services Director Jeff
Noles will be responsible for the conduct of this meeting. Also,
representatlves from the Georgla Department of Transportatlon and

the City’s consulting engineering firm, Croy Engineering, Inc.
will be present.

Begt wighes.

D. Osborne
City Manager

WDO :bm

cc: Mayor Mickey Thompson
Councilwoman Callye Burk Holmes
Councilwoman LaShun Burr Danley
Ms. Marcia Hampton, City of Douglasville
Mr. Jeff Noles, City of Douglasville
Ms. Melanie Orr, Croy Engineering
Georgia Department of Transportation
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WILLIAM D. OSBORNE
Mayor

City Manager

JOEL DODSON

Councif Members: City Attorney

CHARLES ). BANKS - Ward 1
LaSHUN B. DANLEY - Ward 3. Post 1
CALLYE 8. HOLMES - Ward 3. Post 2
DENNIS McLAIN - Ward 2

TERRY MILLER - Ward 5, Post 2

ROY E. MIMS - Ward 5, Post 1
JOHN R. SCHILDROTH - Ward 4

Projects STP00-0186-01(011), CS8STP-0006-00(900) (901} and CSSTP-

0007(691), PI #s 720970, 0006900, 0006901, and 0007691, Douglas

and Paulding Counties - The Widening and Reconstruction of SR 92
from just south of Durelee Lane to Nebo Road.

JOYCE STONE
City Clark

October 7, 2009

Dear Resident of Brown Street Community near Davis Park:
RE: Meeting at Hawthorne Center in Davis Park: Tuesday, October 20

The purpose of this letter is to invite you to an upcoming
community meeting regarding the propoged SR 92 Transportation Pro-
ject. BAs a result of public involvement that has been conducted
with many residents of your community during the past month, some
requests have been made for project design changes.

These comments and suggestions resulted in some changes being
made to the proposed SR 92 project, and we would like to present
these proposed changes to you for comment. If implemented, they
would alter the community’s access to this project, as well making
some visual changes in your community. Therefore, your attendance
at thisg meeting and your participation there are very important.

Specifically, the degign has been changed to include a sig-
nalized intersection at the proposed intersection of Colguitt
Street and Brown Street with the "new!" SR 92. In addition, Cone
and Green Streets have been cul-de-saced and a noise wall has been
added in this area to shield the Cone Street and Green Street re-
sidents from noise associated with the new roadway. These changes
are only proposed; they cannot become final until comments from
you and your neighbors having been received and reviewed.

Recent public involvement and the subsequent proposed changes
to the project have occurred in order to ensure the proposed SR 92
project’s design benefits your community and meets the needs of
you and your neighbors,

(Please turn to reverse side of this sheet.)

A Geo rg;a Classic
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The meeting w 11 be held on Tuesday, October 20, from &:30
p.m. to 7 30 p, . h l ce J. Minor Hawthorne Co unlty Center
in Davis Park (7 5 e Street, Douglagville, Georgia 30134} .

If you camnot attend the meeting, we encourage you to contact
us at the addresses or telephone numbers shown below. Then, we
can provide you with a comment sheet and a self-addressed stamped
envelope to complete and return to us. All comments must be re-
ceived by Tuesday, November 3, 2009,

Thank you for all of your interest and comments regarding
this transportation project. Your involvement helps to make this

project a success.
W

William D. Osborne
City Manager

WDQ : bm

cc: Ms. Marcia Hampton, City of Douglasville
Ms. Melanie Orr, Croy Engineering
Mr., Jeff Noles, City of Douglasville
Councilwoman Callye Burk Holmes
Councilwoman LaShun Burr Danley
Georgia Department of Transportation

The City of Douglasville

Attn: Marcia Hampton, Director, Community and Downtown Services
P. 0. Box 219

Douglasville, Georgia 30133

678/715-6091

Croy Engineering

Attn: Melanie Orr

200 North Cobb Parkway, Building 400, Suite 413
Marietta, Georgia 30062

Office: 770/971-5407

Cell: 678/787-1330



Croy Engineering, LLC

Stakeholder Follow-up Meeting Minutes

To: Files

From: Michelle Mclntoshﬂ\’“z

CC: Bill Osborne, Marcia Hampton, Jeff Noles, Isaac Dodoo, Stephen Maples,
Lashun Danley, Callye Burke Holmes, Peter Emmanuel, Laura Rish, Erica
Parish, Richard Fangmann, Greg Teague, Chris Rideout, Melanie Orr

Date: October 13, 2009

Re: Projects STP00-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00(200)(901) and CSSTP-0007-
00(691), Douglas and Paulding Counties, Pl Numbers 720970, 0006900,
0006901 and 0007691 — Stakeholder Follow-up Meeting Minutes

A Stakeholder Meeting was held on October 13, 2009 at 6:30pm at the Stewart
Middle School Cafeteria. The primary purpose of the meeting was to follow-up with
the stakeholders regarding the project developments since the last stakeholder
meeting on August 27, 2009. More specifically, the purpose of the meeting was to:

e inform the Stakeholders of the results of the public outreach that has been
conducted since the last Stakeholder Meeting,

e present the Draft Mitigation Plan to the Stakeholders, answer questions, and
receive comments on the draft plan, and

¢ inform the Stakeholders of the upcoming public meetings scheduled.

Representatives from the City of Douglasville, Georgia Department of Transportation,
and Croy Engineering, LLC were in attendance to assist in the presentation, answer
questions, and receive comments. For more information regarding meeting
structure, please see the attached agenda. For information regarding Stakeholder
and public attendance, please see the attached Sign-in Sheets.

Discussion:

Marcia Hampton, Douglasville Director of Community and Downtown Development,
welcomed the Stakeholders and informed them of the project developments that
have occurred since August 27, 2009. The Project Team has had more than six
meetings trying to get the word out to the public about the project. However, we are
still meeting with people as needed, when additional information is requested. We
have received many comments but we are still hoping to receive more. The web-site
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is still running for people who want project updates and people can place their
comments there. We have three upcoming meetings scheduled: we are meeting
with the Fair Haven Church tomorrow night to provide more information regarding the
railroad crossing changes, we are having a follow-up meeting with the Brown Street
Community on October 20" to discuss the proposed mitigation measures in their
neighborhood, and we have the Public Information Open House (PIOH) scheduled
for October 27". We are hoping to continue to receive input from the public at these
meetings.

Melanie Orr, Croy Engineering, LCC, provided an overview of the Draft Mitigation
Plan that has been developed from comments received from the community. Over
250 public comments have been received to date. The Draft Mitigation Plan has
been developed to address comments received with two general exceptions:
displacement and right-of-way concerns (because by federal law it is standard GDOT
practice to address those issues later in the process) and concerns regarding access
to businesses (because those issues are addressed during the design phase of the
project). It was emphasized that comments on the Draft Mitigation Plan are welcome
and needed from the Stakeholders before the Draft Mitigation Plan is presented to
the public.

Ms. Orr then went over the Draft Mitigation Plan point-by-point (see the attached
Draft Mitigation Plan). Hard copies of the Draft Mitigation Plan were also distributed
throughout the room for attendees to review. Regarding the mitigation measure
which addresses landscaping at the proposed noise barriers, it was emphasized that
the comments should specify whether they are referring to landscaping on the road
side of the noise wall or on the other side of the noise wall which would be visible
from the houses. In closing, Ms. Orr emphasized the importance of the Stakeholder
comments on the Draft Mitigation Plan. She also requested feed-back on what
additional displays we may need to show at the PIOH.

Ms. Hampton then provided specific information regarding the three upcoming public
meetings (refer back to attached agenda for meeting specifics). She then showed
attendees the new renderings that have been developed for presentation at the
public meetings. Ms. Hampton emphasized that this evening's meeting was the first
look at the new Draft Mitigation Plan and that input was needed.

The floor was then opened for a general question/answer and comment period. The
following questions and comments were received during the general discussion
period. Where applicable, the response that was provided at the meeting follows in
italics following each question or comment.
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1. How will the project affect the area across from Checkers (the Magnolia Park
area)?

Magnolia Park would not be directly affected by the proposed project. Access
fo Magnolia Park would be provided either by the new SR 92 facility or by
Hospital Drive. Jeff Noles, Douglasville’s Director of Development Services
and Building Inspections, identified where Magnolia Park is located on the
project layout display and later identified Magnolia Park in the “fly-over”
Google display.

2. How will it look?

Jeff Noles provide meeting participants a “walk through” of the displays
prepared for the project including the Before and After Renderings, the
Railroad Crossing Changes display of the downtown area, and the Google
“fly-over.”

3. How many people are in Douglasville? How will they be affected by the
project?

Everyone in Douglasville will be affected by this project, because Douglasville
will never be divided by the railroad again.

4. How will you access the pedestrian crossing? Will it be safe?

Jeff Noles referred to the RR pedestrian crossing rendering and explained
that it would basically be a down-scaled version of a vehicular crossing with
the arms that come down when a train is coming. The crossing will also have
bells and whistle similar to that of a vehicle crossing. Also, because the
pedestrians are outside of their vehicles, they will be more aware of oncoming
trains.

5. How many more meetings will there be on the project?

Ms. Hampton stated that hopefully the PIOH on October 27" will be the
culmination of all these meetings and outreach. After that, the City hopes to
turn the documentation over to the State and Federal agencies.

6. One attendee stated that the proposed project would greatly reduce her
commute time between the City of Dallas and Hospital Drive in Douglasville.

After the general question/answer and comment period, Ms. Hampton thanked the
Stakeholders for all their hard work helping to get the word out. The Stakeholders
have done a great job! In closing, City Councilmember John Schildroth thanked the
Stakeholders for all their interest and hard work for something that will be viable for
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the north side, that will improve safety and economic development and will unite

Douglasville, not tear it apart. It is something Councilmember Schildroth would like
to see in his lifetime.

The meeting was then adjourned. Staff members remained on hand to answer any
additional questions and to discuss the displays until approximately 8:00pm.

MBM

 Attachments: Agenda
Sign-in Sheet
Draft Mitigation Plan
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Stakeholder Follow-up
October 13, 2009

Stewart Middle School
6:30 PM

. Opening and Introductions...............cocoviiiiiiiiiiiciinine, Marcia Hampton
. Draft Mitigation Plan Overview.................ocoiiiiiiiiiiinnn, Melanie Orr
. Questions or Comments
. Important Dates

a. Meeting with Fairhaven Church............................... October 14, 2009 @ 7:00 PM

b. Brown Street Community Meeting....................oc.ene October 20, 2009 @ 6:30 PM

Alice Hawthorne Center
c. Public Information Open House (PIOH)...................... October 27, 2009 from 5 pm to 8 pm

Stewart Middle School Gymnasium
. Addition Comments or Questions

. Meeting Adjourned
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DRAFT
Proposed Mitigation Plan for the SR 92 Widening
and Reconstruction Project

GDOT Projects STP00-0186-01(011), CSSTP-Q 6
Pl #s720790,0006900,7000
Douglas and Paulding

007(691)

October 13, 2009



Proposed Mitigation Plan for the SR 92 Widening and Reconstruction Project

GDOT Projects STP00-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00(900)(901) and CSSTP-0007(691)
PI #s 720790, 0006900, 0006901 and 0007691

Douglas and Paulding Counties

Introduction

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The project is a proposal to widen and reconstruct existing SR 92 from a point just south of
Durelee Lane in the City of Douglasville, Douglas County, to Nebo Road in the City of Hiram,
Paulding County. From Durelee Lane to just south of Malone Road, the proposed roadway
would be constructed on new location and would provide a grade separated crossing at US
78/Bankhead Highway, the Norfolk Southern Railroad, and Strlckland Street. The total
project length would be approximately 9.1 miles.

ist of six 11-ft. travel
|, with curb, gutter,

From Durelee Lane to Malone Road, the proposed roadw wou
lanes, three in each direction, separated by a 20-
sidewalks and a multiuse trail. From Malone Road.&
consist of six 11-ft. travel lanes, three in each di
and would have 4-ft. paved shoulders on bot

The proposed project would include
crossing at McCarley Street as well as
located at Brown Street, Mozley Street
With the exception of the Brown Street crossi
during constructlon the .rail

ur due to the proposed project. This outreach
t would be both directly and indirectly affected by the
1e Stakeholder Team that was put together by the City,
h the residents of Douglasville during September 2009,
rns and suggestions were collected.

minority populations, a change in community cohesion and access changes. It was felt that
the change in commun ty characteristics from a quiet small neighborhood to having a six
lane divided highway needed to be addressed with the residents of Douglasville and
mitigation of these impacts would be appropriate.

As a result of this extensive outreach, this proposed mitigation plan was developed by the
Stakeholder Team, the City of Douglasville, and the Georgia Department of Transportation
(GDOT), and revisions to the proposed design of the project were made. This plan and the
design changes were presented to the residents at the Public Information Open House
(PIOH) that was held at Stewart Middle School on October 27, 2009. At this PIOH,

Page 1 of 9



Proposed Mitigation Plan for the SR 92 Widening and Reconstruction Project

GDOT Projects STP00-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00(900)(901) and CSSTP-0007(691)
Pl #s 720790, 0006900, 0006901 and 0007691

Douglas and Paulding Counties

attendees were encouraged to provide their written comments on the proposed mitigation
plan and the proposed design changes.

Mitigation Measures

Please find below measures, followed by the particular comment/concern(s) that the
measure addresses, proposed by the City of Douglasville and GDOT to minimize community
impacts from the proposed widening and reconstruction of SR 92 in Douglasville. The
measures have been developed from input provided by community members, from
environmental processes such as Section 106 of the Histgpic Préservation Act and
Executive Order 12898 (Environmental Justice), and from federal and state guidelines. All
ic outreach conducted

tems, which are as a

1e project schedule remaining. Every effort will be
ate réasonable requests in this regard.

ners expressed concerns regardlng access to their

The most ef eCtxve access possible will be provided by GDOT.

In addition, several residents commented on the addition or upgrading of pedestrian
facilities around the project area. Currently, the City of Douglasville has a project in the
design phase that will improve the pedestrian facilities along Dallas Highway and add
decorative banners. This project is scheduled to be completed prior to letting the SR 92
project to construction.
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Proposed Mitigation Plan for the SR 92 Widening and Reconstruction Project

GDOT Projects STP00-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00(900)(901) and CSSTP-0007(691)
Pl #s5 720790, 0006900, 0006901 and 0007691

Douglas and Paulding Counties

Although not listed under specific proposed measures, the need for adequate pedestrian
facilities and overall better lighting was mentioned at almost every workshop and several
times in the written comments.

COMMUNITY CHARACTER /COHESION
1. As a part of the Safe Routes to Schools program, the City of Douglasvﬂle and GDOT

Consider putting cul-de-sac
a traffic signal can be con

included along Cone and Green:

The proposed noi all will be evaluated per GDOT standards, which are based upon
how effective the noise wall would be at reducing the noise levels of impacted
residences and based on state cost criteria. This documentation will be complete prior
to the Draft Environmental Assessment submittal from GDOT to the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA). As with all proposed noise walls, a detailed barrier analysis
will be conducted later in the Plan Development Process to further determine the
feasibility and reasonableness of the proposed noise wall.
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Proposed Mitigation Plan for the SR 92 Widening and Reconstruction Project

GDOT Projects STP00-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00(900)(901) and CSSTP-0007(691)
PI#s 720790, 0006900, 0006901 and 0007691

Douglas and Paulding Counties

The proposed cul-de-sacs are tentative and will not be incorporated into the proposed
mitigation plan without written documentation with the community directly affected. A
meeting with this community will be held on October 20, 2009.

o What about the people in the Cone, Green, Colquitt Street areas who do not want to
leave, don’t want a new mortgage, and don’t want to live on the new road?
Consider putting cul-de-sacs on Cone and Green Streets so that an intersection with
a traffic signal can be constructed at Colquitt Street and noise walls can be
included along Cone and Green. (verbal comment from the 9.10.09 workshop)

3. GDOT will “scale down” the entrances to neighborh e streets in the area of

Dorsett and Cooper Streets by evaluating the elim
median breaks to discourage “cut-through” traffic. The Ci

y.neighborhood. What's now a quiet, quaint, beautiful
be transformed into a disjointed commercial mixed use.
rom Cooper Street resident)
speed limit with speed bumps. (written comment)

Street so that when project has been completed all these streets will not be used as
a cut-through. Hill Street is already used as a cut-through from Connally to
Dorsett so traffic is already heavy now as well as Cooper (written comment)

e Overall I would like to see all of the roads across the railroad track upgraded with
speed humps in some areas. (written comment)
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Proposed Mitigation Plan for the SR 92 Widening and Reconstruction Project

GDOT Projects STP00-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00(900)(901) and CSSTP-0007(691)
PI #s 720790, 0006900, 0006901 and 0007691

Douglas and Paulding Counties

PEDESTRIAN ACCESS

4. GDOT will extend the existing sidewalks to Malone Street to provide pedestrian
access between the proposed cul-de-sac on Dallas Highway and the new tie-in
between the new road and Dallas Highway. GDOT will also connect a new
sidewalk between Davis Drive and the New "92” into the Old “92” right-of-way to
provide pedestrian access between Davis Drive and the new roadway to provide a
more direct pedestrian access between Lake Ridge and Jessie Davis Park without
having to walk around to the new tie-in.

e (Consider providing pedestrian access between th sed cul-de-sac on Dallas

new SR 92 roadway. (verbal comment fro
e (Consider providing wheelchair accessible
Township to the hospital. (verbal comment ft

5.

trian _accommodation/crossings  at

Southern Railroad. Prior to project implementation, a written agreement will be signed
between the City of Douglasville and Norfolk Southern Railroad and these pedestrian

facilities will be a part of the agreement between these two parties to close the
vehicular railroad crossings.

e We need more than ample pedestrian access across the railroad. How will

pedestrians cross the railroad downtown? (verbal comment from 9.14.09
workshop)
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Proposed Mitigation Plan for the SR 92 Widening and Reconstruction Project

GDOT Projects STP00-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00(900}(901) and CSSTP-0007(691)
PI #s 720790, 0006900, 0006901 and 0007691

Douglas and Paulding Counties

e How will the people north of the Railroad and along Brown Street get access into
town? How will the people along Brown Street get to the Rose Avenue area? How
will we get from southbound SR 92 to US 787 How will we get to our churches and
our community?

7. GDOT will provide sidewalks on the East side of Brown Street within the existing
right-of-way.

e Suggested improvement; sidewalks on Brown Street ( comment from Brown

Street resident)

EMERGENCY ACCESS

8. GDOT will 1nc1ude a 2 inch rlbbed medlan cut and 1nstall em gency vehicle

ay and the fire station located
Circle. (verbal comment from

9.

space is avail

e The businésses are dependent on the Hispanic population in the nearby
apartments, as well as their pedestrian customers. For these reasons, relocation
further than % mile from their current location would significantly affect their
customer base. Also, the Hispanic businesses depend on each other. Can we move
to a new location together? (verbal comment from the 9.2.09 workshop)

e Businesses will lose money - the nearby apartments are the base of our clientele.
The clientele base is from 15 years past, our sales will be low for many years to
come/a big loss for us/property owners will benefit not the small businesses.
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Proposed Mitigation Plan for the SR 92 Widening and Reconstruction Project

GDOT Projects STP00-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00(900)(901) and CSSTP-0007(691)
PI #s 720790, 0006900, 0006901 and 0007691

Douglas and Paulding Counties

(verbal comment from the face-to-face meeting notification visit prior to the
upcoming 9.2.09 workshop)

o Ifwe are placed next to Kroger (for example) we will not make any money, we need
to be apart from big name stores, but yet nearby apartment complexes, mobile
home parks, etc. (verbal comment from the face-to-face meeting notification visit
prior to the upcoming 9.2.09 workshop)

BEAUTIFICATION

9.15.09 workshop)
o Hopefully this project will create g
comment from the 9.15.09 workshop)
o Improvements desired include well design
92 Highway. (Written comment)
e Suggested improvements; m
comment)
e We do not have any business -
comment)
Suggested imp
Suggested imj

and nice Signage (written comment)
facilities, medical facilities and other

median and on tl eyroadway side of the proposed noise walls upon an agreement
with the City of Douglasville to maintain the lighting and landscaping. This
landscape plan would be coordinated with the required landscaping in the areas

of the Lois Cotton Mill and Mill Village Historic District and the East Strickland
Street Historic District.

e (onsider providing landscaping in the median (verbal comment from the 9.15.09
workshop)
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CONSTRUCTION

Proposed Mitigation Plan for the SR 92 Widening and Reconstruction Project

GDOT Projects STP00-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00(200)(901) and CSSTP-0007(691)
PI #s 720790, 0006900, 0006901 and 0007691

Douglas and Paulding Counties

We need more parks and trees. (verbal comment from the 9.14.09 landlord
workshop)

Consider landscaping at noise walls to improve aesthetics. (verbal comment from
the 9.12.09 workshop)

How much space will be between the houses and the proposed noise walls? They
are very unattractive. (verbal comment from the 9.10.09 workshop)

Opinion of noise walls; I like them, but need to go along WIth a “beautification.”
(written comment)

Suggestions for improvement; I would like to mak
sufficiently to help improve our image. (written co

“that it is landscaped

heal, greenspace (written

trees and flowerbeds. (wrltten commént)
Suggested improvements Landscaping, ye und greenery planted. (written
comment) :

Follow Up

If any changes are needed throughout the Plan Development Process or Construction that
would change the impacts to the community or change, negate, or nullify any of these
mitigation measures, GDOT will notify the City of Douglasville and appropriate members of
the Stakeholder Team as soon as possible. With their coordination and assistance, GDOT
will follow up as appropriate with the community or group affected by the proposed
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Proposed Mitigation Plan for the SR 92 Widening and Reconstruction Project

GDOT Projects STP00-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00(900)(901) and CSSTP-0007(691)
Pl #s 720790, 0006900, 0006901 and 0007691

Douglas and Paulding Counties

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

DATE:

Rodney N. Barry, Division Administrator

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

CITY OF DOUGLASVILLE

Gerald Ross, Chief Engineer/Deputy Commissioner .

Mickey Thompson, Mayor
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Croy Engineering, LLC

Meeting Minutes —-Meeting with Fairhaven Baptist Church

Subject: Project CSSTP-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00(900), CSSTP-0006-
00(901) and CSSTP-0007-00(691), PI1 #'s 720970, 0006900, 0006901
and 0007691, Douglas and Paulding Counties - The Widening and

Realignment of SR 92.
Meeting Date: October 14, 2009 at 7:30 p.m.
Location: Fairhaven Baptist Church, 6349 Cooper Street, Douglasville, GA
Purpose: Discuss Proposed Railroad Crossing Closures with Members of Church

Attendees:
Melanie Orr, Croy Engineering
Chris Rideout, Croy Engineering
Peter Emmanuel, GDOT
Jonathan Cox, GDOT/OEL
Marcia Hampton, City of Douglasville
Jeff Noles, City of Douglasville
I.aShun Danley, City of Douglasville Councilwoman
Dennis McLain, City of Douglasville Councilman

Cc:
Bill Osborne, City of Douglasville
Richard Fangmann, Jacobs
Erica Parish, Paulding County
Michelle McIntosh, Croy Engineering
Greg Teague, Croy Engineering
Isaac Dodoo, Congressman Scott’s Office
Stephen Maples, Congressman Scott’s Office
Laura Rish, GDOT/OEL
Gerald Ross, GDOT
Neal O’Brien, GDOT

A meeting was held with members of the Fairhaven Baptist Church as a follow-up to a petition that
the pastor, Pastor Biddy and his wife submitted on behalf of the members and residents of the area.
The petition asks that the Mozley Street railroad crossing be left open to local traftic. The purpose of
this meeting was to discuss why the railroad crossings are being closed.

Marcia Hampton began the meeting by going over previous workshops and public involvement. She
also stated that there is an upcoming meeting with the Brown St. community on October 20th at the
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Alice Hawthorne Center from 6:30 to 7:30 p.m. and an upcoming Public Information Open House
(PIOH) that will be held at Stewart Middle School’s gym on October 27% from 5:00 to 8:00 p.m. She
then introduced Jeff Noles to go over the railroad closures. Jeff briefly mentioned the previous public
involvement and the proposed mitigation plan that has resulted. He explained that the discussion
would be just on the railroad closures and that the decision to close the crossings was a result of
cocrdination between the City of Douglasville, the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT). Jeff then
offered the full background regarding why the railroad crossings must be closed and the previous
meetings that have taken place.

Overall, the FRA stated at the beginning of the development of this project that in order to create the
underpass at the railroad, several existing at-grade railroad crossings must be closed. Once that was
determined, the City of Douglasville, GDOT and FHWA met with FRA to determine how many and
which ones must be closed. Initially, FRA stated that the Mozley St, Brown St, Campbellton St. and
McCarley St. crossings must be closed. As a result of this, the Downtown Douglasville Business
Association submitted a petition in 2006 that asked that a crossing be left open in the Downtown
Douglasville area. This was investigated and although the existing McCarley St. crossing does not
meet current railroad crossing standards, the crossing could be shifted to the west to achieve a more
level crossing and would meet standards. In addition, the McCarley St. crossing is far enough away
from the new SR 92 underpass that FRA decided that this would be acceptable and agreed. The FRA
would not agree to keep any of the other three crossings open due to their close proximity to the new
SR 92 underpass and the fact that they are so dangerous. Currently, it is thought that the Campbellton
St. railroad crossing is the most dangerous railroad crossing in the state of Georgia (to clarify, FRA has
ranked it #1 of 25 of its worst crossings). In addition, none of the three remaining railroad crossings
can be moved slightly to achieve an acceptable crossing, as is being proposed at the McCarley St.
crossing. Once it was determined that the McCarley St. crossing would be relocated and would stay
open, FRA reiterated that the three other railroad crossings, at Mozley St., Brown St. and Campbellton
St. must be closed as part of the project or the project could not proceed. No exceptions.

The following list summarizes the comments, questions, concerns and suggestions received from the
meeting. Where applicable, the response provided at the meeting follows in italics.

1. Ms. Biddy stated that there are families who live on the north side of the tracks that have
handicapped family members who live on the south side of the tracks who need to access each
other and the proposed project would make this more difficult. She also stated that their church,
which is located on the south side of the tracks provides Vacation Bible School ocutreach and bus
service to children on the north side of the tracks. She stated that with the new project, access to
them would be more difficult. She further stated that she was unsure of the route that she
would need to take.

Jeffresponded by showing her on the layouts provided how she would get from Douglas Village, for
example, to their church.
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Pastor Biddy stated that Fairhaven was not the only church in the area; that there were four or
five others. He stated that they also had a Hispanic Ministry as well with approximately 110
people. He said that their church building operates six days a week. He further stated that while
Fairhaven has approximately three services per week, the Hispanic church has six services a
week. He said that he had spoken to the pastor at the Hispanic church and that no one of their
members knows about the project.

Ms. Biddy asked that if you are going through the trouble of creating a pedestrian railroad
crossing at the crossings that will be closed to vehicular traffic, why not raise the grade of the
railroad and keep it open?

Please refer to paragraph at the beginning that explains how and why the crossings will be closed
for the response to this question. Jeff reiterated here that if the crossings are not closed, the project
will not happen.

Ms. Biddy and Pastor Biddy stated that this is the first that they have heard of that. Pastor Biddy
stated that he was told twenty years ago not to worry about the railroad, that it would be moved
to go around the city. He stated that he doesn’t care if the railroad moves, he just wants more
access to get across the tracks.

One attendee questioned why they weren't asked about the railroad closures?
Jeffresponded that this process now is to do that.

Peter Emmanuel stated that he understood people’s concerns, they are legitimate and it’s highly
unfortunate that when the project was planned that people were left out. He stated that it wasn’t
by choice to close the railroad crossings and that he understood that people are used to having a
convenient crossing. Peter went on to state that the question was raised regarding what is the
possibility of keeping the Mozley St. crossing open; who are using it and where are they going?
They found out that the people using it and based on where they are coming from and going, the
new SR 92 underpass would meet their needs. He stated that by closing these at-grade crossings, he
hoped to prevent a fatality. ' '

Ms. Biddy stated that at the last meeting (the Brown St Workshop held on 9.10.09 at the Alice
Hawthorne Center), people had the same concerns; people that everyday would need to get on
the six-lane highway because everyday they travel from the north to the south side of the tracks.
She said that they are concerned about the safety of accessing a two-lane roadway versus a six-
lane roadway.

Peter responded by visually showing how you could access the new SR 92 via the Brown St.
signalized intersection. Jeff went on to explain the access to Bankhead Highway.

Ms. Biddy stated that she felt like this community was not taken into consideration as well as
what the downtown area was. She said that the downtown area has two crossings and we have
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10.

none. Pastor Biddy stated that there are two crossings on the west side of town within 150
yards of each other and there is nothing on the east side. He stated that as far as he had seen, the
only accidents that have occurred at the crossing at Mozley St. have involved trucks. Another
attendee stated that they felt like keeping the Mozley St. crossing open only to local traffic would
accommodate their wishes.

Jeff stated that the downtown has two at-grade crossings and they anticipate the traffic using the
existing Rose Avenue crossing to decrease when the new SR 92 underpass is constructed due to the
reduction in drive through traffic, which would then use the new SR 92. Jeff explained the history
with the McCarley St. crossing (see first paragraph) and stated that if they shut down all crossings
between the north and south, this would segregate the north from the south and that’s why
McCarley St. crossing was determined to stay open (in addition to what else was explained). The
new road would offer unimpeded access from the north of the tracks to the hospital. Jeff went on
to address the comment aboul open to local access only and stated that signage doesn't stop trucks.
Peter stated that you can post a sign but they will still use it. He said that the police would spend
their time enforcing it instead of dealing with other issues.

Peter went on to say that it would have been better to involve the people earlier and he doesn't
know which was first, the railroad or the road but the railroad is controlled by a different agency
(FRA)} and he works for FHWA, He said that FRA could stop the underpass and he wished the
crossings would close but part of the agreement with the FRA requires that they do. He stated that
the FRA will contribute a percentage of the cost of the project for every railroad crossing that is
closed. Peter stated that he understood that it is stressful, and is an inconvenience to change access
but once people get used to it, it might not be so bad. What we have with the proposed project does
greater good for the entire Douglasville community. He went on to say that the City had to fight to
get the railroad to allow the pedestrian crossings and they are still working on it. Peter said that
keeping the crossings open to traffic is not an option but if you still don't like it, you can still submit
your comments.

Where will the new McCarley St. crossing be located?

Jeff stated that it would be roughly across from Gumbeauxs Cajun Cafe.

Why not do an overpass?

Jeff stated that the railroad is the highest point in Douglasville and being the highest point, the
approaches would begin roughly a mile on either side which would cause a much greater impact to
the community. This would be a major community development impact. He stated that they are
looking at doing another underpass on the west side and there may be possible future discussions
to close the Rose Avenue and other crossings. The railroad closes crossings when they want to. The

SR 92 project would be the eastern bypass, the other project would be the western bypass.

Does anyone know of the percentage of traffic that would be shifted from downtown as a result
of the project?
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Jeff responded that they don’t know a percentage, but they anticipate that it will be a significant
amount. He stated that downtown is a destination and after the project is complete, the downtown
area will not die. The drive through traffic will decrease; causing the downtown area to be easier
to access for people whose destination is downtown. This will cause the local traffic to increase.

Ms. Biddy stated that on a positive note, she was happy and encouraged by the bypass going
under the road and not being trapped by the railroad. She said that personally, she was glad that
the truck route was not going to go by her house anymore; that it was a good thing. She said that
her comments were not all bad, that she just felt that keeping the Mozley St. crossing open to
local traffic was a need. She said that she did not know until tonight all of the details behind the
decision.

Once the project gets approved, when will the crossings be closed?

Jeff explained that the crossings won't be closed to vehicular traffic until the project is complete,
with the exception of the Brown street crossing due to its close proximity to the project.

How long will construction last?

Jeff stated that he doesn't know that now because plans have not and can not be developed yet.
Peter stated that once the City completes this stage, they will turn it over the GDOT. The project has
most of the money needed, thanks to Congressman Scott. If someone else comes into office, the
project could be put on hold. They may have a different agenda; they may want him to go in a
different direction. That is why they are moving so fast right now, because it is top priority right
now.

Was it decided three years ago to close the railroad crossings without asking anyone?

Marcia responded that no, it was determined earlier than that, before our time with the City. This
was an agreement with the railroad.

What about the area around Campbellton? Will it be the same where you can’t go left on
McCarley?

No, once project is completed, the area around Campbellton will be completely changed. It will be
Just like any other regular in-town side street.

To close, Marcia asked for comments from the two elected officials in attendance. LaShun Danley
stated that she has lived on the north side of the tracks for over 40 years and understands feeling like
your community has been overlooked because that is how she has felt over the years in her
community. She said she used to live off of Colquitt Street and when she was in the 5t grade, her
house caught fire and the fire station was located at the time on the south side of the tracks. The fire
truck and ambulance couldn’t get to her house in time because of the tracks and it burned to the
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ground and they lost everything. Also, her grandmother licved on the north side of the tracks and had
a heart attack. Because of the tracks, the ambulance couldn’t get to her fast enough and she died
because she couldn't get to the hospital in time. She said that she understood as a resident, not as an
elected official. She also expressed her thanks to Pastor Biddy because it is very difficult to get pastors
to open up their churches to these types of meetings because of the separation of church and state;
therefore she was appreciative of Pastor Biddy opening up his church. She said that she wished there
were more pasfors like him. She stated that she had visited Golden Valley Mobile Home Park, which
houses a large number of Hispanics. She also said that as a little girl she could never enjoy going to the
grocery store because they never had one on the north side of tracks. If the Shell station was closed,
they have no where to get anything, including just a gallon of milk. She stated that this project would
give the children along Brown St. a chance to run around near the road, which is something that they
could never do and see knows because she used to be one of those children. She also thanked Pastor
Biddy and Ms. Biddy for offering busing for the children because as a child, she was one of those
children. She now lives on Strickland St, on the other side from where the Biddy’s live, closer to
Wortham Park and she understands the passion and the feeling of being left out but with a project,
nothing is perfect. LaShun ended by saying that she hoped that everyone would help spread the word
about the project and the upcoming PIOH.

Dennis McLain stated that the FRA has been kind about the railroad. When the City was told that the
crossings would be closed they fought it and the city manager told the railroad no, that they wouldn’t
close the crossings. As a result, the railroad sent Douglasville a bill to allow people to park on the
street, which is railroad right-of-way. The railroad also reminded the City that part of a road is on
railroad right-of-way and they can take it back at any time. Dennis stated that the FRA trumps FHWA.
Dennis expressed that everyone has done a great job and if no one talked to your community in the
past, he is sorry and it shouldn’t been done and the outreach in the past should've been better but we
can’t go back. He said that the people who live in the Mill Village have been a part of the process in the
past. He stated that he lives in Douglas Manor, which is off of Hospital Drive. His neighborhood is full
of older folks and they have seen Hospital Drive go from a two lane roadway to a four lane roadway
with a center turn lane and the older ladies in his neighborhood have had no problem with the
additional lanes. He said that the six lane roadway will be different but it won't bother you once it's
done and you get used to it. The ended by saying that the underpass portion of the project would be
the first element of the project. Jeff added that while sections of the project would begin at different
times, they would all end at the same time.

Marcia reiterated the story behind why the McCarley St. crossing was being relocated and kept open.
She stated that back in 2006, Downtown Douglasville felt just as everyone at the meeting felt. Due to
the crossings distance from the new SR 92 underpass, the City was able to renegotiate and keep the
crossing open. She went on to say that the reason that the City involved stakeholders in the public
involvement of this project was because they (the City) couldn’t do it all. She asked that they all come
to the meetings and to please spread the word about the project and the upcoming PIOH on the 27,
[t doesn’t matter if you are in favor or not. She said that she didn’t want anyone to come to the PIOH
on the 27% and say they didn't know about the project. Jeff also encouraged people to come to the
PIOH. Marcia said that it is the responsibility of neighbors to get the word out. Jeff said that the
education would never stop; that they will go out and meet with other churches and they will meet
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with anyone that asks and that the PIOH on the 27t is the culmination of what they feel is a great
project and a great mitigation plan. He said that they would continue to explain and work with
residents.

Jonathan Cox, with GDOT’s Office of Environment said that when they are working on the concept and
they know there is involvement with the railroad, they do early coordination with the railroad. The
railroad said they were OK with the project but that railroad crossings must be closed. Then they
start strategizing which ones will be closed and the roads crossing the railroad are easements on
railroad right-of-way.

Peter stated that it was his responsibility to make the project happen and there has been significant
progress made and the mitigation plan is a part of that. He said that at the end of the day, the project
was one that would satisfy the community and may change Douglasville forever. He said that he has
no secret agenda and that they city doesn't either but that sometimes these things are difficult to
explain. He said that is was unfortunate that they didn’t disclose it in time. He closed by saying that
he would be here until the project is finally built and the people of Douglasville were driving on it.

mbo
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Croy Engineering, LLC

Dry Run Meeting Minutes

To: Files
From: Michelle McIntosh

CC: Bill Osborne, Marcia Hampton, Jeff Noles, Isaac Dodoo, Stephen Maples,
Lashun Danley, Callye Burke Holmes, Peter Emmanuel, Laura Rish, Erica
Parish, Richard Fangmann, Greg Teague, Chris Rideout, Melanie Orr,
Jonathan Cox, Wates Keller, Mac Cranford, Greg Hood

Date: October 22, 2009
Re: Projects STP00-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00(900)(901) and CSSTP-0007-

00(691), Douglas and Paulding Counties, PI Numbers 720970, 0006900,
0006901 and 0007691 — The Proposed Widening & Reconstruction of SR 92

A dry run was held on October 22, 2009 at 3:00pm at the Douglasville City Hall. The
dry run was conducted by Jonathan Cox from the Office of Environment & Location.
The purpose of the dry run was to prepare for the Public Information Open House
(PIOH) which is scheduled for October 27, 2009, from 5:00pm to 8:00pm, in the

Stewart Middle School Gymnasium. See the attached Sign-in Sheet for a list of dry
run attendees.

The following is a list discussion points from the dry run. Please note that all action

items are followed in parenthesis by the person or persons responsible for
each action.

1. Over 600 people are expected at the PIOH. Five thousand paper notices of
the PIOH have been distributed by the City.

2. The gym will be open as early as 3:30 but there will be kids using it until
4:00pm. We can start bringing the stuff in at 3:30 but we won't be able to set
up until 4:00pm. (Croy)

3. All staff working at the PIOH should arrive before 4:15pm. (All Staff)

4. The formal run through will be conducted at 4:15pm. (Peter Emmanuel)

5. The Court Reporter has been confirmed.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

1.

16.

17.

® Page 2

The ads have been run and all but the second Paulding County ad has been
confirmed. The second Paulding County ad will be confirmed. (Erica Parish)

The Fact Sheet was distributed to attendees and comments were requested
by the close of business Friday, the 23rd. (All Attendees)

The project length will be changed to 9.27 miles in the handout and on the
Fact Sheet. An ample number of Fact Sheets will be provided at the PIOH
(confirmed attendees, plus tentative attendees, plus 10). (Melanie).

We will need 12 tables to set up. We will only need chairs at the welcome
tables, comment tables and court reporter table. (City of Douglasville)

PDF’s of the PIOH handout and displays will be coordinated with Laura Rish

so that they can be made available on GDOT’s web-site by Wednesday at the
latest. (Croy)

The displays on GDOT’s web site and www.gahwy92.com should show the
displays with the mitigation plan incorporated, as shown at the PIOH. (Croy)

All handout material will be provided to meeting attendees via e-mail this
afternoon. Comments on the handout materials should be provided to

Melanie via e-mail by the close of business on Friday, October 23™. (All
Attendees)

The Comment Sheet will be revised so that Marcia is the contact for public
comments. (Croy)

A Vicinity Map will be provided in the handout package. Detailed layout maps
will not be provided. If detailed layout maps are made available for Douglas

County, then detailed layout maps will be made available for Paulding County.
(Croy)

How will the bike lanes be shown on the layouts and in the legend? Because
of the scale, the bike lanes are not discernable on the layouts. Typical section

displays will be prepared, mounted and displayed adjacent to each layout
display. (Croy)

The only rendering that was used at the community meetings that will be
provided at the PIOH is the Google fly-over. A disclaimer will be added to the
presentation slide, or on a sign adjacent to the display, stating that the fly-over
display is only for the new location section of the proposed project. (Croy)

The City will provide Croy a photograph taken in the AM that will adequately
display the existing grade problem (“hump”) at the railroad. (Jeff Noles) The
photo will be blown up, mounted, and used as a display at the PIOH. (Croy)



18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

mbm

We will need 750 English and 200 Spanish handouts for the PIOH. (City of
Douglasville)

Coordinate with Laura Rish by Monday regarding what items will be needed
from OEL (specifically — number of easels, court reporter sign, comment
boxes, right-of-way pamphlets, etc). Then, let Wates Keller know how many
right-of-way pamphlets he needs to bring to the PIOH. The pamphlets will be
kept under the welcome tables and will be distributed only as needed. (Croy)

Find out what the fire code capacity is for the gym. If we exceed the number,
we may have to let the people into the PIOH in shifts. If we have to shift the
people in due to maximum capacity, we will line them down the school halls
so that we will not have to worry about the weather. Two police officers will be
on staff to help with crowd control. (City of Douglasville)

Parking is limited. Once the parking lot is full, people can park on the street or
at the field. Someone will be available to direct traffic. (City of Douglasville)

There will be 9 display stations: 4 Douglasville stations, 2 Paulding stations, 1
railroad station (pardon the pun), 1 mitigation station, and the fly-over display.
(Croy)

After the PIOH, displays will be made available at Douglasville City Hall,
Paulding DOT, GDOT District 6 and GDOT District 7. (Croy)

The GDOT Area Engineers Office will be contacted and informed as to where
the displays will be made available. If someone goes to the area office to
view the display, they will be redirected. (Peter Emmanuel)

The locations of where the displays will be available will be placed on
www.gahwy92.com. (City of Douglasville)

The following offices will have staff members in attendance at the PIOH:
GDOT/OEL, GDOT/Right-of-way, GDOT/Dist. 6, GDOT/Dist 7, the City of
Douglasville, Jacobs, and Croy Engineering. Gerald Ross, Peter Emmanuel
and Erica Parish will also be in attendance.

The room layout as shown at the dry run will be revised. Erica will attend one
of the Paulding stations with Richard Fangmann and Lee Gould will attend
one of the Douglas stations with Marcia Hampton. Bi-lingual staff members
will be identified on the room layout. (Croy)

Attachment: Sign-in Sheets
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Croy Engineering, LLC

Meeting Minutes - February 1, 2010 Town Hall Meeting
Subject: Projects STP00-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00(900), CSSTP-0006-

00(901) and CSSTP-0007-00(691), P1 #’s 720970, 0006900, 0006901
and 0007691, Douglas and Paulding Counties - The Widening and

Realignment of SR 92
Meeting Date: February 1,2010 at 10 a.m.
Location: Downtown Douglasville Conference Center
Purpose: The purpose of this Town Hall Meeting was to brief Congressman David

Scott on what had happened with the proposed SR 92 project since the
last Town Hall Meeting held on August 1, 2009.

Attendees: See Attached sign-in sheet

The meeting began with Pastor Roderick Murray leading everyone in the Pledge of
Allegiance

City of Douglasville Mayor Mickey Thompson opened with a summary of what has
happened since August 1, 2009. He also expressed his thanks to Congressman Scott, GDOT,
Croy Engineering and Isaac Dodoo.

Councilwoman LaShun Danley then spoke about how the SR 92 project was personal to her,
she recounted how her house burned down as a child because the firemen couldn’t get to
her house in time because of the railroad. She also expressed how critical this project is. She
stated that in December, she had a staff member that was hit at the red light on SR 92 and
the previous night, she had received a phone call regarding how another pedestrian was hit
on the railroad tracks. That pedestrian is in the hospital. She urged everyone to not wait
until there are more accidents and more congestion. She thanked Congressman Scott,
Marcia Hampton and Jeff Noles and the City of Douglasville staff and all residents who will
be impacted by the project.

Bill Osborne expressed thanks to Congressman Scott and everyone for being here. He also
expressed thanks to the citizens for attending neighborhood meetings, the public
information open house, for distributing information and making phone calls. He stated that
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this is a project that affects everyone in Douglasville and he appreciates the working
relationship with GDOT and FHWA. He also expressed thanks to Jim Croy and his staff at
Croy Engineering.

Mr. Osborne then gave a brief overview of those who would provide a briefing to
Congressman Scott. Following the briefing, Congressman Scott can ask questions and make
comments. Mr. Osborne emphasized that this briefing would only address the SR 92 project.

Marcia Hampton, who served as moderator, reiterated the purpose of the briefing. She
stated that through the public outreach that had been conducted since August 1, 2009, they
had reached out to the stakeholders to determine what this process and what this project
means to them. Mrs. Hampton stated that they were able to get a clear understanding of
that.

Jeff Noles then presented what had happened since August 1, 2009. He spoke about how,
after the August 1 meeting, the City met with GDOT and FHWA and asked what needed to be
done to get to construction and completion of the project. FHWA needed to be satisfied with
the public involvement component of the environmental process. From that, a public
involvement plan was developed and a stakeholder group was formed.

Mr. Noles explained that the affected communities could be divided into three components;
north of the railroad tracks, south of the railroad tracks and the businesses. From there the
north of the tracks and south of the tracks areas could be divided into those that would be
directly impacted by the project and those that would be indirectly impacted. Workshops
were held for each of these groups and others. In the workshops, the City encouraged
participation and met with all those affected. Mr. Noles then provided an overview of the
workshops that were held. He stated that well over 1000 people, nearing 2000, were met
with during this public outreach.

The public information open house (PIOH) was the culmination of the outreach. In addition,
it was the venue to present the most important result of the outreach; the mitigation plan.
First the mitigation plan was developed and taken to the stakeholders for feedback. Then it
was shown to the public at the PIOH. Mr. Noles stated that a majority of people were
pleased with the project and the mitigation plan. He said that they still have the project
website up and are still taking phone calls on the project.

Jim Croy then explained what needs to happen and is happening from here. He stated that
his consulting firm, Croy Engineering, has been hired by the City of Douglasville to write the
Concept Report and complete the environmental documentation, which in this case is an
Environmental Assessment (EA). He stated that Croy’s job is to take all the input and put it
into a technical report. Mr. Croy stated that the Concept Report has been submitted to GDOT
and comments have been received. These comments have been addressed and the Concept
Report has been re-submitted to GDOT. Mr. Croy also stated that a Final Concept Team
Meeting will be held on February 11, 2010 to discuss the progress of the concept.

Mr. Croy then explained that the EA is moving along. He stated that the next major step is
the public hearing open house (PHOH) which will be held sometime in June 2010. He also
stated that a FONSI is expected in the latter part of the year. Mr. Croy emphasized that the
environmental process has many moving parts which includes an update to the history due
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to timeframe and the mitigation plan. He also stated that the traffic report and noise
analysis have been updated as a result to project changes as well. These reports have been
completed by sub-consultants and are currently under review at GDOT. Mr. Croy also
explained the changes to the project that have occurred as a result of the mitigation plan.
Mr. Croy stated that comments received from the PIOH are being addressed and will be
submitted this week. He also stated that the draft EA will be submitted this week to GDOT .
Mr. Croy re-emphasized that the environmental process includes many moving parts and
lots of technical reports but that we are on schedule and that we wouldn’t be here without
the support of the public, the city and GDOT.

Jennifer Giersch explained that her responsibility at FHWA is to ensure that the intent of
NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act) is met in terms of documentation and public
involvement. Mrs. Giersch stated that she was overwhelmed in the amount of public
engagement that had been conducted in the last six months and that she felt that the City
had properly engaged the public. She also stated that she felt that the mitigation planis a
true representation of what the public wants to see, not what we think they want to see. She
ended by thanking Congressman Scott and Gerald Ross.

Gerald Ross provided an overview of the project’s plan development process. He stated that
Croy Engineering is doing the environmental documentation and the concept report. Once
that is complete and approved, GDOT will take the project over. Mr. Ross stated that GDOT
has not designed the project yet and are still sometime away from that step; however, it can
be done quickly. He emphasized that no hard core decisions have been made regarding the
project alignment either. Mr. Ross stated that this project will provide relief to Interstate 75,
that it is a huge project for GDOT and that it was just approved in the Statewide
Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP) which provides transportation projects for the
next four years.

Mr. Ross then went over the current schedule of the project and emphasized that it is a high
priority and that GDOT will make all deadlines set for this project.

Mrs. Hampton then asked all elected officials to stand and introduce themselves. She also
stated that the stakeholder group was directly involved in the entire public outreach
process. She then stated that a few of the stakeholders would speak. First was Kali
Boatright, who is president of the Douglas County Chamber of Commerce.

Ms. Boatright stated that the Chamber has been in support of the project from the beginning
and had placed SR 92 on the legislative agenda. She then asked that all board members in
attendance stand and be recognized. She introduced John Sell of Georgia Power who is head
of the Chamber’s Government Affairs office. Ms. Boatright explained the Chamber’s strong
history of support and that they felt that the SR 92 project was good for business locally and
regionally. She emphasized that this is not just a Douglasville or Douglas County project but
aregional project. Ms. Boatright stated that currently, transportation is the single item on
their legislative agenda as it is such a high priority and that the government affairs office has
listed this project as their only project. She closed by saying that the Chamber will continue
to be involved.
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Mrs. Hampton then introduced Sharon Nettles, a stakeholder who represents the Fulgham
Drive area, which is a townhome community. Mrs. Hampton stated that the entire Fulgham
Drive townhome community would be displaced, including Ms. Nettles. She stated that Ms.
Nettles attended all workshops and meetings held.

Mrs. Nettles stated that she has been hearing about this road for 14 years and she feels that
itis a fantastic project for Douglas County and Paulding County. She feels that it will open up
the area for growth and keep traffic flowing. She stated that she feels that it is finally going
to happen so let’s get it done!

Mrs. Hampton then stated that Mr. Martinez represents the businesses in the Big Lots
Shopping Center which will be displaced by the SR 92 project and will be speaking a little
later. Mrs. Hampton stated that Mr. Martinez has been very vocal and wants to ensure that
the city looks out for them and wants to stay together in Douglasville. Mrs. Hampton
emphasized the City’s support that the businesses stay together in Douglasville.

Mrs. Hampton then opened the floor to any residents from the Brown Street community
that would like to speak. The previously arranged representative from this community
could not attend today’s meeting. Kim Jackson Banks, who owns Majestic Learning Center
in the Brown Street area stated that she was excited about the project and that the parents
who bring their children to her facility feel that it is dangerous to get onto SR 92.

Mrs. Hampton stated that the Big Lots Shopping Center, the Fulgham Drive town home
community and the Brown Street Community will see most of the impacts of the project.
Mrs. Hampton then introduced Congressman Scott.

Congressman Scott opened with several positive remarks about the community and the
project. He stated that the SR 92 project is not just a Douglasville or Douglas County project
but a project for the nation. He stated that it is on the national transportation plan and that
between three and four million dollars have been allocated for this project. Congressman
Scott said he is ready to bring in an additional fifty million dollars. He has begun the process
of having every dollar in place.

Congressman Scott expressed thanks to the Mayor, Bill Osborne, Marcia Hampton and
Councilwoman LaShun Danley and welcomed Councilman Sam Davis. He thanked the
Chamber of Commerce, who wants to talk about SR 92 every time they come to Washington.

Congressman Scott stated the major benefit of this project is that you no longer have to be
subject to the travel and schedule of trains and that it provided unimpeded access from one
side of the tracks to the other. It provides the same thing for emergency vehicles. The road
will open up the area for everyone and could have the economic impact of doubling the
economy of this region.

Congressman Scott emphasized that we must make this road neighborhood friendly, family
friendly. He stated that the heart of the road is going through a residential area and we must
make sure that the residential quality of life is enhanced by the road.

The Congressman then went point by point through the project making points along the
way. Greg Teague provided the fly-over of the project alignment to assist in discussing the
project. Congressman Scott made several points:
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Pointing out the project in the Brown Street area, he stated that there is Jessie
David Park, Alice Hawthorne Community Center and a daycare center on one
side of the road and a residential community on the other side where children
live. How do we ensure access to the park and center is enhanced and not
disrupted? How do we ensure that the community knows what the six lane will
look like; how it will change their community. The Congressman emphasized
that the community in this area has to buy into the project. He recommended to
Mr. Ross and Mr. Croy to develop a schematic of that area showing the park and
center on one side and the residential area on the other. The Congressman
compared this new roadway to I-75; not as intrusive but questioned how it could
be made more neighborhood friendly? He explained that there are creative ways
and he felt confident that GDOT and Croy Engineering could accomplish this;
however, a schematic must be drawn and taken to the community.

He next questioned the Colquitt, Cone and Green Streets that are currently next
to Brown Street but will be adjacent to the new six lane roadway. He stated that
incorporating cul-de-sacs, signals and an overpass to the design would help to
compliment and enhance community. He emphasized that he didn’t want the
new roadway to be a wall that separated the community and that he felt that
overpasses (pedestrian bridges) needed to be added. He requested that this be
worked on.

Congressman Scott’s next concern was the fire station, access to and from; how
will it work? We need a schematic for this area to show people how it will
function.

The Congressman also expressed concern for the area at Avalon. He stated that
this is a huge apartment complex and near a major school and daycare center.

He again emphasized that the big challenge is to get schematics and work with
the community; these need to be taken and presented to the community. He
mentioned the Stewart Middle School area and the several churches in that area.
He stated that this area down to the downtown area should not be cut off. He
requested the examination of connecting businesses on Dallas Highway coming
into downtown into one unit.

Another concern Congressman Scott mentioned was the speed. He stated that he
realized that there will be clear access at the railroad; however, the road will go
through a residential neighborhood and the speed limit should be between 35
and 40 miles per hour. He emphasized that this is how you make the project
compatible. He requested a response on this from the audience.

The other concern that the Congressman mentioned was the Ellis
Street/Maxwell/Strickland Street area. This is the area near the underpass and
requested that it be designed in a way that incorporates a high residential quality
of life.

He requested that the mistake not be made to design a project that the people
must live through but that we must design a project so that it enhances the lives
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of the people who live there and the north side of the tracks grows. He used
Freedom Parkway in Atlanta as an example of a project that was designed in a
way that enhances quality of life and makes positive experiences for people who
live there. The Congressman requested a schematic of the

Ellis/Maxwell /Strickland Street area as well.

He stated that there is a real challenge where the road comes out at Hospital
Drive; in the area of Cooper and Hill.

The Congressman again emphasized the importance of the schematics and that
they must be done so people understand.

He also stated that we must work in overdrive so the Hispanic community and
their businesses are not hurt; we must be sensitive to their needs and they must
be kept together because their businesses feed on one another. This is a great
challenge but it can be done. He emphasized that we must work to the
satisfaction of the Hispanic business owners and they must work with the
Chamber.

Overall, Congressman Scott stated that the key is that the community must buy
into the project and he cannot allow any element to be unhappy with it.

The final area the Congressman discussed was the downtown area, from Brown
Street to Rose Avenue. He stated that we are moving their crosspath over the
railroad from SR 92 /Dallas Highway; people have been using this as their main
avenue to downtown and they may become disoriented when it changes; we
must be sensitive to that. He asked how we can connect with Rose Avenue.

The Congressman then focused on two major traffic areas (Malone and Ellis); he
felt that this area might need to be re-examined. How do we prevent traffic from
doing what we don’t want it to and open up major traffic flow? He cautioned Mr.
Ross and Mr. Croy to be careful of this and make sure the project does not cause
cut through traffic. What about speed bumps? The Congressman expressed
great concern for this issue.

Congressman Scott emphasized that there is a great deal of character, culture and
heritage in this area and he wants to make sure it's preserved.

The Congressman then requested a response from Mr. Ross or Croy Engineering.
Greg Teague provided responses to the issues that the Congressman raised.

Mr. Teague explained the addition of the signalized intersection with pedestrian
facilities at Colquitt Street to provide a safe pedestrian crossing between the
residential community and the park/community center. The Congressman
requested a pedestrian overpass at this location to allow children to access these
facilities without crossing the roadway. Mr. Teague agreed that this reduced the
chance of pedestrians in conflict with vehicles. Mr. Teague said this will be
looked at once the concept is finalized. Congressman Scott recommended at least
one or two of these pedestrian overpasses. Mr. Teague stated that once they are
at the preliminary design phase, they will evaluate the ability to construct an
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overpass. Mr. Ross stated that they can look also at a Hawk signal, which is a
signal for pedestrians only, not cars. Congressman Scott stated that since this
will be a six lane major roadway, this area needed at least one maybe two
overpasses. Mr. Ross expressed his concern; he is fine with constructing an
overpass; however, he felt that historically they aren’t used. He estimated that he
has constructed approximately ten and no one has used any of them. The
Congressman responded by saying that if we work with community to design an
overpass and it is constructed in the right place, it will get used. He emphasized
that we don’t need accidents in this area.

Mr. Teague then addressed Congressman Scott’s concern regarding access to and
from the fire station. Mr. Teague explained that as a result of the mitigation plan,
the median will be lowered at the entrance of the fire station so emergency
vehicles can go north or south on SR 92. This is essentially a median break but
only for emergency vehicles. It would be striped to discourage vehicles from
using and would be signed for emergency vehicles only. Mr. Teague also stated
that a flashing light is being considered to warn cars of emergency vehicles
entering the roadway. Congressman Scott state that he felt that a stop light
synchronized to the fire station alarms would be helpful. Mr. Ross stated that
they will look into that.

Mr. Teague then addressed the Congressman’s concern regarding speed limit.
Mr. Teague stated that it is the responsibility of the local jurisdiction to
determine the speed limit. Congressman Scott asked what the current speed in
the area was. No one was quite sure; however, it was felt that it is between 35
and 45 miles per hour.

Mr. Teague responded to the Congressman'’s concern about the
Cone/Green/Colquitt Streets area. Mr. Teague explained changes in the project
design in this area as a result of the additional public involvement and
subsequent mitigation plan.

Congressman Scott requested that a rendering be done for the Cooper/Hill Street
area so the community can see how it will look.

Congressman Scott questioned pedestrian access at the north end of the project
in Douglasville. He felt that an overpass in this location would encourage kids to
use recreation programs; wanted to make access convenient. Mr. Teague
explained the pedestrian facilities have been added in this area as a result of the
mitigation plan. He also stated that the city has an existing project to upgrade
sidewalks along Dallas Highway into downtown Douglasville.

Congressman Scott asked about lighting? Bus Routes? Public transportation?
Mr. Ross explained that the City has agreed to pay for lighting; therefore it has
been added to the project. There is no bus service or public transportation in this
area.

Congressman Scott asked if all residents directly affected by the project had been
contacted? Several people responded in the negative however clarification was
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provided. All attempts have been made to contact residents about the project.
Residents have not; however, been contacted regarding whether their house will
be taken or their property impacted. Mr. Ross stated that legally they cannot
contact residents about this at this time; that is part of the right-of-way
acquisition process which cannot begin until the environmental process is
complete.

= Councilwoman Danley then proceeded with questions on behalf of many
residents in the audience. All were right-of-way related questions;
therefore, Congressman Scott agreed to sit down with anyone with right-
of-way questions after the meeting. Congressman Scott stated that he
would meet with anyone that had a problem with the project.

Congressman Scott questioned the intersection of Malone Street and the new SR
92. He emphasized that it should be pedestrian friendly. Mr. Teague explained
that this intersection would be signalized with pedestrian facilities. In addition,
sidewalks would be provided on both sides of the roadway and on one side of
Brown Street. Additionally, pedestrian access would be provided from Brown
Street to Malone Street. Congressman Scott again stated the need for a
pedestrian bridge near this location.

Mr. Teague provided further explanation of what is proposed in the Cone
Street/Green Street area. He explained that trees are proposed at the noise walls.

The Congressman asked about the alignment south of the railroad. What about

the church that will be displaced? Mrs. Hampton explained that Second Baptist
Church has already purchased property to build a new church and is waiting on
right-of-way money to begin construction.

Mrs. Hampton then introduced two Hispanic business owners, including Mr.
Martinez. They stated that they felt that the project was great for the city and
that their only personal concern was regarding relocation. They stated that they
would need to find a new location and wanted to ensure that their customer base
would have the same access. They have been in the Big Lots Shopping Center for
a few years and feel that it would be difficult to relocate with the same customer
base in a different area. They acknowledged that through meetings with the City
and GDOT that it is too early to discuss right-of-way acquisition specifics. They
said they had been informed and wanted to make sure they are fairly
compensated as compared to their landlord because their impact is bigger.

Mrs. Hampton responded by expressing the City’s commitment through her
department and the Downtown Development Authority and the Douglas County
Chamber of Commerce to come up with a list of spaces to keep everyone
together; however, Mrs. Hampton emphasized that ultimately it’s their choice as
to where they relocate. Mrs. Hampton also stated that there are places along
Fairburn Road to relocate that would be close to their current location.
Congressman Scott offered his staff, specifically Mr. Isaac Dodoo, to assist in any
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way. The Congressman emphasized that they are sensitive to the Hispanic
business owner’s situation and would provide any assistance grant wise as well.

O Mr. Osborne offered closing remarks and stated that the Congressman would be
available after the meeting to sit down with those who still have right-of-way
questions/concerns.

Comments/Questions Received

e How will access to the church on Malone Street (Trinity World Christian Center) be
changed?

Mr. Teague explained how access to Trinity World Christian Center will change using the
fly-over and the project layout. Congressman Scott requested that this area be shown in
the schematics as well.

e State Senator Donzella James had to leave early but prior to leaving expressed her full
support for the project. She expressed her appreciation for looking out for safety and
offered congratulations on being on top of the situation.

e (allye Burke Holmes asked about the communities further east of the project (Huey
Road, etc.); how will they get across tracks? It was her opinion that it would extend time
to get to the hospital for people who don’t like to drive on bypasses or underpasses.

Mr. Teague provided an explanation of all the access points across the railroad tracks and
explained that the existing at-grade railroad crossings at SR 92/Dallas Highway, Brown
Street and Mozley Street must be closed; this was dictated to the city by the railroad many
years ago. Mr. Teague stated that the public must be educated on the underpass and it
may require them to drive a few extra blocks but it will improve safety by providing a grade
separated crossing. Safety is the most important issue.

¢ Councilwoman LaShun Danley, representing a resident, stated that Mr. Cowen was fine
with being displaced; that the current alignment will only take part of his property. He
wants GDOT to take all of his property.

Congressman Scott met with Mr. Cowen after the meeting.

e The owner of Majestic Learning Center (daycare center on Brown Street) stated that
most of the parents walk to her daycare center.

Congressman Scott stated that a pedestrian overpass was needed in this area for Majestic
Learning Center.

Sit Down with Congressman Scott regarding Right-of-way Questions/Concerns

¢ Councilwoman Danley stated that the resident’s concerns are two fold; some are not
currently proposed to be displaced but want to be and others are currently proposed to
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be displaced but want to stay. They want clarification and when they might be
contacted. They want to know what to expect.

e Mike Haithcock provided a detailed overview of the process and what needs to be done
to get to the right-of-way phase of the project.

¢ Phil Copeland then explained exactly what would happen during the right-of-way phase
of the project. He emphasized that once they get to that point, each affected property
owner would be contacted in writing and would have the opportunity to sit down, one
on one, with a GDOT right-of-way specialist and discuss their property. Mr. Copeland
also briefly explained the assistance they would be given.

¢ GDOT emphasized that it is too early to talk about right-of-way details.

¢ Congressman Scott requested that GDOT provide in writing an explanation in full detail
what the specifics are from now until the property is purchased. This should be sent to
all property owners that would be affected or potentially affected. The Congressman
emphasized that the project should not put a financial hardship on residents.

¢ Mr. Copeland stated that as things move forward, there will be more meetings.

e Peter Emmanuel stated that not much detail is shown currently in the conceptual
layouts. All detailed information will be shown in the plans when the property owner
information meeting takes place, after the completion of the preliminary plan phase.
The earliest date for right-of-way authorization is July 1, 2011.

e Mrs. Hampton stated the best things about this project are that it is finally going to
happen, and the project has right-of-way money because of Congressman Scott.

e The one-on-one session ended with Judge Wynn (former Douglas County judge)
requesting that Congressman Scott come see the Cedartown Bypass. The Judge felt that
it has been an economic disaster and has disrupted Cedartown’s traffic forever. Judge
Wynn wanted the Congressman to see this project so that the same mistake is not
repeated with the SR 92 project. Congressman Scott agreed and discussions continued
after the meeting regarding a field visit to see the Cedartown Bypass.

Attachments: Sign-in Sheets
Meeting Agenda
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Douglas County Chamber of Commerce

2010 Legislative Agenda

We believe a dependable transportation network and reliable mobility are so important for
Douglas County businesses and residents, we have made it our only legislative priority in 2010.

Locally, the Douglas County Chamber of Commerce is part of a collaborative effort to find funding
and complete the GA Hwy 92 Corridor Project through the heart of our community. This project will
provide reliable travel time and will allow businesses to attract new customers while the entire region
grows and prospers. This is the major north-south corridor between crowded Paulding and Douglas
counties and its success and safety will define the future of our community.

Additionally, the Chamber joins with the Regional Business Coalition to support a regional SPLOST
that will make a direct impact on traffic congestion, with a clear list of defined projects with input at
the local level and open to all modes of transportation. )

Current state funding cannot keep pace with the amount of infrastructure that needs to be built to
ensure a reliable network. The result is that Georgia, and the metro Atlanta region in particular, will
continue to fall behind its competitors unless a significant investment in transportation infrastructure is
made.

We believe that in 2010, the General Assembly has a better opportunity to engage in meaningful policy
action on transportation than it has had in a generation. It should seize that opportunity. We support
legislation that will make a clear impact on traffic congestion and freight movement by enhancing
funding at the state level and providing options such as a regional SPLOST for regions that have
significant needs.

The Douglas County Chamber of Commerce is proud to endorse and support the agenda of the Regional Business
Coalition. The Regional Business Coalition (RBC) is comprised of 14 local chambers of commerce and business
organizations in the metro Atlanta region.

**For more information about the Douglas County Chamber of Commerce Legislative Agenda, please contact President and CEO Kali Kirkham

Boatright at 770-942-5022 or at Boatright@douglaScountygeorgia.com.
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FRANK L. DANGHET?Z , - : BILLY B SHAR®

CHIEE ENGINEER - ' ' : ' - TREASURER -
, _ : 1A04)686-5224

(404)’6-5645277
August 25, 1998

The Hoporable Charles Camp, Mayoz

City.of Douglasville

P, O. Box 219

Douglasvilie, Georgia 30133
Dear Mayor Camyp:

Lam returning for your files an executed agreement between the Geotgla Dcpartment of Transportation
and City of Douglawﬂ e for the following project; ' ' o

ST 186 ~1(11), Dougias County, P.I 720970
SR 92 Relocation from Mosputal Drive Northwest 1o SR 92 at Brown Street

 We look forward to working -W-it'h you on the successful completion of the joint projects. -
Should you. have any questions, please contact me at (404) 656 S’%)O

“Herian T, Griffin, 5.

State-Transportation-Programming-Engineer

HTGwkb

Enctosure

¢ Percy Middlebrooks, w/auach:nem
Joe Palladi, w/attachment
Mitch Fowler, w/attachment
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AGREEMENT
BETWEEN
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
| STATE OF GEORGIA
AND |
* THE CITY OF DOUGLASVILLE

for

SR % RELOCATION FROMHOSPITAL BRW!* N@RTHWLS'I‘ TOHR 32 AT
‘ - BRQ WN S’I‘Rl“[‘fﬁ ‘ _

This AGREEMENT is made 411(:[ enferac into. thls @_ﬁ_& day of ['Bj%@i—__, 1998, by and

between the DEPARTMENT OF TRANSFORTATION, an agency of the'Sta{e of Georgia, hereinafler
allcd the "DBPARTMENT”, and THE CITY OF DOUGLASVILLE, GLORGIA, ElCUllg by and

tln?uyh itg Mdyox and City Counml hereinafter called the "CITY ",

WIII*RI"AS the CI’TY has Iepmsentbd to the DEPARTMENT a desuu lo 1mpiovc, the roadway

) Iacrlﬂy ﬁom SR 92/ l"dnbum Road at IIospm} Drive northwest to SR 92 at Brown Street, in the City of

Douglasville, C’LOI gia,_currently_described-as-Georgia-Department-of-Lranspe [:L‘-ati-on—Pro ject-Number————

STP-186-1 (1), P.I. Number 7209 70, hereinafter Lef(,nc,d to as the "PROJECT": and

WHEREAS, the CITY has represented lor the DEPARTMENT a desire to participate in

providing the preconstruction engineering activities needed for the Admprovements, relocating the



udlities, and other costs as specified il the AGREBMENT, and the DEPARTMENT bas relied upon

such representations; and

_ WHEREAS, the DEPARTMENT has expressed a wil'lirx-ghcss to participate in the funding of
. the construction of the PROJECT with funds of the DEPA;R'I‘MENT, funds apportioned to t-he"
DEPARTMENT by the Federal Highway Administration, hereinafter referred to as the "FHWA", under
Title 23, United States Code, Section J‘OKJL, or Ia combination of funds from’ apy of the above sources;

subject Lo those certain conditions set forth in the AGREEMENT,

THEREFCORE in consideration of the mutual promises made and of the benefits to flow from .

one to the other, the DEPARTMENT and the CITY hercby agree cach with the other as follows:

.- All Primary Consuitant firms hired by the CIT'Y to provide services on the PROJECT shall
be prequaiified with the DEPARTMENT in the appropriate arca-classes. The DEPARTMENT shall,

on tequest, furnish the CITY with a list of prequalified consultant firms in the appropriate area-classes.

2. The PROJECT construction plans shall be prepared in metric units and right of way plans

shall be prepared in dual units - English and metric.

3. Both the CITY and the DEPARTMENT hereby acknowledge that time is of the essence \and

botly parties shatl adhere 1o the ‘priciities establistied 1t the approved STIP or sarlier. Furthermore, “all

parties shall adhere o the detailed project schedule, as approved by the DEPARTMENT. In the .
completion of faspectivé commitments contained ‘hcr.ein, if a change in the schedule is needed, the
DEPARTMENT shall have final authority. 1f, for any reason, the _(Z'IT'Y does not produce acceplable
deliverables at the milestone dates defined in the ST, or in the approved schedule, the
_ DEPARTMEN'I’ reserves the right to delay the p['ojeét’s implementation until Funclé can be re-identified

for construction or right of way, as applicable,



4, All drafting and dcmgn work pmformod on the pzo)ect shall be done utilizing Microstation
and CAICE software mspu,uvely, and shall be oxga&uzcd as per the Dapmtmcnt § guLd elines on

electronic file managemcnt

5. The C‘I;I‘Y shall contribute towards the‘ ‘PROJB.CT'hy funding all cost for the _preconsuilction' _.
engineering (design}, The pleoonstruguon cngmcexmg activities shall be accomphshed in accordance
with the DFPARIMLNTs Plan Develo opment Pnocess, the apphoable g,mdclmes of the American -
ASbOCldtlon of S‘Latc I~Ilghwa'y and Transportation Officials, hereinafter Iefu:ecl 10 as “AASHT O" the .
DFPAR’I MENT's Standard Specifications for the- (”onsuuctxon of ’I‘Lansportatlon Syeterrzs PROJFC
sc-hedules, and applicable gu.iclelmes of the DEPARTMENT. =~ Thé CITY bhcl“ dcveiop final
construction and right of way pldns in acbord-ance with the Depaz‘tmen’t’s Plan .'Pre-senta_t'iq_x.l C}u'ide. The
CITY ‘s responsibility for design shall include, but is-‘n(:)'I limited to the Following itéms:

a. Prepare the PROJECT concept report in accordance w1tb the format used by the
DEPARTMENT. The concept for the PROJECT shall be. deveiopcd to accommodate the future tmthc

- volumes ﬂs;g@'ﬂﬂl‘ﬂfed by the CITY s provided ["or' in paragraph 5b and approved by the
DEPARTMENT. The conicept report shiall be approved by the DE&PAI{TMENT prior {o the CITY
begiinning fufther development of the PROJECT plans. It is recognized by the parties that the approved _
concepl may be modified by the CITY as requited by the DEPARTMENT and reapproved by the
DEPARTMENT cluung tl € course 01 dungn due 1o pubhc 1npuL envuonnluntal xaquuc‘mcm&, or right

of wrly (‘OllSldC‘[ﬂUOE]S

b. Devélop the PROJECT's base year (year facility is e‘xpectéd to be open to traffic) and design
year (base year plus 20 years) traffic volumes. . “This shall include average daily traffic (ADT) and
mofning (am) and evening (pm) peak hour volumes. The traffic shall show all through and turning
movernent volumes at intersections. for the ADT and peak hour volumes and shall’ indicaize-the

percentage of trucks expected on the facility,



e, Va,lldate (check and updatc) the approved PROJECT concept and prepare 4 PROJFC’I‘ Dcsxgu
. Book for approval by the DEPARTMENT pmot to the beginning of prelimmdry plans,

d. Plcpale envuonmental studies, documentdtmn, and repoxts for the PROJECT that show the-
PROJECT is in compliance with the p:ovmons of the National I nvuonmmml Protection Act and
Georgia Environmental Protection Act, as appropriate (o the PROJECT funding. This shall include any

~cand all axchaeologlcal llSLOI.lLai, .ccologlca.l alr, noise, underground storage tanks S(UST), and
hazardous waste site studies 1cquucd The CITY shall submit to the DEPARTMENT all envu’onmcnml
'documcms and mpom for review and Appr oval by the DLPARTM]"NT and the FHWA, -

e, Pr(,pzuc all public hearing and pubtic’ mforma'uoq displays and conduct all required public
hearings and pubii"c' i£11"01‘1‘1'1ati0n meetings in accorcizmce with DEPARTMENT practice,

f. Perform all surveys, mapping, and soil investigation studies needed for design of the

PROJECT.
g Perform all work lcqum,d to obtain project permlts mf,ludmg,, but not limijted to, US Army - '
‘ Cmps of Enuneexs 404 and F edclal Emergeney Management Agency (FEMA) approvals. .Fhese _
efforts shall be coordinated with the DEPARTMENT,
h, P[L[)’HL the PROJECT's drainage demgn including erosion conho! plms and the development
of the hydmuhc studies for the Federal Emu goncy I\/Ianﬂf,unbnt Agency Floodways and d‘«‘lulé"tlon of
“\I]LCESSdI 'y permits associated with the drs ainage C[Lbl?ll
& Prepare traffic studies, preliminary construction plans, p'reliminary and final utility plans,
preliminary and final right of way plans, staking of the required right of way, and [final rlzpnst;mctzion

‘plans including erosion control, traffic handling, and construction sequence plans and specifications

including special provisions for the PROJECT.
J. Provide certification, by a. Georgia Registered Professional Engineer, that the construction
plans have been-prepared under the guidance of the professional engineer and are in accordance with

acceptable industry standards,



k. This }moject mvolvm eubstantlal coordinali tion w1th Norfolk Sduthem’Ra'ilroad It is

recognized that a g,ladc, scpamtlon my be Iunued at Re oca[ed SR ))/DOIQ@“ Street over Nozfoiic '

' §outhem Railroad,
6, The DBPARTMI" iNT shall review and has apj Jroval duthouty for al] aspecte of the PROIECT

The DEI “’ARTMLN’I will WOlk W[th ‘the "‘IIWA to obtaln all mcricd appiovals w1th mel“’lﬂUOll

Iu:mshcd by the CITY,

7. Upon [‘hd CITY s determination ‘of the @ights of w‘ay.vequired for the PROJ BECT .mjd the
‘approval of the right of w-a}’. pi a;-ls by the DFPARTMENT the DEPARTMI—"‘NT shall --I"un.cl the
acquisition and acquuc the nec essary righls oi way 1"01 the PROJECT, Right of way LI’CC]UI"1 fon, ”““” be
in accoxdance wnh Lhe law and ‘the rules and mgulauons of the FHWA mcludmo bul noi limited Lo,
"Ilti@ 23, United States Code; 23 CFR 71 O ot. scc ., and 49 QFR Pait 24, cmd the. rules 2nd If:gjul'lllO as of

the D}JPAR'I MENT. Failure to ioIJow Lhme requirements w;ll resultin oss of Federal qudmg for the
PROJECT and it will be the responsibility of the CITY to' make up the loss of that funding, Al “3(11“1(»(1 =
| r‘mht of way shall be obtained and cleared of obstr uctions, nmiudmg underground stor age Lanlm prior to

the DLPARTMFNI $ ddvmtxsmg the PROYECT fm bids, Fue CITY shall leIthC':l be wSPOHSIbLG/ for

i . .
making all changw to the approved tight of way plans, as deemed ‘necessary by the DEPARTMENT,

for whatevm TEAson, as ncc,dud to puxchasc the right of way or to mdlcl 1 actual (‘OndJLJOIlb encounter od

& The CITY lc | be res Jonstble for the deug)n of all budgcmwuhmthc limits of this

PROTECT. The CITY shall be responsible for pmwdmg any hydraulic study report(s) and all survey o
information neadpd to compJeLL the hydmuhc sluciy wpmt(s) The CITY shai perform-ajl HGC‘C%(M")’

suzvéy efforts regarding the design of the bndg and shall incor porate these pians into this PROJECT as

apart of this Am@ement



9, The CITY shall be responsible for all utility relocation costs neceésm“-y for the construction of
the PROJECT.
10, The CITY shalll be responsible for all costs for providing energy, maintenance, and

operational costs of anyroadway and interchange lighting within the PROJECT limits.

{1, The LITY mdﬂ follow the DFPARTMT‘N’]‘s pxocedu[es for 1denL111cauon of exlsting and
ploposc:d utllxty facs lities on the PROJFLT These procedures, in part, require all requests for cxxsimg,, :
pxoposed, or relocated facilitics to flow thiough the DEPARTMENT"S Project Liaison and the District.

Ultiliies Ln{rmcu

i) .Upou colﬁpletion and approval of the PRO.I'EEC'I" plans, certification that ali needed rights of
way :.hewe been ob‘ta'incd‘_zmd-.cl_t:amd of o.bs.tru-ctions, and certi-fic:.a{jon that a_ﬁl needed pe.rn_j.its for the
PROJECT have been obtained by the DEPARTMENT the DEPARFI"’MBNT shall let the PROJECT for

© construction,” Except as provided herein and upon 1cce1pt of an ace eptable b1d the DEPARTMENT
shall bear al! costs for comtmcuon including all costs associated with mspuztwn and matelmls testing
-d‘urmg construction. The DEPARTMENT shail be solely responsible for securing and awardmg the

‘eoz_)struct-ion contract for the PROJECT.

13, The CITY agrees that all reports, plans, drawings, stadies, specifications, estimates, maps,

- computations, computer. diskettes.-and- printouts;-and-any- other-data- prepared-under--the- lerms- of-this- -

This data shall be organized, indexed,

—————ugreement-shall-bec

~the _propcr— .
bpund, and delivered to the DEPARTMENT no later than the advertisement of the PROJECT for
letting, The DEPARTMENT shall have the right to use this material without restriction or limitation

and without compensation to the CITY.



14, The CITY shall be responsible for the pzofessxo;mt quahty, technical ¢ 'lccumcy, and the
coozdmahon of all designs, dlawmg specifications, and othex services fuzmshed by or on behalf of the
CITY pursuant to this A(JRI]D'MLNT I‘he CITY shall coneot or revzsc or cause to be corrected or

- revised, any errors or dmmenme., in the. designs, drawings, specmcatmm and othm selvxces furnished
for this PROFBCT. All rwmwm shall be coordinated with the DEPARTMENT prior to issuance, The
Crry Shali also be Iesponslble 101 any claim, damage, loss or expense. that is attributable to negligent
acts, CITOrs, or omissions related to the domgns drawings, speufl('aimn.s 'md other services furnished

by oron behalf of the CJTY pursuant to thlb AGREEMENT,
15, The CITY shall prepave all shop drawings for approval by the DEPARTMEN‘TL

16. This AGRBEMENT is made and entered into in Fulton County, Geoxgm, and’ shall be

governed and construed under the laws of the State oI Georgia, The covenant% 'hf‘rem cont-amed shall,

except as otherwise provided, acor ue. o the benefit of and be binding upon the successors dnd asstgns of

the parties hereto.




IN WH NESS WHEREOF, the DEPAR’I‘MLN’I and the CIT'Y bave mused these pxcscnt% to be
executed under seal by their duly authorized representatives.

I-'{ECOMMENDEED: | City of Dou glasvilie_; Georgla

%ﬂ/ // /j()/ fp/ _ BY Jﬁ/@é{// e
[I&ephFV Pallad Mayor
- State Urban Design Engineer ' : '

PAARBALL LD : Signed, sealod ang delivered this day. of
'WalkorW Sco}( oo - : Z_/_/L/z_@f_ D8, m tlac p{mcmc of

Director of Preconstruction ' :
' _ o < ™ '
. / C“" / ,‘/ o mmauai emm,, :
) Ve B e 1. A _‘-, ".‘ "
Witness - g‘- “"‘“"’% n
I M e

»l“mncL. Danchetz @ &
Chief Engincer ) ﬁUB%ﬁ .
G0, 5122000 3 &
_ . . ' . % \9(,,%“"'\{ .@Q},
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION This Agroemont approved by the  imsiuan
' ' : Dourlasvxll C ncil at 2 mce:tmg he d
at
this _ ay of Cﬁeuﬂ.yl/ 998
52%/1'/ At 7/ pal 6@ e W
City Clerk | 7

- ATTEST:

KM% Q )@ZKMW
ez Billy F. S/uup
Treasurer

REVIEWED _Awacare 7.199% . ,
By {DATE) Mo Pre-Awgsd Examioation .

et 0-\ o : | Required MM@“/

LIFRAL - T?‘b‘\N‘-’.’v’:‘WCJHT/\ TR
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Conforming plan’s network schematics showing thru lanes
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Concept Layout
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Benefit Cost Analysis



Benefit Cost Analysis Work Sheet
CONGESTION Projects

Project Numbers: CSSTP-0006-00(900)(901) & STP00-0186-01(011)
P.I. Numbers: 0006900/006901/720970
Douglas County

Widening and Reconstruction of SR 92 from Durelee Lane to Malone Road Including the
Grade-Separation of SR 92 at US 78/SR 5/Bankhead Highway and the CSX Railroad

Congestion Benefit = Tb + CMb + Fb

Person Time Savings Benefit (Tbh)

*Db (hrs) 0.083
ADT 44.755.00
Th ($s) $127,691,609.38

Commercial or Truck Time Savings Benefit (CMb)

Db (hrs) 0.083

% Truck Traffic 15%

ADT 44.755.00
CMb $101,201,404.59

Fuel Savings Benefit (Fb)

ADT 44,755.00

Fb ($s) $44,498,591.15
Total Congestion Benefit $273,391,605.11
Total Project Cost $92,541,921.87
B/C Ratio 2.95

*Reduction in delay or Delay Benefit (D) can be defined as the difference between the peak hour travel
time through the corridor without the proposed improvement and the peak hour travel time through
the corridor with the proposed improvement.



Travel Time Difference in Year 2037

SR 92 Corridor in Douglasville

_ _ _ Average Travel Speed (mph) Distance Tr_avel
Section Time Period AM AM SB PM PM Average | (miles) Time
NB NB SB (hours)
Durelee Lane to East Broad Street 2037 no-build 26.0 12.0 20.0 6.0 16.0 1.02 0.064
East Broad Street to Malone Road 2037 no-build 39.0 9.0 13.0 5.0 16.5 1.67 0.101
Durelee Lane to East Broad Street 2037 build 17.0 15.0 15.0 19.0 16.5 0.80 0.048
East Broad Street to Malone Road 2037 build 38.0 37.0 35.0 37.0 36.8 1.22 0.033
Note: Average travel speed based on Travel Durelee Lane to East Broad Street 0.015
roadway capacity analysis using Highway Time East Broad Street to Malone Road | 0.068
Capacity Software (HCS). Difference Entire Corridor 0.083
ADT Estimate - Year 2037
SR 92 at Southern Terminus 51,790
SR 92 south of East Broad Street 40,940
SR 92 north of East Broad Street 38,440
SR 92 north of Dallas Highway 47,850
Average 44,755
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Proposed Mitigation Plan for the SR 92 Widening and
Reconstruction Project

GDOT Projects STP00-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00(900)(901) and CSSTP-0007-00(691)
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March 12, 2010
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Proposed Mitigation Plan for the SR 92 Widening and Reconstruction Project

GDOT Projects STP00-0186-01(011), CSSTP-0006-00(900)(901) and CSSTP-0007-00(691)
Pl #s720790,0006900, 0006901 and 0007691

Douglas and Paulding Counties

March 12,2010

INTRODUCTION

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project is a widening and reconstruction of existing SR 92 from a point just south
of Durelee Lane in the City of Douglasville, Douglas County, to Nebo Road in the City of Hiram,
Paulding County and the construction of three grade-separated structures at the proposed SR 92
intersections with US 78/East Broad Street, the Norfolk Southern Railroad and East Strickland
Street (see Figure 1, Project Location Map). A ramp would be constructed to provide access
between SR 92 and US 78/East Broad Street. The total project length would be approximately
9.27 miles.

US 78/East Broad Street is also referred to as Bankhead Highway; however, in this document it
would be referred to as US 78/East Broad Street. The SR 92/Dallas Highway railroad crossing is
often referred to by locals as the Campbellton Street crossing; however, in this document it
would be referred to as the SR 92 /Dallas Highway railroad crossing.

From Durelee Lane to Malone Road, the proposed roadway would consist of six 11-ft. travel
lanes, three in each direction, separated by a 20-ft. raised median with curb, gutter, a sidewalk on
the west side and a multiuse trail on the east side of the roadway. From Malone Road to Bill
Carruth Parkway, SR 92 would consist of six 11-ft. travel lanes, three in each direction, separated
by a 20-ft. raised median and would have 10-ft. shoulders on both sides, 6.5-ft. paved shoulders
that would be striped for bike lanes. From Bill Carruth Parkway to Nebo Road, the proposed
project would consist of four 11-ft. travel lanes, two in each direction, separated by a 20-ft. raised
median and would have 10-ft. shoulders on both sides, 6.5-ft. paved shoulders that would be
striped for bike lanes.

The proposed project would include an up-grade and relocation of the existing railroad crossing
at McCarley Street as well as the closing of the existing at-grade railroad crossings located at
Brown Street, Mozley Street, and SR 92/Dallas Highway (see Figure 2, Project Location Map in
the Area of the Railroad). With the exception of the Brown Street crossing, which must be closed
for staging purposes during construction, the railroad crossing closures would not occur until
the new grade separated crossing and the upgraded McCarley Street crossing are open to traffic.

OVERVIEW OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS AND ANTICIPATED COMMUNITY IMPACTS

Extensive public involvement has been conducted with the residents of Douglasville, GA as a
result of community impacts that would occur due to the proposed project. This outreach has
occurred with individuals that would be both directly and indirectly affected by the proposed
project. With the help of the Stakeholder Team that was put together by the City of Douglasville,
numerous workshops were conducted with the residents of Douglasville during August,
September and October 2009, where public comments, concerns and suggestions were collected.

Page 1 of 21
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Community impacts that were of particular concern include impacts to low-income and minority
populations, a change in community cohesion and access changes. It was felt that the change in
community characteristics from a quiet small neighborhood to having a six lane divided highway
needed to be addressed with the residents of Douglasville and mitigation of these impacts would
be appropriate.

As a result of this extensive outreach, this proposed mitigation plan was developed by the
Stakeholder Team, the City of Douglasville, and the Georgia Department of Transportation
(GDOT), and revisions to the proposed design of the project were made. First, the draft
Mitigation Plan was shown to the stakeholders for their comment and feedback. Next, a follow-
up meeting was held with the Brown Street Community because that community would be the
one most affected by the project and therefore had the most changes as a result of the draft
Mitigation Plan. The follow-up meeting with the Brown Street Community was held on October
20, 2009 at the Alice Hawthorne Community Center. Thirty-eight (38) people attended this
follow-up meeting and as a result, twenty-four (24) comment forms were received. Listed below
is a break-down of their feedback regarding items in the draft Mitigation Plan.

¢ Do you support the project? Twenty (20) were For, one (1) was Against, three (3) were
Conditional and none (0) were Uncommitted.

¢ Do you want cul-de-sacs at Cone and Green Streets? Eighteen (18) stated “Yes” and one (1)
stated “No”.

¢ Do you want noise walls at Cone and Green Streets? Twenty-one (21) stated “Yes” and
none (0) stated “No”.

¢ Do you want a signalized intersection at Colquitt Street and the new SR 92?7 Twenty (20)
stated “Yes “and none (0) stated “No”.

¢ Do you think these changes help your community? Ten (10) stated “Yes”, three (3)
stated “No”, one (1) stated “Not Entirely” and one (1) stated “Somewhat”.

¢ Have you attended the previous workshops? Thirteen (13) stated “Yes” and nine (9)
stated “No”.

This draft Mitigation Plan and the design changes were then presented to residents at the Public
Information Open House (PIOH) that was held at Stewart Middle School on October 27, 2009. At
the PIOH, attendees were encouraged to provide their written comments on the draft Mitigation
Plan and the revised project layout. A total of 420 people attended the PIOH.

From those attending, 75 comment forms, 1 letter, 1 e-mail and 13 verbal statements were
received. An additional 10 comments were received during the ten-day comment period
following the PIOH, for a total of 100 comments. However, several of the individuals providing
comments submitted multiple comments. These comments have been combined for a total of 94
comments. They are summarized as follows:

No. Opposed No. In Support Uncommitted Conditional
5 52 9 28
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Additionally, any comments that were provided regarding the draft Mitigation Plan were positive
overall. As aresult of the response by the residents of Douglasville regarding the draft Mitigation
Plan and their overall support of the proposed project, it was felt that the draft Mitigation Plan
did indeed accomplish its goal of providing mitigation to the residents of the communities that
would be directly impacted by the proposed project.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Please find below the proposed solution and mitigation item proposed by the City of Douglasville
and GDOT to minimize community impacts from the proposed widening and reconstruction of
SR 92 in Douglasville. Each mitigation item includes the resident’s issue, background/detailed
information, some comments received and the responsible party. The measures have been
developed from input provided by community members, from environmental processes such as
Section 106 of the Historic Preservation Act and Executive Order 12898 (Environmental Justice),
and from federal and state guidelines. All of the measures listed are a direct result of recent
public outreach conducted. Some of the mitigation measures listed are a result of verbal
conversations with citizens throughout the public involvement process and are not mentioned in
any written comments. In addition, the included comments received pertaining to each
mitigation item is not an all inclusive list. These comments received are representative of
comments from residents; however, it should be noted that comments are gathered throughout
the entire environmental process.

Several concerns were expressed by the public that are standard practices of the GDOT;
however, they are important enough to reiterate here. These items include:
¢ Several workshop attendees expressed concerns about being displaced (timing,
availability of affordable housing, etc.). As required by the Uniform Act, no person
shall be displaced unless and until comparable replacement housing is available,
within their financial means. A request may be made for an additional 30 days
occupancy (beyond the 90 day minimum per the Uniform Act), once the Notice to
Vacate Letter has been received by an occupant displacee. This request should be
made in writing to the Right of Way Agent assigned to assist them. Also, the
procedure for requesting additional time of occupancy is detailed in the displacee’s
Vacate Letter. A timely written response would be provided based on the needs
expressed and the project schedule remaining. Every effort would be made to
accommodate reasonable requests in this regard.
¢ Several business owners expressed concerns regarding access to their businesses
after the project is completed. Determining access is a standard part of a GDOT
project, which happens later during the Plan Development Process. The most effective
access possible would be provided by GDOT.

In addition, several residents commented on the addition or upgrading of pedestrian facilities
around the project area. Currently, the City of Douglasville has a project in the design phase that
would improve the pedestrian facilities along Dallas Highway and add decorative banners. This
project is scheduled to be completed prior to the Letting of the SR 92 projects to construction.
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Although not listed under specific proposed measures, the need for adequate pedestrian facilities
and overall better lighting was mentioned at almost every workshop and several times in the
written comments.

COMMUNITY CHARACTER /COHESION

1. Issue: A signalized intersection does not currently exist in the proposed project along the
new SR 92 north of the railroad between Ellis Street and Malone Street. Residents are
concerned about the distance between signalized intersections. They are also concerned
about accessing the new roadway from Colquitt Street and Brown Street and are concerned
about how pedestrians would safely cross the new SR 92. There is currently a high volume of
pedestrian traffic and many children would need to cross the new SR 92 to get to and from
school, the park and the community center.

Proposed Solution and Mitigation Item: A signalized intersection with pedestrian
crosswalk at the new intersection of Colquitt Street and Brown Street with the new SR
92 has been added to the project. Furthermore, additional safety measures would be
evaluated. These include the potential addition of landscaping strategically planted to

discourage pedestrians from crossing the roadway at points other than the signalized
intersections, additional signage in the area to notifv drivers of pedestrians, a

reduction in the speed limit through the residential areas, and upgraded pedestrian
facilities at crosswalks.

Background/Detailed Information: As part of any GDOT project, justification for placing a
new traffic signal at an intersection must be made using federal signal warrant guidelines. A
partial signal warrant analysis was completed and although the signal at Colquitt Street
would not be warranted based on these guidelines, it is necessary based on feedback from
the residents and as mitigation to those residents.

In addition, the City of Douglasville met with the residents of the Brown Street Community
(specifically those living on Brown Street, Colquitt Street, Green Street, Cone Street, Elsie
Street and in Douglass Village Apartments) on October 20, 2009. They were asked if they
wanted the proposed signalized intersection at Colquitt Street and Brown Street's
intersection with the new SR 92. Out of the 38 in attendance, 20 provided written comments
on the proposed signalized intersection and all 20 were in favor of the signalized intersection.

Pedestrian safety is a major concern in this community, especially due to the pedestrian
traffic that Jessie Davis Park and Alice Hawthorne Community Center generates. As a result,
the City of Douglasville has agreed to investigate the reasonable and feasibleness of
additional pedestrian safety measures, as listed above. The reduction in speed limit is
supported by the City of Douglasville; however, it is the Douglasville Police Chief who makes
the final determination on whether the speed limit can be lowered. The additional
pedestrian safety measures are currently being investigated and the City of Douglasville
would make the final determination as to which measures they would implement during the
plan development process. This determination would be coordinated with GDOT.
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Comments Received:

e What about the people in the Cone, Green, Colquitt Street areas who do not want to
leave, don’t want a new mortgage, and don’t want to live on the new road? Consider
putting cul-de-sacs on Cone and Green Streets so that an intersection with a traffic signal
can be constructed at Colquitt Street and noise walls can be included along Cone and
Green. (verbal comment from the 9.10.09 workshop)

e There is too much distance between the proposed traffic signals at Malone Street and
Ellis Streets. There are not enough proposed pedestrian crossings in this area either. It
would be difficult for the children to get back and forth between the houses and park.
(verbal comment from the 9.10.09 workshop)

e Suggested improvements; signalizing the Colquitt/Hwy 92 intersection is also important
(written comment)

Responsible Party: GDOT - design and installation of signalized intersection with pedestrian
crosswalk. The City of Douglasville - investigation of what additional safety measures would
be implemented in this residential area. Also, additional funding to implement additional
safety measures. Coordination with the Douglasville Police Chief to determine if speed limit
can be lowered.

. Issue: The residents of Cone and Green Streets have expressed that the currently proposed
right-in/right-out only design at Cone and Green Streets does not really help their access to
the new SR 92. Also, they are concerned about cut-through traffic. Lastly, they are concerned
about preserving their current small community feel due to the increase in traffic and noise;
therefore they feel that some sort of barrier between their community and the roadway
would help maintain their small neighborhood atmosphere. In addition, there is currently a
great deal of pedestrian traffic in the area and residents are concerned about the pedestrian’s
ability to safely cross the new roadway.

Proposed Solution and Mitigation Item: Cul-de-sacs would be provided at the
intersections of Cone Street and Green Street with the new SR 92 and a noise wall
would be added from Colquitt Street to Malone Street on the south side of the new SR

92 roadway to retain neighborhood character, block roadway noise from the new SR

92 and force pedestrians trying to cross the new SR 92 to signalized intersections with
safe pedestrian crossings.

Background/Detailed Information: The proposed noise wall was evaluated per GDOT
standards, which are based upon how effective the noise wall would be at reducing the noise
levels of impacted residences and based on state cost criteria. Based on this and the fact that
no breaks in access occur along this section of the new SR 92 roadway, the proposed noise
wall is both reasonable and feasible.

In addition, the City of Douglasville met with the residents of the Brown Street Community
(specifically those living on Brown Street, Colquitt Street, Green Street, Cone Street, Elsie

Street and in Douglass Village Apartments) on October 20, 2009. They were asked if they
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wanted the proposed cul-de-sacs and noise wall at Cone and Green Streets. Out of the 38 in
attendance, 19 provided written comments on the proposed cul-de-sacs and 21 provided
written comments on the proposed noise wall. Out of this, 18 residents were in favor of the
proposed cul-de-sacs and 1 was against them. All 21 residents who provided written
comments on the proposed noise wall were in favor of it.

Comments Received:

e What about the people in the Cone, Green, Colquitt Street areas who do not want to
leave, don’t want a new mortgage, and don’t want to live on the new road? Consider
putting cul-de-sacs on Cone and Green Streets so that an intersection with a traffic signal
can be constructed at Colquitt Street and noise walls can be included along Cone and
Green. (verbal comment from the 9.10.09 workshop)

Responsible Party: GDOT

. Issue: Residents are concerned about cut-through traffic after the project is complete. There
is currently a good deal of cut-through traffic through the residential neighborhoods. Also,
many residents have children and are concerned for their safety if playing near the roads in
their neighborhood. Residents greatly aspire to maintain their small neighborhood feel after
the new SR 92 roadway is complete.

Proposed Solution and Mitigation Item: The City of Douglasville would provide signage

to discourage “cut-through” traffic, such as additional speed limit signs and “Children

at Play” signs. In addition, the City of Douglasville would initiate the petition process
to evaluate the community’s desire for speed hump(s) in these residential areas.

Background/Detailed Information: Initially, it was suggested by a citizen to eliminate left
turn lanes and median breaks to discourage “cut-through” traffic in residential
neighborhoods. The City of Douglasville agreed to evaluate this. However, during this
evaluation, it was determined that these measures would decrease vehicular safety if
traveling along the new SR 92 roadway; therefore, it was determined that these measures
would not be implemented. The main issue of “cut-through” traffic was still a concern for the
City of Douglasville; therefore, the additional signage would be implemented prior to project
construction. The number of signs would be at the discretion of the City of Douglasville and
would be determined based on current signage guidelines. In addition, the City of
Douglasville would initiate the petition process for speed hump(s) after project construction
since the completion of the SR 92 project would change traffic patterns along these side
streets. Since a community majority is required to implement speed hump(s), it is felt that
their feedback should be based on traffic conditions in their neighborhoods after project
completion. Upon completion of the petition process, the City of Douglasville would contact
GDOT'’s Project Manager and provide the results of this process to them for their files and to
note as completed on the Environmental Commitments Table. Part of the petition process is
continued consultation with the potentially affected residents; therefore, they would be made
aware of any changes affecting their community prior to initiation of such changes.
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Comments Received:

e The highway traffic would increase in the residential areas adjacent to the proposed
roadway. (verbal comment from the 9.12.09 workshop)

e [t is important to lower speeds in the residential areas east and west of the proposed
roadway. Speed bumps or some other traffic slowing mechanism are needed. (verbal
comment from the 9.12.09 workshop)

e Speed bumps should be placed in residential areas well before the new road is opened to
traffic so that drivers would know not to use residential areas as a “cut through.” (verbal
comment from the 9.12