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Need and Purpose:  
A.  Background 
State Route 92 between US 78 and I-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 I-20, which provides a 
direct link to I-285 less than ten miles east of the Douglas/Fulton County line.  The SR 92 corridor provides a 
vital link for commuters using I-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 I-20 and US 78.  SR 
92/Fairburn Road crosses I-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 I-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 I-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 I-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 (PI#720790-) is identified as, “Metro Arterial Connector – SR 
92 Realignment Phase III.”  Project DO-282B (PI#0006901) is identified as, “Metro Arterial Connector – SR 92 
Realignment Phase II.  From SR 92 (Fairburn Road) south of Hospital Drive to US 78 (Broad Street)”  Project DO-
282A (PI#0006900) is identified as, “Metro Arterial Connector – SR 92 Realignment Phase I – 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 I-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 I-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 I-20 
Interchange project (which is currently under construction) is complete, nor do they show that the I-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 
Project # 

GDOT 
P.I. # 

Description Service Type Status 

DO-AR-
BP072B  

0009390 Malone Rd. Sidewalks from SR 92 (Dallas 
Highway) to Hunters Ridge Dr. 

Pedestrian Facility CST - 2011 

AR-H-201  0003165 I-20 West Managed Lanes from SR 6 to 
Bright Star Road  

Managed Lanes – 
Auto/Bus 

ROW – 2014 

DO-009  0004425 Durelee Lane Extension from current end 
of Durelee Lane to Dorris Road 

General Purpose 
Roadway Capacity 

Let to CST –2009 

DO-281  0007149 SR 92 (Dallas Highway) at Thompson 
Street/Forrest Avenue 

Roadway 
Operational 
Upgrades 

ROW - 2010 

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

Transit Facilities Under Construction 

PA-015 S000163 Bill Carruth Parkway (formerly West 
Hiram Parkway) from SR 92 near 
intersection of Panter School Rd to 
intersection of US 278 and SR 120 

General Purpose 
Roadway Capacity 

ROW -2011 
CST – Long Range 

PA-016  0004688 East Hiram Parkway from intersection of 
SR 92 and SR 120 Connector to US 278 
between Metromont Road and Poplar 
Springs Road 

General Purpose 
Roadway Capacity 

CST - 2011 

PA-027  632921- SR 92 at Southern Rail Line in downtown 
Hiram 

Bridge Capacity CST – 2016 

PA-038 0006930 Ridge Road from SR 92 to SR 61 General Purpose 
Roadway Capacity 

ROW – 2010 
CST – Long Range 

PA-092B1   621720- Metro Arterial Connector - SR 92 (Hiram 
Acworth Highway) from Nebo Road to SR 
120  

General Purpose 
Roadway Capacity 

ROW – 2015 
CST – 2017 

PA-092A 0007691 Metro Arterial Connector – SR 92 (Hiram 
Douglasville Highway) 

General Purpose 
Roadway Capacity 

ROW – 2012 
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 I-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  

Road Name Base Year 
(2017) VPD 

Design Year 
(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. 
 
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 (100MVMT) 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 I-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 
Crashes  

Crash Rate 
(100MVMT) 

Statewide Average 

SR 92 from I-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 
Crashes 

Number of 
Injuries 

Number of 
Fatalities 

SR 92 from I-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 

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 

Railroad Crossing 
Year 

Accident 
Occurred 

Vehicle Driver 
Injured Type of Accident 

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 
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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: PI# 0006900, PI# 
0006901, and PI# 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:   

• Realign Fairburn Road to intersect with the proposed SR 92 Realignment. 
• Realign Hospital Drive to intersect with the proposed SR 92 Realignment. 
• Realign Cooper Street, Ellis Street, Colquitt Street and Old SR 92/Dallas Highway to intersect with the 

proposed SR 92 Realignment.  
• 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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• 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. 

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

• 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. 

• 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.   

• DO-282A is identified as Metro Arterial Connector – SR 92 Realignment Phase I – 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. 

• DO-282B is identified as Metro Arterial Connector – SR 92 Realignment Phase II.  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. 

• DO-282C is identified as Arterial Connector – SR 92 Realignment Phase III.  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):   
 

Road Name Base Year 
(2017) VPD 

Design Year 
(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: 

• Typical Section:   SR 92 corridor varies with 5-lane, 4-lane and 2-lane sections.   
• Maximum grade: 
• 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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• Maximum degree of curvature:  
 

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

SR 92 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 Realignment   X     
West Strickland Street at McCarley Street 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      

 
• Maximum grade:  

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

Mainline             
SR 92         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 Realignment  

  X          

West Strickland Street 
 at McCarley Street 

   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          
Driveways            X 
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• Width of right of way: 
 

Width of Right of Way 30 Feet 40 Feet 45-50 Feet 50 Feet 60 Feet 90-100 
Feet 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 

    X    

US 78/West Broad Street at 
McCarley Street  

    X    

East Strickland Street at  
SR 92 Realignment  

    X    

West Strickland Street at 
McCarley Street 

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

 
Road Name Interchange Intersection 

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

 
• 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: 

• 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. 

• Proposed Design Speed Mainline:    
o SR 92: 45 mph 
o US 78/ East Broad Street: 45 mph 

• Proposed Design Speed Side Street:  (table) 
• Proposed Maximum grade Mainline:  7%         Maximum grade allowable:  7%. 
• Proposed Maximum grade Side Street:  (table)   Maximum grade allowable:  (table) 
• Proposed Maximum grade driveway:  Commercial 11%, Residential 15%  
• Proposed Minimum radius Mainline:  750 ft     Minimum radius allowable:  711 ft        
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• Proposed Minimum radius side street: (table)   Minimum radius allowable: (table) 
 

Road Names 
Side Roads 

Proposed Minimum 
Radius Side Road: 

Minimum 
Radius 

Allowable: 

Proposed 
Speed Design 

Maximum 
Proposed 

Grade 

Maximum 
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 
Ramp 

371 ft 371 ft 35 mph 5% 8% 

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% 

 
• Right of way 

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

o Business:   24 
o Residences:   60 
o Mobile homes: 0 
o Other: 0 

 
• Major Structures:   

o 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. 
 

o 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. 

o 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. 

 
• Major intersections and interchanges: 

 
Road Name Interchange Intersection 

SR 92/Fairburn Road at Durelee Lane  X 
SR 92 Realignment at SR 92/Fairburn Road  X 
SR 92 Realignment at Hospital Drive  X 
SR 92 Realignment at Cooper Street  X 
SR 92 Realignment at US 78/East Broad Street Ramp  X 
US 78/East Broad Street Ramp at US 78/East Broad Street  X 
SR 92 Realignment at SR 92/Dallas Highway/Malone Street  X 
SR 92 Realignment at Malone Road  X 

 
• 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.  

• Transportation Management Plan Anticipated:  Yes ( ) No (X)   
•     Design Exceptions to controlling criteria anticipated:   

     UNDETERMINED     YES         NO 
HORIZONTAL ALIGNMENT:  ( )            ( )         ( X )  
VERTICAL ALIGNMENT ( )  ( )         ( X ) 
LANE WIDTH:  ( )            ( )         ( X )  
SHOULDER WIDTH:  ( )            ( )         ( X )  
VERTICAL GRADES:                       ( )            ( )         ( X ) 
CROSS SLOPES:  ( )            ( )         ( X )  
STOPPING SIGHT DISTANCE: ( )            ( )         ( X )     
SUPERELEVATION RATES: ( )            ( )         ( X )  
LATERAL OFFSET TO OBSTRUCTION: ( )            ( )         ( X ) 
SPEED DESIGN: ( )            ( )         ( X ) 
VERTICAL CLEARANCE:  ( )            ( )         ( X ) 
BRIDGE WIDTH: ( )            ( )         ( X ) 
BRIDGE STRUCTURAL CAPACITY: ( )            ( )         ( X )   
 

• Design Variances: None anticipated. 
• 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.   

• Are Time Savings Procedures appropriate?   Yes (  ),  No ( X ), 
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• 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 City of 
Douglasville GDOT GDOT GDOT GDOT GDOT City of 

Douglasville GDOT 

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  
o Right of Way Acquisition:  GDOT 
o Right of Way Funding: GDOT 
o Relocation of Utilities:  GDOT 
o Letting to contract:  GDOT 
o Supervision of construction:  GDOT 
o Providing material pits:  Contractor 
o Providing detours:  GDOT, Norfolk Southern Corporation 
o Environmental Studies/Documents/Permits:  GDOT, City of Douglasville 
o Environmental Mitigation: GDOT, City of Douglasville 

 
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:   

o 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.   

o 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.   

o 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.   

o 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.   

o 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.   

o 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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o Numerous community meetings held from August 2009 through October 2009.  See attachment 
7 for meeting minutes. 

o 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.I.# 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 
 
 
 

SCORING RESULTS AS PER TOPPS 2440-2 
 

Project Number:  County:  PI No.:  
   
 
Report Date:  Concept By: 
 DOT Office: 

 CONCEPT  
 Consultant: 
 
Project Type:  
Choose One From Each Column 

 Major 
Minor 

 Urban 
 Rural 

 ITS 
 Bridge 
 Building 
 Interchange 
 Intersection 
 Interstate 
 New Location  
Widening & Reconstruction 
 Miscellaneous  

 
FOCUS AREAS SCORE RESULTS 
Presentation   

 
 

Judgement   
 
 

Environmental   
 
 

Right of Way   
 
 

Utility   
 
 

Constructability   
 
 

Schedule   
 
 



 
 

Attachment 1: 
 
 

Detailed Cost Estimates: 
 

a. Project Cost Estimate Summary including Engineering and Inspection 
b. Construction 
c. Right-of-Way.  
d. Utilities. 
e. Completed Fuel/Price adjustment form. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Revised: February 9, 2009 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
STATE OF GEORGIA 

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

PROJECT No. CSSTP-0006-00(900) , Douglas
Program Delivery

April 8, 2010

P.I. No. 0006900

FILE OFFICE

DATE

FROM

TO

SUBJECT  REVISIONS TO PROGRAMMED COSTS

Ronald E. Wishon, Project Review Engineer

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

PROJECT MANAGER Peter B. Emmanuel

MNGT LET DATE 06/15/2015

MNGT R/W DATE 06/15/2012

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

CONSTRUCTION      $ 10,838,000.00 DATE 01/06/2009

DATE 05/12/2008RIGHT OF WAY        $ 9,738,000.00

DATE 09/30/2008UTILITIES                  $ 489,684.00

REVISED COST ESTIMATES

UTILITIES**              $ 2,100,000.00

CONSTRUCTION*    $ 10,637,188.10

RIGHT OF WAY        $ 15,008,000.00

* Costs contain 5 % Engineering and Inspection and 0 % Construction Contingencies.

** Costs contain 0 % contingency.

REASON FOR COST INCREASE

Detailed Concept Layout 
Utility Reimbursement Updates 
Addition of 125% adjustments for fuel and asphalt cement. 
Annual Cost Updates

Print Form

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



CONTINGENCY SUMMARY

Construction Cost Estimate:     $ 9,493,499.05 (Base Estimate)

Engineering and Inspection:     $ 474,674.95 (Base Estimate x 5 %)

(Base Estimate x 0Construction Contingency:        $ 0 %)

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

(From attached worksheet)Total Fuel Adjustment                $ 331,501.16

Total Liquid AC Adjustment      $ 337,512.94 (From attached worksheet)

10,637,188.10Construction Total:                    $

Utility Cost Estimate:                   $ 2,100,000.00

Utility Contingency:                     $ 0 0 %

2,100,000.00Utility Total:                                 $

REIMBURSABLE UTILITY COST

                     Utility Owner                               Reimbursable Cost

   Attachments 
  
   c:  Genetha Rice-Singleton, State Program Control Administrator

Norfolk Southern 2,100,000.00



Revised: February 9, 2009 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
STATE OF GEORGIA 

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

PROJECT No. CSSTP-0006-00(901) , Douglas
Program Delivery

April 8, 2010

P.I. No. 0006901

FILE OFFICE

DATE

FROM

TO

SUBJECT  REVISIONS TO PROGRAMMED COSTS

Ronald E. Wishon, Project Review Engineer

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

PROJECT MANAGER Peter B. Emmanuel

MNGT LET DATE 06/15/2015

MNGT R/W DATE 06/15/2012

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

CONSTRUCTION      $ 10,137,800.00 DATE 07/13/2009

DATE 05/12/2008RIGHT OF WAY        $ 21,449,000.00

DATE N/AUTILITIES                  $ N/A

REVISED COST ESTIMATES

UTILITIES**              $ 377,000.00

CONSTRUCTION*    $ 10,690,764.45

RIGHT OF WAY        $ 27,150,000.00

* Costs contain 5 % Engineering and Inspection and 0 % Construction Contingencies.

** Costs contain 0 % contingency.

REASON FOR COST INCREASE

Detailed Concept Layout 
Addition of Utility Reimbursements 
Addition of 125% adjustments for fuel and asphalt cement. 
Annual Cost Estimate

Print Form

SR 92 Relocation from Durelee Lane to SR 5/US 78/ Bankhead 
Hwy - Phase 2



CONTINGENCY SUMMARY

Construction Cost Estimate:     $ 8,807,041.08 (Base Estimate)

Engineering and Inspection:     $ 440,352.05 (Base Estimate x 5 %)

(Base Estimate x 0Construction Contingency:        $ 0 %)

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

(From attached worksheet)Total Fuel Adjustment                $ 450,095.28

Total Liquid AC Adjustment      $ 993,276.04 (From attached worksheet)

10,690,764.45Construction Total:                    $

Utility Cost Estimate:                   $ 377,000.00

Utility Contingency:                     $ 0 0 %

377,000.00Utility Total:                                 $

REIMBURSABLE UTILITY COST

                     Utility Owner                               Reimbursable Cost

   Attachments 
  
   c:  Genetha Rice-Singleton, State Program Control Administrator

Colonial Pipeline 100,000.00

Georgia Power Transmission 147,000.00

Verizon 130,000.00



Revised: February 9, 2009 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
STATE OF GEORGIA 

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

PROJECT No. STP00-0186-00(011) , Douglas
Program Delivery

April 8, 2010

P.I. No. 720970

FILE OFFICE

DATE

FROM

TO

SUBJECT  REVISIONS TO PROGRAMMED COSTS

Ronald E. Wishon, Project Review Engineer

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

PROJECT MANAGER Peter B. Emmanuel

MNGT LET DATE 07/15/2015

MNGT R/W DATE 06/15/2012

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

CONSTRUCTION      $ 12,876,000.00 DATE 01/06/2009

DATE 05/12/2008RIGHT OF WAY        $ 9,005,000.00

DATE N/AUTILITIES                  $ N/A

REVISED COST ESTIMATES

UTILITIES**              $ 514,410.00

CONSTRUCTION*    $ 11,914,059.32

RIGHT OF WAY        $ 14,150,500.00

* Costs contain 5 % Engineering and Inspection and 0 % Construction Contingencies.

** Costs contain 0 % contingency.

REASON FOR COST INCREASE

Detailed Concept Layout 
Addition of Utility Reimbursements 
Addition of 125% adjustments for fuel and asphalt cement. 
Annual Cost Updates

Print Form

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



CONTINGENCY SUMMARY

Construction Cost Estimate:     $ 9,547,360.68 (Base Estimate)

Engineering and Inspection:     $ 477,368.03 (Base Estimate x 5 %)

(Base Estimate x 0Construction Contingency:        $ 0 %)

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

(From attached worksheet)Total Fuel Adjustment                $ 587,992.75

Total Liquid AC Adjustment      $ 1,301,337.86 (From attached worksheet)

11,914,059.32Construction Total:                    $

Utility Cost Estimate:                   $ 514,410.00

Utility Contingency:                     $ 0 0 %

514,410.00Utility Total:                                 $

REIMBURSABLE UTILITY COST

                     Utility Owner                               Reimbursable Cost

   Attachments 
  
   c:  Genetha Rice-Singleton, State Program Control Administrator

Norfolk Southern 120,000.00

AT&T formerly Bellsouth 88,160.00

Colonial Pipeline 156,250.00

Georgia Power Transmission 150,000.00



 

 

 

 

 

Estimate Report for file "SR 92 - PHASE 1" 
Section BASE/PAVING

Item Number Quantity Units Unit Price Item Description Cost
310-5100 24000 SY 15.16 GR AGGR BASE CRS, 10 INCH, INCL MATL 363840.0
318-3000 600 TN 28.7 AGGR SURF CRS 17220.0
402-1812 100 TN 78.08 RECYCLED ASPH CONC LEVELING, INCL BITUM MATL & H LIME 7808.0

402-3121 5300 TN 80.02
RECYCLED ASPH CONC 25 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 1 OR 2, INCL 
BITUM

424106.0

402-3130 2000 TN 76.4
RECYCLED ASPH CONC 12.5 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 2 ONLY, INCL 
BITUM

152800.0

402-3192 3500 TN 84.73
RECYCLED ASPH CONC 19 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 1 OR 2, INCL 
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

Page 1 of 2Detail Estimate: Cost Estimate Report

4/7/2010https://detailestimate.dot.ga.gov/estcontroller?ProcessType=PrintReport



 

 

 

 

 
 

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 Unit 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

402-3110 134 TN 78.36
RECYCLED ASPH CONC 9.5 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 1 OR 2, INCL 
BITUM MATL & H LIME

10500.24

402-3121 1242 TN 80.02
RECYCLED ASPH CONC 25 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 1 OR 2, INCL 
BITUM MATL & H LIME

99384.84

402-3130 484 TN 76.4
RECYCLED ASPH CONC 12.5 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 2 ONLY, INCL 
BITUM MATL & H LIME

36977.60

402-3192 864 TN 84.73
RECYCLED ASPH CONC 19 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 1 OR 2, INCL 
BITUM MATL

73206.72

Section Sub Total: $311,211.50

Total Estimated Cost: $9,493,499.05

Page 2 of 2Detail Estimate: Cost Estimate Report
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Estimate Report for file "SR 92 - PHASE 2 (PHASE 2 OF 3)" 
Section BASE/PAVING

Item Number Quantity Units Unit Price Item Description Cost
310-5100 75000 SY 15.16 GR AGGR BASE CRS, 10 INCH, INCL MATL 1137000.0
318-3000 2097 TN 28.7 AGGR SURF CRS 60183.9
402-1812 96 TN 78.08 RECYCLED ASPH CONC LEVELING, INCL BITUM MATL & H LIME 7495.68

402-3121 16500 TN 80.02
RECYCLED ASPH CONC 25 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 1 OR 2, INCL 
BITUM

1320330.0

402-3130 6200 TN 76.4
RECYCLED ASPH CONC 12.5 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 2 ONLY, INCL 
BITUM

473680.00

402-3192 9200 TN 84.73
RECYCLED ASPH CONC 19 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 1 OR 2, INCL 
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

Page 1 of 2Detail Estimate: Cost Estimate Report

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



 

 

 
 

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

Page 2 of 2Detail Estimate: Cost Estimate Report

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



 

 

 

 

Estimate Report for file "SR 92-PHASE 3 (PHASE 3 OF 3)" 
Section BASE/PAVING

Item Number Quantity Units Unit Price Item Description Cost
310-5100 93000 SY 15.16 GR AGGR BASE CRS, 10 INCH, INCL MATL 1409880.0
402-1812 209 TN 74.42 RECYCLED ASPH CONC LEVELING, INCL BITUM MATL & H LIME 15553.78

402-3121 22000 TN 71.61
RECYCLED ASPH CONC 25 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 1 OR 2, INCL 
BITUM

1575420.0

402-3130 7800 TN 78.29
RECYCLED ASPH CONC 12.5 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 2 ONLY, INCL 
BITUM

610662.0

402-3192 12200 TN 85.06
RECYCLED ASPH CONC 19 MM SUPERPAVE, GP 1 OR 2, INCL 
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

Page 1 of 2Detail Estimate: Cost Estimate Report
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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

Total Estimated Cost: $9,547,360.68

Page 2 of 2Detail Estimate: Cost Estimate Report

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



Preliminary Right of Way Cost Estimate . - -  

Right of w a y  Administrator 
By: Lashone Alexander 

Date: January 19,2010 
Projeck CSSTP-0006-00(900)Douglas, Phase 1 UPDATE 
ExistinglRequired R/W: VariesNaries 
Project Termini : SR 92 Relocation 
Project Description: SR 92 Phase 1, Middle Section 

P.L Number: 0006900 
No. Parcels: 40 

7 

Land: 
Commercial WW: 47,777 sf @ $5.75/sf $ 274,718 

Residential R/W: 148,360sf @ $0.45/sf 66,762 $ 341,390 

Improvements : 4 Corn., 33 Res. & misc. site improvements 

Relocation: Commercial (4) @ $25,000 
Residential (33) @ $40,000 

Damage : Proximity (2) 

Net Cost 

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 - -  

Right of way Administrator 
By: Lashone Alexander 

Date: January 19,2010 
Project: CSSTPM)M-00(90l)Douglas, Phase 1 UPDATE 
ExistinglRequired R/W: VariesNaries 
Project Termini : SR 92 Relocation 
Project Description: SR 92 Phase II, South Section 

P.1 Number: 0006901 
No. Parcels: 34 

7 

Land: 
Commercial R/W: 352,408 sf @ $5.75/sf $ 2,026,346 

Residential R/W: 202,7 1 lsf @ $0.45/sf 9 1220 $ 2,117,566 

Improvements : 20 Corn., 7 Res. & misc. site improvements 

Relocation: Commercial (20) @ $25,000 
Residential (7) @ $40,000 

Damage : Proximity (2) 
cost to Cure (2) 

Net Cost 

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 - -  

Date: January 19,2010 
Project: STP-186-l(1 l)Douglas, Phase IIJ UPDATE 
ExistingIRequired R/W: Variedvaries 
Project Termini : SR 92 Relocation 
Project Description: SR 92 Phase III, North Section 

Land: 
Commercial R/W: 69,418 sf @ $5.75/s£ $ 399,154 

Right of i a y  Administrator 
By: LaShone Alexanda 

Residential R/W: 782,232sf @ $0.45/sf 

Improvements : 20 Res. & misc. site improvements 

Relocation: Commercial (0) 
Residential (20) @ $40,000 

Damage : Proximity (2) 

Total Cost 

Net Cost 

P.L Number: 720970 
No. Parcels: 60 

Net Cost $ 5,705,828 
Scheduling Contingency 55 % 3,138,205 
AdmICourt Cost 60 % 5,306,420 

$ 14,150,453 

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. 













Date 4/7/2010
County

2.877 2.716

6.473 6.111

DIESEL 
FACTOR

GALLONS 
DIESEL

UNLEADED 
FACTOR

GALLONS 
UNLEADED

0.29 0.15

0.29 0.15

0.29 4872.00 0.24 4032.00

2.90 0.71

CSSTP-0006-00(900) 

REMARKSQUANTITY

Hot Mix Asphalt paid as specified by the 
ton under Sections 400 (TON)

6900 DOUGLAS
Project Number

Special Provision, Section 109-Measurement and Payment

FUEL PRICE ADJUSTMENT (ENGLISH 125% MAX)

P.I. Number

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

ENTER FPL DIESEL ENTER FPL UNLEADED

ENTER FPM DIESEL ENTER FPM UNLEADED

INCREASE ADJUSTMENT

125.00% 125.00%

INCREASE ADJUSTMENT

16800.000

ROADWAY ITEMS

Excavations paid as specified by 
Sections 205 (CUBIC YARD)

Excavations paid as specified by 
Sections 206 (CUBIC YARD)

GAB paid as specified by the ton under 
Section 310 (TON)

Page 1 of 4

2.90 39509.60 0.71 9673.04

0.25 0.20

Quantity Unit Price QF/1000 Diesel Factor Gallons Diesel Unleaded 
Factor Gallons Unleaded

8.00 1.50

1.00 700,000.00 700.0000 8.00 5600.00 1.50 1050.00

1.00 1,895,600.00 1895.6000 8.00 15164.80 1.50 2843.40

1.00 1,805,000.00 1805.0000 8.00 14440.00 1.50 2707.50

1.00 152,856.00 152.8560 8.00 1222.85 1.50 229.28

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8 00 1 50

Superstru Con Class__(CY) 
Section 500

BRIDGE ITEMS

Bridge Excavation (CY) 
Section 211

Class __Concrete (CY)  
Section 500

Superstru Con Class__(CY) 
Section 500

Concrete Handrail (LF)  
Section 500

Concrete Barrier (LF)  Section 

STRICKLAND STREET 
BRIDGE

CONCRETE 
APPROACH SLABS

Hot Mix Asphalt paid as specified by the 
ton under Sections 402 (TON)

N&S R/R BRIDGE

US 78 BRIDGE

REMARKS

13624.000

PCC Pavement paid as specified by the 
square yard under Section 430 (SY)

Class __Concrete (CY)  
Section 500

Class __Concrete (CY)  
Section 500

Superstru Con Class__(CY) 
Section 500

8.00 1.50500 Page 1 of 4



Quantity Unit Price QF/1000 Diesel Factor Gallons Diesel Unleaded 
Factor Gallons Unleaded

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

BRIDGE ITEMS REMARKS

Stru Reinf Plan Quantity(LB) 
Section 511

Piling___inch (LF)       Section 

Piling___inch (LF)       Section 
520

Piling___inch (LF)       Section 
520

Stru Steel Plan Quantity (LB) 
Section 501

PSC Beams______ (LF)       
Section 507

Stru Steel Plan Quantity (LB) 
Section 501

PSC Beams______ (LF)       
Section 507

Bar Reinf Steel (LB)    Section 
511

Stru Reinf Plan Quantity(LB) 
Section 511

PSC Beams______ (LF)       
Section 507

Page 2 of 4

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

Piling___inch (LF)       Section 
520

Pile Encasement,___(LF) 
Section 547

Drilled Caisson,___ (LF)  
Section 524

Drilled Caisson,___ (LF)  
Section 524

Piling___inch (LF)       Section 
520

Piling___inch (LF)       Section 
520

Drilled Caisson,___ (LF)  
Section 524

Pile Encasement,___(LF) 
Section 547

DIESEL PRICE ADJUSTMENT($)

SUM QF DIESEL= 80809.25

Piling___inch (LF)       Section 
520

20535.22

$267,361.44
$64,139.72UNLEADED PRICE ADJUSTMENT($)

SUM QF UNLEADED=

Page 2 of 4



504 1134

L.I.N.  TYPE
413-1000

TMT =

504 1134

1520 6.5286
REMARKS

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

6.5286

TACK (GALLONS) TACK (TONS)

125.00% INCREASE ADJUSTMENT

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

ENTER APL ENTER APM

PRICE ADJUSTMENT($)

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

$3,948.47 

ENTER APL ENTER APM

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

400 / 402 ASPHALT CEMENT PRICE ADJUSTMENT 125% MAX

Page 3 of 4

JMF AC%

5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00

TMT =

125.00% INCREASE ADJUSTMENT

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

402-3121 25 mm SP 5300 265.00
402-1812 100 5.00

402-3192 19 mm SP 3500 175.00
402-3130 12.5 mm SP 2000 100.00

545.00

PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $329,616.00 

Page 3 of 4



504 1134

L.I.N.  TYPE L.I.N.  TYPE

413-
1000 PG 58-22

INCREASE ADJUSTMENT

ENTER APM

Use this side for Asphalt Emulsion Only
ASPHALT EMULSION (GALLONS)

REMARKS:

Use this side for Asphalt Cement Only

TMT = TMT = 6.5286

REMARKS:

TACK (GALLONS)

1520

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

ENTER APL

125.00%

MONTHLY PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $3,948.47 

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 

Page 4 of 4
DWM 10/08

DIESEL PRICE ADJUSTMENT($)

UNLEADED PRICE ADJUSTMENT($)

$267,361.44

$64,139.72

ADJUSTMENT SUMMARY
FUEL PRICE ADJUSTMENT (ENGLISH  125% MAX)

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

400 / 402 ASPHALT CEMENT PRICE ADJUSTMENT 125% MAX

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

$3,948.47

$329,616.00

$3,948.47

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS $669,014.09

REMARKS:

DWM 10/08

Page 4 of 4



Date 4/7/2010
County

2.877 2.716

6.473 6.111

DIESEL 
FACTOR

GALLONS 
DIESEL

UNLEADED 
FACTOR

GALLONS 
UNLEADED

0.29 0.15

0.29 0.15

0.29 12233.65 0.24 10124.40

2.90 0.71

125.00% 125.00%

INCREASE ADJUSTMENT

42185.000

ROADWAY ITEMS

Excavations paid as specified by 
Sections 205 (CUBIC YARD)

Excavations paid as specified by 
Sections 206 (CUBIC YARD)

GAB paid as specified by the ton under 
Section 310 (TON)

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

ENTER FPL DIESEL ENTER FPL UNLEADED

ENTER FPM DIESEL ENTER FPM UNLEADED

INCREASE ADJUSTMENT

6901 DOUGLAS
Project Number

Special Provision, Section 109-Measurement and Payment

FUEL PRICE ADJUSTMENT (ENGLISH 125% MAX)

P.I. Number

QUANTITY

Hot Mix Asphalt paid as specified by the 
ton under Sections 400 (TON)

REMARKS

CSSTP-0006-00(901)

Page 1 of 4

2.90 92800.00 0.71 22720.00

0.25 0.20

Quantity Unit Price QF/1000 Diesel Factor Gallons Diesel Unleaded 
Factor Gallons Unleaded

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8 00 1 50

PCC Pavement paid as specified by the 
square yard under Section 430 (SY)

Class __Concrete (CY)  
Section 500

Class __Concrete (CY)  
Section 500

Superstru Con Class__(CY) 
Section 500

REMARKS

32000.000
Hot Mix Asphalt paid as specified by the 

ton under Sections 402 (TON)

Superstru Con Class__(CY) 
Section 500

Concrete Handrail (LF)  
Section 500

Concrete Barrier (LF)  Section 

Superstru Con Class__(CY) 
Section 500

BRIDGE ITEMS

Bridge Excavation (CY) 
Section 211

Class __Concrete (CY)  
Section 500

8.00 1.50500 Page 1 of 4



Quantity Unit Price QF/1000 Diesel Factor Gallons Diesel Unleaded 
Factor Gallons Unleaded

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

PSC Beams______ (LF)       
Section 507

Bar Reinf Steel (LB)    Section 
511

Stru Reinf Plan Quantity(LB) 
Section 511

PSC Beams______ (LF)       
Section 507

Stru Steel Plan Quantity (LB) 
Section 501

Piling___inch (LF)       Section 
520

Piling___inch (LF)       Section 
520

Stru Steel Plan Quantity (LB) 
Section 501

PSC Beams______ (LF)       
Section 507

Piling___inch (LF)       Section 

BRIDGE ITEMS REMARKS

Stru Reinf Plan Quantity(LB) 
Section 511

Page 2 of 4

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

SUM QF UNLEADED=

$347,509.08
$102,586.20UNLEADED PRICE ADJUSTMENT($)

DIESEL PRICE ADJUSTMENT($)

SUM QF DIESEL= 105033.65

Piling___inch (LF)       Section 
520

32844.40

Drilled Caisson,___ (LF)  
Section 524

Pile Encasement,___(LF) 
Section 547

Piling___inch (LF)       Section 
520

Drilled Caisson,___ (LF)  
Section 524

Piling___inch (LF)       Section 
520

Pile Encasement,___(LF) 
Section 547

Drilled Caisson,___ (LF)  
Section 524

Piling___inch (LF)       Section 
520

Page 2 of 4



504 1134

L.I.N.  TYPE
413-1000

TMT =

504 1134

400 / 402 ASPHALT CEMENT PRICE ADJUSTMENT 125% MAX

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

$12,858.50 

ENTER APL ENTER APM

PRICE ADJUSTMENT($)

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

INCREASE ADJUSTMENT

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

ENTER APL ENTER APM

4950 21.2607
REMARKS

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

21.2607

TACK (GALLONS) TACK (TONS)

125.00%

Page 3 of 4

JMF AC%

5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00

TMT =

PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $967,559.04 

1599.80

402-3192 19 mm SP 9200 460.00
402-3130 12.5 mm SP 6200 310.00
402-3121 25 mm SP 16500 825.00
402-1812 96 4.80

125.00% INCREASE ADJUSTMENT

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

Page 3 of 4



504 1134

L.I.N.  TYPE L.I.N.  TYPE

413-
1000 PG 58-22

MONTHLY PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $12,858.50 

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 

4950

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

ENTER APL

125.00%

REMARKS:

Use this side for Asphalt Cement Only

TMT = TMT = 21.2607

REMARKS:

TACK (GALLONS)

INCREASE ADJUSTMENT

ENTER APM

Use this side for Asphalt Emulsion Only
ASPHALT EMULSION (GALLONS)

Page 4 of 4
DWM 10/08

REMARKS:

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS $1,443,371.32

$12,858.50

$967,559.04

$12,858.50

DIESEL PRICE ADJUSTMENT($)

UNLEADED PRICE ADJUSTMENT($)

$347,509.08

$102,586.20

ADJUSTMENT SUMMARY
FUEL PRICE ADJUSTMENT (ENGLISH  125% MAX)

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

400 / 402 ASPHALT CEMENT PRICE ADJUSTMENT 125% MAX

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

DWM 10/08

Page 4 of 4



Date 4/7/2010
County

2.877 2.716

6.473 6.111

DIESEL 
FACTOR

GALLONS 
DIESEL

UNLEADED 
FACTOR

GALLONS 
UNLEADED

0.29 0.15

0.29 0.15

0.29 15169.90 0.24 12554.40

2.90 0.71

125.00% 125.00%

INCREASE ADJUSTMENT

52310.000

ROADWAY ITEMS

Excavations paid as specified by 
Sections 205 (CUBIC YARD)

Excavations paid as specified by 
Sections 206 (CUBIC YARD)

GAB paid as specified by the ton under 
Section 310 (TON)

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

ENTER FPL DIESEL ENTER FPL UNLEADED

ENTER FPM DIESEL ENTER FPM UNLEADED

INCREASE ADJUSTMENT

720970 DOUGLAS
Project Number

Special Provision, Section 109-Measurement and Payment

FUEL PRICE ADJUSTMENT (ENGLISH 125% MAX)

P.I. Number

QUANTITY

Hot Mix Asphalt paid as specified by the 
ton under Sections 400 (TON)

REMARKS

STP-186-1(11)

Page 1 of 4

2.90 122406.10 0.71 29968.39

0.25 0.20

Quantity Unit Price QF/1000 Diesel Factor Gallons Diesel Unleaded 
Factor Gallons Unleaded

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8 00 1 50

PCC Pavement paid as specified by the 
square yard under Section 430 (SY)

Class __Concrete (CY)  
Section 500

Class __Concrete (CY)  
Section 500

Superstru Con Class__(CY) 
Section 500

REMARKS

42209.000
Hot Mix Asphalt paid as specified by the 

ton under Sections 402 (TON)

Superstru Con Class__(CY) 
Section 500

Concrete Handrail (LF)  
Section 500

Concrete Barrier (LF)  Section 

Superstru Con Class__(CY) 
Section 500

BRIDGE ITEMS

Bridge Excavation (CY) 
Section 211

Class __Concrete (CY)  
Section 500

8.00 1.50500 Page 1 of 4



Quantity Unit Price QF/1000 Diesel Factor Gallons Diesel Unleaded 
Factor Gallons Unleaded

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

PSC Beams______ (LF)       
Section 507

Bar Reinf Steel (LB)    Section 
511

Stru Reinf Plan Quantity(LB) 
Section 511

PSC Beams______ (LF)       
Section 507

Stru Steel Plan Quantity (LB) 
Section 501

Piling___inch (LF)       Section 
520

Piling___inch (LF)       Section 
520

Stru Steel Plan Quantity (LB) 
Section 501

PSC Beams______ (LF)       
Section 507

Piling___inch (LF)       Section 

BRIDGE ITEMS REMARKS

Stru Reinf Plan Quantity(LB) 
Section 511

Page 2 of 4

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

8.00 1.50

SUM QF UNLEADED=

$455,177.07
$132,815.68UNLEADED PRICE ADJUSTMENT($)

DIESEL PRICE ADJUSTMENT($)

SUM QF DIESEL= 137576.00

Piling___inch (LF)       Section 
520

42522.79

Drilled Caisson,___ (LF)  
Section 524

Pile Encasement,___(LF) 
Section 547

Piling___inch (LF)       Section 
520

Drilled Caisson,___ (LF)  
Section 524

Piling___inch (LF)       Section 
520

Pile Encasement,___(LF) 
Section 547

Drilled Caisson,___ (LF)  
Section 524

Piling___inch (LF)       Section 
520

Page 2 of 4



504 1134

L.I.N.  TYPE
413-1000

TMT =

504 1134

400 / 402 ASPHALT CEMENT PRICE ADJUSTMENT 125% MAX

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

$12,468.85 

ENTER APL ENTER APM

PRICE ADJUSTMENT($)

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

INCREASE ADJUSTMENT

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

ENTER APL ENTER APM

4800 20.6165
REMARKS

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

20.6165

TACK (GALLONS) TACK (TONS)

125.00%

Page 3 of 4

JMF AC%

5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00

TMT =

PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $1,276,400.16 

2110.45

402-3192 19 mm SP 12200 610.00
402-3130 12.5 mm SP 7800 390.00
402-3121 25 mm SP 22000 1100.00
402-1812 209 10.45

125.00% INCREASE ADJUSTMENT

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

Page 3 of 4



504 1134

L.I.N.  TYPE L.I.N.  TYPE

413-
1000 PG 58-22

MONTHLY PRICE ADJUSTMENT($) $12,468.85 

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 

4800

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

ENTER APL

125.00%

REMARKS:

Use this side for Asphalt Cement Only

TMT = TMT = 20.6165

REMARKS:

TACK (GALLONS)

INCREASE ADJUSTMENT

ENTER APM

Use this side for Asphalt Emulsion Only
ASPHALT EMULSION (GALLONS)

Page 4 of 4
DWM 10/08

REMARKS:

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS $1,889,330.61

$12,468.85

$1,276,400.16

$12,468.85

DIESEL PRICE ADJUSTMENT($)

UNLEADED PRICE ADJUSTMENT($)

$455,177.07

$132,815.68

ADJUSTMENT SUMMARY
FUEL PRICE ADJUSTMENT (ENGLISH  125% MAX)

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

400 / 402 ASPHALT CEMENT PRICE ADJUSTMENT 125% MAX

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

DWM 10/08

Page 4 of 4



 
 

 
Attachment 2: 

 
 

Sketch Location Map 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





 
 

Attachment 3: 
 
 

Railroad Crossing Closure Locations 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 







 
 

 
Attachment 4: 

                                
                                  Typical Sections 











 
 

 
Attachment 5: 

 
 

Accident Summaries 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
Table 1 - Automobile Crash Rates on SR 92 

          

SR 92 Crash Analysis Section AADT 
 

Distance 
(mile) 

Annual VMT 

 
Year 
2006 
# of 

Accident 

Year 2006 
Crash Rate 
(100MVMT) 

 
Year 
2007 
# of 

Accident 

Year 2007 
Crash Rate 
(100MVMT) 

 
Year 
2008 
# of 

Accident 

Year 
2008 
Crash 
Rate 

(100M
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 I-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 

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

Railroad Crossing 
Year 

Accident 
Occurred 

Vehicle Driver 
Injured Type of Accident 

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 



 
 

 
Attachment 6: 

 
 

Traffic Diagrams 
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Attachment 7: 
 
 

Capacity Analysis Summary 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 

January 2010 8  
 

Concept Report Traffic Study for SR 92 Corridor 

City of Douglasville, Douglas County, and Paulding County 

Table 5 – Year 2037 Build Roadway Capacity Analysis 
 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Roadway Section SR 92 

Condition Direction 
LOS 

Avg Trvl 
Spd 

(mph) 
LOS 

Avg Trvl 
Spd 

(mph) 
NB D 16 F 5 

4-lane 
SB E 13 F 3 
NB D 17 D 15 

SR 92 south of Us 78 
(Bankhead Hwy) to 

Durelee Ln 6-lane 
SB D 15 D 19 

NB A 35 D 19 
4-lane 

SB C 23 E 17 
NB A 38 B 35 

SR 92 from US 78 
(Bankhead Hwy) to 

Brownsville Rd 6-lane 
SB A 37 A 37 

NB D 27 F 14 
4-lane 

SB E 20 E 18 
NB B 42 B 29 

SR 92 from Brownsville 
Rd to Bill Carruth Pkwy 

6-lane 
SB B 38 B 29 

NB A 52 A 43 SR 92 north of Bill 
Carruth Pkwy to Nebo 

Rd 
4-lane 

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 SR 92 

Condition Direction 
LOS 

Avg Trvl 
Spd 

(mph) 
LOS 

Avg Trvl 
Spd 

(mph) 
NB C 26 C 23 SR 92 south of US 78 

(Bankhead Hwy) to 
Durelee Ln 

4-lane 
SB C 26 C 27 

NB B 40 D 24 SR 92 from U S78 
(Bankhead Hwy) to 

Brownsville Rd 
2-lane 

SB B 41 E 20 

NB A 43 B 41 SR 92 from Brownsville 
Rd to Bill Carruth Pkwy 2-lane 

SB A 44 A 45 

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

Rd 
2-lane 

SB D 26 C 27 



 
 
 
 
 
 

January 2010 14  
 

Concept Report Traffic Study for SR 92 Corridor 

City of Douglasville, Douglas County, and Paulding County 

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

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Intersection Control LOS 

Reported LOS Delay 
(sec) LOS Delay 

(sec) 

SR 92 (Fairburn Rd) at 
Durelee Ln Signal Intersection C 22 D 39 

SR 92 (Fairburn Rd) at 
Hospital Dr Signal Intersection F > 80 F > 80 

EB F > 50 F > 50 SR 92 (Fairburn Rd) at 
Church St Stop 

WB A 1 F > 50 

SR 92 (Fairburn Rd) at 
US 78 (Broad St) Signal Intersection E 62 F > 80 

US 78 (Broad St) at 
Dallas Hwy / 

Campbellton St 
Signal Intersection F > 80 F > 80 

EB F > 50 F > 50 
SR 92 at Strickland St Stop 

WB F > 50 F > 50 

US 78 (Broad St) at 
Mozley St Signal Intersection D 46 D 35 

EB C 17 C 16 Mozley St at Strickland 
St Stop 

WB F > 50 F > 50 

SR 92 at Forrest Ave Signal Intersection F > 80 F > 80 

EB F > 50 F > 50 SR 92 at Davis 
Dr/Brown St Stop 

WB F > 50 F > 50 

SR 92 at Malone Rd Signal Intersection C 26 F > 80 

SR 92 at Brickleberry 
Rd Stop EB F > 50 F > 50 

SR 92 at Autry Cir Stop WB F > 50 F > 50 

SR 92 at Old Dallas 
Hwy Stop EB F > 50 F > 50 

SR 92 at Cave Springs 
Rd/Maroney Mill Rd Signal Intersection C 26 F > 80 



 
 
 
 
 
 

January 2010 15  
 

Concept Report Traffic Study for SR 92 Corridor 

City of Douglasville, Douglas County, and Paulding County 

 

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

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Intersection Control LOS 

Reported LOS Delay 
(sec) LOS Delay 

(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 

Rd 
Signal Intersection C 30 F > 80 

SR 92 at Sweetwater Dr Stop WB F > 50 F > 50 

SR 92 at Wimberly Way Stop EB F > 50 F > 50 

EB F > 50 F > 50 SR 92 at Enclave Dr / 
Indian Trail Dr Stop 

WB F > 50 F > 50 

SR 92 at Pilgrim Ln Stop WB F > 50 F > 50 

SR 92 at Indian Creek 
Dr Stop WB F > 50 F > 50 

SR 92 at Tidwell Rd Stop WB F > 50 F > 50 

SR 92 at Bethel Church 
Rd Signal Intersection C 30 E 55 

SR 92 at Ritchfield Dr Stop WB F > 50 F > 50 

SR 92 at Williams Lake 
Rd Signal 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 Morningside 
Dr Signal Intersection B 16 E 73 

SR 92 at Bill Carruth 
Pkwy Signal Intersection E 60 D 47 

SR 92 at Nebo Rd Signal Intersection B 10 B 14 
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Concept Report Traffic Study for SR 92 Corridor 

City of Douglasville, Douglas County, and Paulding County 

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

 
LOS Delay 

(sec) LOS Delay 
(sec)

EB F > 50 F > 50
WB F > 50 F > 50

SBL F > 50 F > 50
SBR F > 50 C 19

EB B 13 C 20
WB C 16 E 36

EB C 17 C 19
WB C 15 D 34

22

Hospital Dr at Fairburn Rd Signal

A

12

Ramp at US 78 
(Bankhead Hwy) Signal Intersection B 18 C

1 B

> 50

NB A 9 B 10

10NB

Control LOS 
Reported

12 BIntersection B

NB F > 50 F

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

SR 92 at Duralee Ln Signal Intersection C 24 C 20

Intersection

24

SR 92 at Hospital Dr Signal Intersection B 17 C 33

SR 92 at Old Fairburn Rd Signal

Intersection C

18 CIntersection B

11 BIntersection B

18

17 B 17

SR 92 at Ellis St Stop

25 B

SR 92 at US 78 Ramp Signal Intersection B

SR 92 at Cooper St Signal

SR 92 at Green St Stop

SR 92 at Colquit St Stop

SR 92 at Cone St Stop

SR 92 at Dallas Hwy Signal D 47

11

SR 92 at Brickleberry 
Rd/Autry Cir Stop

33Intersection C

SR 92 at Malone Rd Signal

SR 92 at Old Dallas Hwy Stop EB C

SR 92 at Cave Springs 
Rd/Maroney Mill Rd Signal Intersection B

19 C 20

10 C 22

13 C

Dallas Hwy at Strickland 
St Stop

Strickland St at McCarly St Stop 17

US 78 (Broad St) at 
McCarthy St Signal Intersection F 138 F 184

EB B

152

US 78 (Broad St) at 
Fairburn Rd Signal Intersection D 45 E 79

US 78 (Broad St) at 
Campbellton St Signal

Fairburn Rd @ Church St Stop

140 FIntersection F
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Concept Report Traffic Study for SR 92 Corridor 

City of Douglasville, Douglas County, and Paulding County 

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

LOS Delay 
(sec) LOS Delay 

(sec)

EB F > 50 F > 50
WB F > 50 F > 50

SR 92 at Indian Creek Dr Stop

SR 92 at Taylor Rd Stop WB A 1 A 1

13 C 19

13 C 19

42 D 48

SR 92 at Nebo Rd Signal Intersection A 9 C 22

SR 92 at Bill Carruth Pkwy Signal Intersection D

25 C 32

SR 92 at Morningside Dr Signal Intersection A 6 A 7

SR 92 at Pine Valley Rd Signal Intersection C

12 C 16

SR 92 at Ridge Rd Signal Intersection D 44 D 46

SR 92 at Village Dr Stop WB B

11 B 13

SR 92 at Williams Lake 
Rd Signal Intersection A 6 B 17

SR 92 at Ritchfield Dr Stop WB B

> 50 F > 50

SR 92 at Bethel Church 
Rd Signal Intersection A 5 C 8

SR 92 at Tidwell Rd Stop WB F

WB B

SR 92 at Pilgrim Ln Stop WB B

16 C 16

SR 92 at Enclave Dr / 
Indian Trail Dr Stop

SR 92 at Wimberly Way Stop EB C

SR 92 at Sweetwater Dr Stop WB A 9 B 10

19 C 19

26 D 45SR 92 at Sweetwater 
Church Rd/Brownsville Rd Signal Intersection C

F > 50SR 92 at Hunter Rd Stop WB

PM Peak Hour

SR 92 at Florence Rd Stop EB C

F > 50

Intersection Control LOS 
Reported

AM Peak Hour
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Concept Report Traffic Study for SR 92 Corridor 

City of Douglasville, Douglas County, and Paulding County 

 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 

Intersection Evaluated
Warrant 
 Results 

Warrants 
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 
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Concept Report Traffic Study for SR 92 Corridor 

City of Douglasville, Douglas County, and Paulding County 

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

2017 2017 

Intersection Evaluated
Warrant 
 Results 

Warrants 
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 
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Georgia Department of Transportation 
600 West Peachtree Street, NW, Atlanta GA 30308 
T 404.631.1158  F 404.631.1588   www.dot.ga.gov 

Subject: CSSTP-0006-00(900), P.I. No. 0006900 
SR 92 Bridge Underpass @ SR 5/US 78 Including RR – Phase I 
CSSTP-0006-00(901), P.I. No. 0006901 
SR 92 Relocation from Durelee Lane to SR 5/US 78/Bankhead HWY– Phase II 
STP00-0186-01(011), P.I. No. 720970- 
SR 92 Relocation from Strickland Street to Malone Road – Phase III 
CSSTP-0007-00(691), P.I. 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) 

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 
 

 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.  

 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, II, & III, and subconsultant for Phase IV is tasked with the 
Concept & Environmental Document; and Jacobs, prime consultant for Phase IV, subconsultant for Phase 
I, II, & III is tasked with the entire project traffic.  

 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.  

 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. 
• 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.  

• 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. 



 
MEETING MINUTES 

Page 2 of 7 
 

Georgia Department of Transportation 
600 West Peachtree Street, NW, Atlanta GA 30308 
T 404.631.1158  F 404.631.1588   www.dot.ga.gov 

 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, II, and 

III) 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. 

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

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:  
 Revised/Replacement Concept Reports for six proposed lanes for the first 3 project phases. 

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

 New Concept Report for the 4th phase. 
• A new 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. 
• 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? 
• 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 92? 
• 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. 

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

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

• 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? 
• 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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 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 
McCarley 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. 
• 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.   

 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. 
 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. 
 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. 
 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.  

 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, II, and III 

projects, but Phase IV will be design in-house. 
o He stated that GDOT has completed Mapping Survey for Phase I, II, & III but not Phase IV.  

 Moreover, he stated that Field Enhancement Survey is not scheduled to be completed on Phase I until 
May 2010, Phase II until summer 2010, and Phase III 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.   

o Peter stated that all four phases’ right-of-way funds are in Fiscal Year 2012. 
o Also, Peter stated that Phase I and II construction funds are in Fiscal Year 2015, while Phase III and IV 

are in Fiscal Year 2016, and construction-wise, the projects will all be completed at the same time. 
 Peter Emmanuel then asked Richard Fangmann of Jacobs to present an overview of the design traffic. 
 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.  

 Randy Hulsey was concerned about the additional traffic that the recently completed I-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, II, & III 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. 

 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. 

 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. 

 Peter Emmanuel thanked everyone for coming, their cooperation, and concluded the meeting at approximately 
11:45 am. 
 

 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. I 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. I 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, I 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, I 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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*SR 92 Final Concept Team Meeting Sign In Sheet 

NAME ORGANIZATION EMAIL  
Fred Babb AGL fbabb@aglresources.com 
Bill Osborne City of Douglasville osborneb@ci.douglasville.ga.us 
Jeff Noles City of Douglasville nolesj@ci.douglasville.ga.us 
Scott Swafford Colonial Pipeline Co. sswaffor@colpipe.com 
Kevin Raley Colonial Pipeline Co. kraley@colpipe.com 
Jack Gilleland Colonial Pipeline Co. jgillela@colpipe.com 
Max Laurenceau Comcast Maxime_Laurenceau@cable.comcast.com 

Greg Teague Croy Engineering gteague@croyengineering.com 
Chris Rideout Croy Engineering crideout@croyengineering.com 
Melanie Orr Croy Engineering morr@croyengineering.com 
Randy Hulsey Douglas County DOT rhulsey@co.douglas.ga.us 
Keary Lord Douglas County DOT klord@co.douglas.ga.us 
Gary Westmoreland Douglas County DOT gwestmoreland@co.douglas.ga.us 
Kelly Griffin Douglas County DOT kgriffin@co.douglas.ga.us 
Robert Eidson Douglas County DOT reidson@co.douglas.ga.us 
Miguel Baca Douglasville-Douglas County Water & Sewer 

Authority (DDCWSA) 
mbaca@ddcwsa.com 

Ray Fomby Douglasville-Douglas County Water & Sewer 
Authority (DDCWSA)

rfomby@ddcwsa.com 
John Sell Georgia Power jlsell@southernco.com 
Carl Jones Georgia Power  
Sam Kunkol Georgia Power sdkunkol@southernco.com 
Donna Via Georgia Power dtvia@southernco.com 
Chris Smith Greystone Power chris.smith@greystonepower.com 
Michael Craton Greystone Power michael.craton@greystonepower.com 
Richard Fangmann Jacobs richard.fangmann@jacobs.com 
David Wyatt Norfolk Southern dave.wyatt@nscorp.com 
Joel Harrell Norfolk Southern joel.harrell@nscorp.com 
E.L. Jackson Norfolk Southern ernest.jackson@nscorp.com 
Kathy Stallard Paulding County DOT-PreCon kstallard@paulding.gov 
Erica Parish Paulding County DOT-PreCon eparish@paulding.gov 
Bill Dungan GDOT-D6, Area 5 Constr. bdungan@dot.ga.gov 
Ronald Dailey GDOT-D6, Area 5 Constr. rdailey@dot.ga.gov 
Kerry Bonner GDOT-D6 Utilities kbonner@dot.ga.gov 
Stanley McCarley GDOT-D6 Traffic Operations smccarley@dot.ga.gov 
Jennifer Deems GDOT-D6 Utilities jdeems@dot.ga.gov 
Michael K. Hill GDOT-D7, Area 3 Constr. michill@dot.ga.gov 
Lenicia Rogers GDOT-D7 Construction lrogers@dot.ga.gov 
Mike Lobdell GDOT-D7 PreConstruction mlobdell@dot.ga.gov 
Clyde Reece GDOT-D7 Survey creece@dot.ga.gov 
Bryan Lott GDOT-D7 Survey blott@dot.ga.gov 
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*SR 92 Final Concept Team Meeting Sign In Sheet 

NAME ORGANIZATION EMAIL  
Dwayne Maddox GDOT-D7 Traffic dwmaddox@dot.ga.gov 
Yulonda Pride-Foster GDOT-D7 Utilities ypride@dot.ga.gov 
Lakenya Rapley GDOT-D7 Utilities lrapley@dot.ga.gov 
Michael Hester GDOT-OES mhester@dot.ga.gov 
Kaycee Mertz GDOT-Planning kmertz@dot.ga.gov 
Peter B. Emmanuel GDOT-Program Delivery pemmanuel@dot.ga.gov 
Chuck Hasty GDOT-Roadway Design chasty@dot.ga.gov 
Neal O’Brien GDOT-Roadway Design nobrien@dot.ga.gov 
Jill Franks GDOT-Roadway Design jfranks@dot.ga.gov 
Wesley Brock GDOT-RW wbrock@dot.ga.gov 
Jun Birnkammer GDOT-Utilities jbirnkammer@dot.ga.gov 
Jan Phelps GDOT-Utilities japhelps@dot.ga.gov 
Raymond Chandler GDOT-Utilities rchandler@dot.ga.gov 
Key Phillips GDOT-Utilities-RR kphillips@dot.ga.gov 
Richard Crowley GDOT-Utilities-RR rcrowley@dot.ga.gov 
Loren Bartlett GDOT-Utilities-RR lbartlett@dot.ga.gov 
 
*These are the list of attendees who attended the meeting. 

 































 

 

Agenda 
 

Final Concept Team Meeting 
February 11, 2010 10:00 am – 12:00 noon 

Douglasville Downtown Conference Center 
 

CSSTP-0006-00(900), P.I. No. 0006900, Douglas County 
SR 92 Bridge Underpass @ SR 5/US 78 Including RR – Phase I 
CSSTP-0006-00(901), P.I. No. 0006901, Douglas County 
SR 92 Relocation from Durelee Lane to SR 5/US 78/Bankhead HWY– Phase II 
STP00-0186-01(011), P.I. No. 720970-, Douglas County 
SR 92 Relocation from Strickland Street to Malone Road – Phase III 
CSSTP-0007-00(691), P.I. No. 0007691 Douglas, & Paulding Counties 
SR 92 from CS 502/Brown Street to CS 519/Nebo Road – Phase IV (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.I. 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:  

♦ SR 92 -  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 
Section AADT 

 
Distance 

(mile) 
Annual VMT 

 
Year 
2006 
# of 

Accident 

Year 2006 
Crash Rate 
(100MVMT) 

 
Year 
2007 
# of 

Accident 

Year 2007 
Crash Rate 
(100MVMT) 

 
Year 
2008 
# of 

Accident 

Year 2008 
Crash Rate 
(100MVMT) 

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 I-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:  

• 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,  

• pedestrian railroad crossings at Mozley Street and SR 92/Dallas Highway (also referred to as 
Campbellton Street crossing),  

• 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,  

• a new sidewalk between Davis Drive and the new SR 92 and  
• 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 4th 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. 
• 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. 
• Emergency Access for fire station located between Autry Circle and Malone Road. 
• Bike lane accommodation for Phase 4. 
• Water and Sewer as SUE project…Underground Utilities…Gravity flow issues. 
• Colonial Pipeline 36 inch petroleum line extension near Pine Valley Road and Ridge Road. 
• Greystone Power question on the height and clearance of traffic signal lights. 
• Research into utilities on the Railroad R/W…are there any. 

 



Georgia Department of Transportation
SR 92 Realignment - Phase I (Middle Section)
Proj. No.: CSSTP-0006-00(900) Project: SR 92 Realignment - Phase I (Middle Section)
PI No.: 0006900 County: Douglas

Project Concept Data

Concept Description

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

Mainline Functional Classification Urban Minor Arterial   (Principal Arterial, Minor Arterial, Collector, Local)
Rural or Urban Urban  
Terrain Rolling   ( Level, Rolling, Mountainous)

Length in 
Miles

New 
Location Widening Overlay No. Lanes

Design 
Speed

Design 
Classificatio

n Access

Outside 
Shoulder 

Type
Median 
Type

Median 
Width

Profile 
Change

Approx 
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     
C S S 0 1 2 2 C&GCul 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 I (Middle Section)
Proj. No.: CSSTP-0006-00(900) Project: SR 92 Realignment - Phase I (Middle Section)
PI No.: 0006900 County: Douglas

Bridges & Walls
Total 

Length Width
Carry Over Feet Feet

x No 182 82
x No 182 36
x No 182 36

Total 
Length Height

Side Noise Feet Feet
Proposed x No 300 10-20  

Proposed x No 250 10-20  

Proposed x No 250 10-20  

Environmental 
Environmental Document Type? EA No. of Wetland Crossings 0 Other Permits Req'd
Section 4(f) Document Req'd? No No. of Stream Crossings 1

Proposed Bridge under Norfolk Southern R.R.
Proposed Bridge under E. Strickland Street

Retaining wall along west side of SR 92 Realignment
just south of US 78/East Broad Street bridge

Wall No. Name or Description

Retaining wall along east side of SR 92 Realignment

Hydraulic 
Study 
Req'd Depth

Proposed Bridge under US78/Bankhead Hwy

just north of East Strickland Street bridge

Hydraulic 
Study 
Req'd

Bridge 
Jacking 
Req'd?

Retaining wall along west side of SR 92 Realignment
just north of East Strickland Street bridge

Bridge     
No. Name or Description

Bridge Type

Wall Type

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

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
SR 92 Projects Concept Data Info  0006900 Project Data Page  2  of  3



Georgia Department of Transportation
SR 92 Realignment - Phase I (Middle Section)
Proj. No.: CSSTP-0006-00(900) Project: SR 92 Realignment - Phase I (Middle Section)
PI No.: 0006900 County: Douglas

Utilities
Existing Utilities Overhd Level Length No. of 

Present? Present? Length (feet) Test Holes
(feet) A 15

Electrical yes B 36,000      
Communications yes C 18,000      

Gas yes D
Sanitary Sewer yes TOTAL 54,000      15.0          

Water yes
Transmission - Electrical

Transmission - Petroleum

Utility Impact Rating   (Low, Medium, High)
No. of Utility Poles 150

Geotechnical 
Length of Soil Survey  (feet) 1,700       
No. of Wall Sites 3              No. of Phae II Envir. Site Assessments - Industrial/Commercial TBD
Length of Wall Survey  (feet) 800 No. of Phae II Envir. Site Assessments - USTs TBD
No. of Bridge Sites 3
Total No. of Bridge Bents 15

Underground

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

g
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
SR 92 Projects Concept Data Info  0006900 Project Data Page  3  of  3



Georgia Department of Transportation
SR 92 Realignment - Phase II (South Section)
Proj. No.: CSSTP-0006-00(901) Project: SR 92 Realignment - Phase II (South Section)
PI No.: 0006901 County: Douglas

Project Concept Data

Concept Alternatives 

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

Mainline Functional Classification Urban Minor Arterial   (Principal Arterial, Minor Arterial, Collector, Local)
Rural or Urban Urban  
Terrain Rolling   ( Level, Rolling, Mountainous)

Length in 
Miles

New 
Location Widening Overlay No. Lanes

Design 
Speed

Design 
Classificatio

n Access

Outside 
Shoulder 

Type
Median 
Type

Median 
Width

Profile 
Change

Approx 
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     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
SR 92 Projects Concept Data Info  0006901 Project Data Page  1  of  3



Georgia Department of Transportation
SR 92 Realignment - Phase II (South Section)
Proj. No.: CSSTP-0006-00(901) Project: SR 92 Realignment - Phase II (South Section)
PI No.: 0006901 County: Douglas

Bridges & Walls
Total 

Length Width
Carry Over Feet Feet

Total 
Length Height

Side Noise Feet Feet

1 x No 730 12  

2 x No 520 12  

Environmental 
Environmental Document Type? EA No. of Wetland Crossings 0 Other Permits Req'd
Section 4(f) Document Req'd? No No. of Stream Crossings 1

Hydraulic 
Study 
Req'd

Bridge 
Jacking 
Req'd?

West (left) side of SR 92 Realignment between Hospital 
Dr & Cooper St
East side of SR 92 Realignment between Cooper St & US 
78/East Broad Street ramp

Depth

Hydraulic 
Study 
Req'd

Bridge     
No. Name or Description

Wall No. Name or Description
Wall Type

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

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
SR 92 Projects Concept Data Info  0006901 Project Data Page  2  of  3



Georgia Department of Transportation
SR 92 Realignment - Phase II (South Section)
Proj. No.: CSSTP-0006-00(901) Project: SR 92 Realignment - Phase II (South Section)
PI No.: 0006901 County: Douglas

Utilities
Existing Utilities Overhd Level Length No. of 

Present? Present? Length (feet) Test Holes
(feet) A 10

Electrical yes yes B 15,000      
Communications yes yes C 10,000      

Gas yes D
Sanitary Sewer yes TOTAL 25,000      10.0          

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 No. of Phae II Envir. Site Assessments - Industrial/Commercial
Length of Wall Survey  (feet) No. of Phae II Envir. Site Assessments - USTs
No. of Bridge Sites
Total No. of Bridge Bents

Underground

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

g
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
SR 92 Projects Concept Data Info  0006901 Project Data Page  3  of  3



Georgia Department of Transportation
SR 92 Realignment - Phase III (North Section)
Proj. No.: STP00-0186-01(011) Project: SR 92 Realignment - Phase III (North Section)
PI No.: 720970 County: Douglas

Project Concept Data

Concept Alternatives 

SR 92 Relocation from Strickland Street to Malone Road
Roadway   

Mainline Functional Classification Urban Minor Arterial   (Principal Arterial, Minor Arterial, Collector, Local)
Rural or Urban Urban  
Terrain Rolling   ( Level, Rolling, Mountainous)

Length in 
Miles

New 
Location Widening Overlay No. Lanes

Design 
Speed

Design 
Classificatio

n Access

Outside 
Shoulder 

Type
Median 
Type

Median 
Width

Profile 
Change

Approx 
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 YBrown 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
SR 92 Projects Concept Data Info  720970 Project Data Page  1  of  3



Georgia Department of Transportation
SR 92 Realignment - Phase III (North Section)
Proj. No.: STP00-0186-01(011) Project: SR 92 Realignment - Phase III (North Section)
PI No.: 720970 County: Douglas

Bridges & Walls
Total 

Length Width
Carry Over Feet Feet

Total 
Length Height

Side Noise Feet Feet

3 x No 1800 12  

4 x No 950 12  
5 x No 820 12  

Environmental 
Environmental Document Type? EA No. of Wetland Crossings 1 Other Permits Req'd

Hydraulic 
Study 
Req'd

Bridge 
Jacking 
Req'd?

Right side of SR 92 Realignment near west Brown Street 
& Colquitt Street Intersection
Right side of SR 92 Realignment near east Brown Street 
before Dallas HWY & Malone Street Intersection

Depth

Hydraulic 
Study 
Req'd

Bridge     
No. Name or Description

Wall No. Name or Description
Wall Type

Sound Wall from Colquitt Street past Cone Street

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

Environmental Document Type? EA No. of Wetland Crossings 1 Other Permits Req d
Section 4(f) Document Req'd? No No. of Stream Crossings 4
No. of Section 4(f) Properties 1 Fish/Mussel or Specialized T&E Survey? No
No. of Public Park/Recreation/Wildlife Refuge Sites 1 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 2
Environmental Justice (EJ) Potential? EJ

2/10/2010  5:15 PM
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Georgia Department of Transportation
SR 92 Realignment - Phase III (North Section)
Proj. No.: STP00-0186-01(011) Project: SR 92 Realignment - Phase III (North Section)
PI No.: 720970 County: Douglas

Utilities
Existing Utilities Overhd Level Length No. of 

Present? Present? Length (feet) Test Holes
(feet) A 22

Electrical yes yes B 60,000      
Communications yes C 35,000      

Gas yes D
Sanitary Sewer yes TOTAL 95,000      22.0          

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 No. of Phae II Envir. Site Assessments - Industrial/Commercial
Length of Wall Survey  (feet) No. of Phae II Envir. Site Assessments - USTs
No. of Bridge Sites
Total No. of Bridge Bents

Underground

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

g
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            
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Georgia Department of Transportation
SR 92 Widening - Phase IV (Segment I)
Proj. No.: CSSTP-0007-00(691) Project: SR 92 Widening - Phase IV (Segment I)
PI No.: 0007691 Counties: Douglas & Paulding

Project Concept Data

Concept Alternatives 

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)

Length in 
Miles

New 
Location Widening Overlay No. Lanes

Design 
Speed

Design 
Classificatio

n Access

Outside 
Shoulder 

Type
Median 
Type

Median 
Width

Profile 
Change

Approx 
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 NCave 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
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Georgia Department of Transportation
SR 92 Widening - Phase IV (Segment I)
Proj. No.: CSSTP-0007-00(691) Project: SR 92 Widening - Phase IV (Segment I)
PI No.: 0007691 Counties: Douglas & Paulding

Subtotal Side Road Length 2.7           Local Uncontrolled Paved Flush
Total Roadway Length 9.8           Miles Collector By Permit C&G Raised

Arterial Partial Control Grass Grassed
No. of Interchanges 0 Freeway Full Control None
No. of Unsignalized Intersections 18 (Include At-Grade Intersections that are
No. of Signalized Intersections 8    part of the Interchanges counted above)
No. of Parcels 96 10            Parcels per Total Roadway Mile
No. of Driveways 110 11            Driveways per Total Roadway Mile
Construction Plan Scale              1"  = 20 Feet   (20, 50, 100)
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Georgia Department of Transportation
SR 92 Widening - Phase IV (Segment I)
Proj. No.: CSSTP-0007-00(691) Project: SR 92 Widening - Phase IV (Segment I)
PI No.: 0007691 Counties: Douglas & Paulding

Bridges & Barriers & Culvert
Total 

Length Width
Carry Over Feet Feet

1 x yes 120 47.2  
2 new Bridge Over Sweetwater Creek x yes 280 47.2
3 x yes 38 5 x 5
4 x yes 200 47.2 No

Total 
Length Height

Side Noise Feet Feet

6 x No 600 12  

7 x No 1250 12  

8 x No 580 12  

9 x No 670 12

10 x No 400 12

Barriers 
No. Name or Description

Barriers Type

Bridge     
No.

Hydraulic 
Study 
Req'd

Bridge 
Jacking 
Req'd?

Sweetwater Creek Tributary Culvert
Widening existing Bridge Over Lick Log Creek

New Bridge over Gothards Creek
Name or Description

Bridge Type

Depth
West side of SR 92 between Malone Road and Autumn 
Village
East side of SR 92 between Hunter Road and Brownsville 
Road
East side of SR 92 between Brownsville Road and 
Sweetwater Drive
East side of SR 92 between Sweetwater Drive and Indian 
Trail
East side of SR 92 between Bethel Church Road and 
Ritchfield Drive

Hydraulic 
Study 
Req'd

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

Environmental 
Environmental Document Type? EA No. of Wetland Crossings 10 Other Permits Req'd
Section 4(f) Document Req'd? No No. of Stream Crossings 12 Stream Buffer Varience Req'd
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
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Georgia Department of Transportation
SR 92 Widening - Phase IV (Segment I)
Proj. No.: CSSTP-0007-00(691) Project: SR 92 Widening - Phase IV (Segment I)
PI No.: 0007691 Counties: Douglas & Paulding

Utilities
Existing Utilities Overhd Level Length No. of 

Present? Present? Length (feet) Test Holes
(feet) A 22

Electrical yes yes B 60,000      
Communications yes C 35,000      

Gas yes D
Sanitary Sewer yes TOTAL 95,000      22.0          

Water yes
Transmission - Electrical

Transmission - Petroleum

Utility Impact Rating   (Low, Medium, High)
No. of Utility Poles 200

Geotechnical 
Length of Soil Survey  (feet) 35,000     
No. of Wall Sites No. of Phae II Envir. Site Assessments - Industrial/Commercial
Length of Wall Survey  (feet) No. of Phae II Envir. Site Assessments - USTs
No. of Bridge Sites 3
Total No. of Bridge Bents 14

Underground

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

g
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            
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Meeting  inutes –M  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), PI #’s 720970, 0006900, 0006901 
and 0007691, Douglas and Paulding Counties – The Widening and 
Realignment of SR 92   

   

eeting Date:  February 1, 2010 at 10 a.m. M

 
ocation:      Downtown Douglasville Conference Center   L

 
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 
 

                          
 

Croy Engineering, LLC 

• 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, 
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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 
 staff at relationship with GDOT and FHWA.  He also expressed thanks to Jim Croy and his

Croy Engineering.  
• Mr. Osborne then gave a brief overview of those who would provide a briefing to 

ake 
. 

Congressman Scott.  Following the briefing, Congressman Scott can ask questions and m
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 plan is 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. 

• h Mr. Ross then went over the current schedule of the project and emphasized that it is a hig
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 
a regional 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 
it is a fantastic project for Douglas County and Paulding County.  She feels that it will open up 

oing the area for growth and keep traffic flowing.  She stated that she feels that it is finally g
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 

nts in the Brown Street area stated that she was excited about the project and that the pare
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 

ocess Scott said he is ready to bring in an additional fifty million dollars.  He has begun the pr
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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o 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. 

o 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. 

o 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. 

o 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. 

o 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. 

o 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 

he project and 40 miles per hour.  He emphasized that this is how you make t
compatible.  He requested a response on this from the audience. 

o 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. 

o 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. 

o He stated that there is a real challenge where the road comes out at Hospital 
Drive; in the area of Cooper and Hill. 

o  The Congressman again emphasized the importance of the schematics and that
they must be done so people understand. 

o 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. 

o 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. 

o 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. 

o 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. 

o 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. 

o .  The Congressman then requested a response from Mr. Ross or Croy Engineering
Greg Teague provided responses to the issues that the Congressman raised. 

o 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. 

o 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. 

o 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 

is between 35 the area was.  No one was quite sure; however, it was felt that it 
and 45 miles per hour. 

o 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. 

o t Congressman Scott requested that a rendering be done for the Cooper/Hill Stree
area so the community can see how it will look. 

o 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. 

o 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. 

o 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 
acquisit
comple

ion process which cannot begin until the environmental process is 
te. 

 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. 

o 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. 

o 
s. 

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 wall

o The Congressman asked about the alignment south of the railroad. What about 
the church that will be displaced?  Mrs. Hampton explained that Second Baptist 

on Church has already purchased property to build a new church and is waiting 
right‐of‐way money to begin construction. 

o 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. 

o 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 
• 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 
fly­over and the project layout.  Congressman Scott requested that this area be shown in 
the schematics as well. 

• 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. 

• Callye 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 at­grade 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. 

• 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. 

• 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 

  Mr. Copeland on one, with a GDOT right‐of‐way specialist and discuss their property.
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. 
• 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 
e.  information meeting takes place, after the completion of the preliminary plan phas

The earliest date for right‐of‐way authorization is July 1, 2011. 
• o Mrs. Hampton stated the best things about this project are that it is finally going t

happen, and the project has right‐of‐way money because of Congressman Scott. 
• 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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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 (Tb) 
    
*Db (hrs) 0.083 
ADT 44,755.00 
Tb ($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 (Db) 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 

         

Section Time Period 
Average Travel Speed (mph) Distance 

(miles) 

Travel 
Time 

(hours) 
AM 
NB AM SB PM 

NB 
PM 
SB Average

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 
roadway capacity analysis using Highway 

Capacity Software (HCS). 

  Travel 
Time 

Difference

Durelee Lane to East Broad Street 0.015 
  East Broad Street to Malone Road 0.068 
  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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Reconstruction Project 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

GDOT Projects STP00 SSTP‐0007‐00(691) 
 

‐0186‐0 1) and C
PI #s 72 007691 

1(011), CSSTP‐0006‐00(900)(90
0790, 0006900, and 0
Douglas and Paulding Counties 

 0006901 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

March 12, 2010 
 

 
 
 
 
 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

                Pag # 
 
    e 
 
Introduction  1 
 
Figure 1: Project Location Map  2 

ation Map in the Area of the Railroad 
 
Figure 2:  Project Loc 3 

itigat
 

ter/Cohesion 
M ion Measures  5 
  Community Charac 6 

 
ess 

  Pedestrian Access 9 
  Emergency Acc 12 
  Businesses  13 

Beautification  15 
struction 

 
  Con 18 
 
Follow Up  18 

 median cut      
 
Figure 3a and 3b:  Example of a 2‐inch 20 
 
Figure 4:  Example of Kiosk‐type Sign  21 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 



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) 

PI #s 720790, 0006900, 0006901 and 0007691 
Douglas and Paulding Counties 

March 12, 2010 
 

Page 1 of 21 

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 
etween SR 92 and US 78/East Broad Street.   The total project  length would be approximately b
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 
ften  referred  to  by  locals  as  the  Campbellton  Street  crossing;  however,  in  this  document  it o
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 
edian  and would  have  10‐ft.  shoulders  on  both  sides,  6.5‐ft.  paved  shoulders  that would  be m

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 
or  staging purposes during  construction,  the  railroad  crossing  closures would not  occur  until 
he new grade separated crossing and the upgraded McCarley Street crossing are open to traffic.  
f
t
 
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, 
umerous  workshops  were  conducted  with  the  residents  of  Douglasville  during  August, 
eptember and October 2009, where public comments, concerns and suggestions were collected. 
n
S
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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 
eeded to be addressed with the residents of Douglasville and mitigation of these impacts would n
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 
ollow‐up meeting and as a result, twenty‐four (24) comment forms were received.  Listed below 
s a bre garding items in the draft Mitigation Plan. 
f
i
 

ak‐down of their feedback re

♦ ne (1) was Against, three (3) were Do you support the project?   Twenty (20) were For, o
Conditional and none (0) were Uncommitted.   

♦  Eighteen (18) stated “Yes” and one (1) Do you want cul‐de‐sacs at Cone and Green Streets? 
stated “No”.     

♦ ted “Yes” and Do you want noise walls at Cone and Green Streets?    Twenty­one (21) sta
none (0) stated “No”.     

♦ reet and the new SR 92?  Twenty (20) Do you want a signalized intersection at Colquitt St
stated “Yes “and none (0) stated “No”.   

♦   Ten (10) stated “Yes”, three (3) 
ne (1) stated “Somewhat”.     

Do you think these changes help your community?
stated “No”, one (1) stated “Not Entirely” and o

♦ 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 
he PIOH, attendees were encouraged to provide their written comments on the draft Mitigation t
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 
omments submitted multiple comments.  These comments have been combined for a total of 94 
om are summ s: 
c
c
 

ments.  They 

ed 

arized as follow

No. In Support No. Oppos
5

Uncommitted  Conditional 
  52  9  28 
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Additionally, any comments that were provided regarding the draft Mitigation Plan were positive 
overall.  As a result 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 
omments from residents; however, it should be noted that comments are gathered throughout c
the entire environmental process. 
 
Several  co h h t i
however, t

ncerns  were  expressed  by  t e  public  t at  are  s andard  pract ces  of  the  GDOT; 
hey 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 

u eexpressed  and  the  project  schedule  remaining.   Every  effort  wo ld  b   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 
ould improve the pedestrian facilities along Dallas Highway and add decorative banners.  This 
roject is scheduled to be completed prior to the Letting of the SR 92 projects to construction. 
w
p
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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  notify  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 
ould not be warranted based on  these guidelines,  it  is necessary based on  feedback  from w

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 
ntersection with the new SR 92.  Out of the 38 in attendance, 20 provided written comments i
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: 

• 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 cul­de­sacs 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) 

• 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) 

• 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. 
   

2. 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:    Cul­de­sacs  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: 

• 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 cul­de­sacs 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 ent from the 9.10.09 workshop)  comm

Respo
 

 
nsible Party:  GDOT   

3. 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 “cut­through” 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 
ontinued consultation with the potentially affected residents; therefore, they would be made 
ware of any changes affecting their community prior to initiation of such changes. 

 

c
a
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Comments Received: 
• The  highway  traffic would  increase  in  the  residential  areas  adjacent  to  the  proposed 

roadway. (verbal comment from the 9.12.09 workshop) 
• 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.  (verbal 
comment from the 9.12.09 workshop) 

• 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 9.12.09 workshop) 

• Aspects  that  would  impair  community;  although  this  proposed  alignment  relieves 
congestion in the downtown and other areas of Douglasville, it would increase the traffic 
and congestion  in my neighborhood.   What’s now a quiet, quaint, beautiful residential 
community  would  be  transformed  into  a  disjointed  commercial  mixed  use.  (written 
comment from Cooper Street resident) 

• Need protection of speed limit with speed bumps. (written comment) 
• Hill Street, Cooper Street and Dorsett Street areas speed breakers to slow traffic down. 

(written comment) 
• Speed breakers put in place on 4way stop on Dorsett and Cooper up to/on Hill Street so 

that when  project  has  been  completed  all  these  streets would  not  be  used  as  a  cut­
through.  Hill Street is already used as a cut­through from Connally to Dorsett so traffic 
is already heavy now as well as Cooper (written comment) 

• Overall I would like to see all of the roads across the railroad track upgraded with speed 
humps in som t) e areas. (written commen

esponsible Party:  The City of Douglasville 
 
R
 

PEDESTRIAN ACCESS 
 

4. Issue:   Residents are concerned about pedestrian facilities provided for individuals wanting 
to  access  the  new  roadway  via  walking  and/or  biking.    There  is  currently  a  great  deal  of 
pedestrian traffic in the area and many residents are concerned about their safety after the 
new SR 92 project is complete.  In addition, many of the children in the area would need to go 
from one  side  of  the  new  SR 92  to  the  other,  to  access  school,  Jessie Davis  Park  and Alice 
Hawthorne Community Center.   

 
Proposed  Solution and Mitigation  Item:    Sidewalks would be  added  to  the project  to 
provide pedestrian access between the proposed cul­de­sac on Dallas Highway and the 
new tie­in between the realigned SR 92 roadway and Dallas Highway.   A new sidewalk 
would also be provided between Davis Drive and the realigned SR 92 roadway.   This 
would  provide more  direct  pedestrian  access  between  Lake  Ridge  and  Jessie Davis 
Park, Alice Hawthorne Community Ce t  M A en er and ajestic Learning  cad my.      

Background/Detailed  Information:    These  sidewalks  would  be  provided  during 
construction  in  existing  SR  92/Dallas  Highway  right‐of‐way.    The  sidewalks  would  be 
compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and would meet all current GDOT 
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tandards.    This  right‐of‐way  and  associated  sidewalks  would  remain  GDOT  right‐of‐way 
fter project completion for the purposes of maintenance.    
s
a
 
Comments Received: 

• Consider  providing  pedestrian  access  between  the  proposed  cul­de­sac  on  Dallas 
Highway and the new tie­in to Dallas Highway so that pedestrians from the Lake Ridge 
area would not have  to walk  south  to  the new SR 92  roadway  to get access  to Dallas 
Highway. (verbal comment from the 9.15.09 workshop) 

• Consider providing pedestrian access between the proposed Davis Drive and the new SR 
92 roadway. (verbal comment from the 9.15.09 workshop) 

• Consider providing wheelchair accessible pedestrian  facilities  from Avalon Township to 
the hospital. (v comment from the 9.15.09 workshop) erbal 

espo
 
R nsible Party:  GDOT 
 

5. Issue:   Many of the residents have children who currently walk or bike to school.   After the 
proposed  project  is  complete,  they  are  concerned  about  their  children  walking  or  biking 
safely to school.  Currently, along many of the roads around the schools, children must walk 
in the roadways or on the grass next to the roadway as there are not any existing pedestrian 
facilities in many of these areas.  

 
Proposed Solution and Mitigation  Item:   The City of Douglasville would develop non­
vehicular projects and apply to the “Safe Route to School Program” for grant money for 
Majestic  Learning  Academy  (previously  known  as  Majestic  Learning  Center), 
Victorious Kidz Academy, Eastside Elementary, Burnett Elementary, Stewart Middle, & 
North Douglas Elementary Schools.   
 
Background/Detailed  Information:    Prior  to  submittal  of  the  Final  Environmental 
Assessment,  the  City  of  Douglasville  would  complete  all  necessary  paperwork  and 
applications to have the above mentioned public and private schools added to the Safe Route 
to  Schools  (SRTS)  Resource  Center.    Once  this  is  completed,  the  SRTS  school  outreach 
coordinator would contact these schools and assist in the process to apply for grant money 
for non‐vehicular projects that would improve the student’s pedestrian and bicycle access to 
and  from the schools.   The  timing of when  the City of Douglasville,  in conjunction with  the 
applicable school(s) and school superintendent, would apply for SRTS grant money would be 
at the discretion of the City, the school(s) and school superintendent and at the advice of the 
SRTS’s  school  outreach  coordinator.      The  results  of  this  application  process  would  be 
submitted by the City of Douglasville to GDOT’s Office of Environmental Services for inclusion 
in  any  subsequent  environmental  documents  (i.e  reevaluations,  etc.)    Any  questions 
pertaining to the SRTS Program may be directed to the GDOT SRTS Coordinator at 404‐631‐
1778  or  by  accessing  the  Georgia  SRTS  website  at 
www.dot.ga.gov/localgovernment/FundingPrograms/srts/.    The  SRTS Coordinator has  also 
greed  to  be  a  consulting  party  during  the  development  of  the  proposed  project.    The 
nvironmental Assessment would be sent to them for their review.   
a
E
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In  addition,  the  City  of  Douglasville  is  in  the  process  of  applying  for  a  SRTS mini‐grant  of 
1,000  to  receive  funding  to  get  their  SRTS program started.    This  application  is  currently 
eing completed and would be submitted prior to the April 7, 2010 application deadline. 
$
b
 
Comments Received:  

• Provide improved pedestrian corridor to/from Eastside Elementary, Burnett Elementary, 
Stewart Middle & North Douglas Elementary Schools (verbal comment) 

 
Responsible Party:  The City of Douglasville – the addition of above mentioned schools to the 
SRTS  Resource  Center,  the  development  of  appropriate  non‐vehicular  projects  per  SRTS 
guidelines and for the application to the SRTS Program for grant money.  GDOT – inclusion of 
SRTS coordinator as a consulting party during plan development process. 
 

6. Issue:    Many  residents  of  Douglasville  currently  walk  from  the  north  side  of  the  railroad 
tracks  to  the  south  side  and  back.    Once  the  proposed  project  is  complete  and  the  three 
vehicular  railroad  crossings  at Brown Street, Mozley  Street  and  SR 92/Dallas Highway  are 
closed,  residents are  concerned how  they would be able  to  safely  cross  the  railroad  tracks 
near where their current path is located. 

 
Proposed  Solution and Mitigation  Item:   During  the preliminary design phase, GDOT 
would  coordinate  with  Norfolk  Southern  Railroad  and  the  City  of  Douglasville 
concerning possible solutions  for pedestrian access across the railroad tracks.  Every 
effort would be made to ensure a safe, convenient method for pedestrians to continue 
to cross the tracks.   
 
Background/Detailed Information:  The City of Douglasville has had many discussions with 
Norfolk  Southern  Railroad  (NSR)  regarding  pedestrian  railroad  crossings.    During  these 
meetings, NSR has  expressed  concern with  providing pedestrian  crossings  at  the  locations 
where  vehicular  crossings  would  be  closed.    Norfolk  Southern  Railroad  has  agreed  to 
continue  discussions  regarding  providing  some  sort  of  pedestrian  access  at  the  railroad 
tracks.   This would allow pedestrians who live on the north side of the tracks to access the 
downtown Douglasville  area.    The  new McCarley  Street  railroad  crossing, which would  be 
relocated  further west  from  its  current  location, would be upgraded  to  include a  sidewalk, 
and would provide a safe pedestrian crossing.  In addition, the SR 92 project would provide a 
sidewalk  and multi‐use  path  along  its  alignment,  including where  the new  roadway would 
cross  under  the  railroad  tracks.    It  should  be  noted  that  currently  there  are  no  railroad 
crossings  in  the  downtown Douglasville  area  that meet  ADA  requirements.    As  a  result  of 
project  implementation,  two  ADA  compliant  crossings would  be  provided  for  pedestrians; 
one at McCarley Street and one at  the new SR 92 underpass. Overall, citizens would not be 
rohibited  from  crossing  the  tracks,  which  would  divide  the  north  side  community  from 
owntown Douglasville. 
p
d
 
Comments Received: 

• We need more than ample pedestrian access across the railroad.  How would pedestrians 
cross the railroad downtown? (verbal comment from 9.14.09 workshop) 
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• How would  the  people  north  of  the Railroad  and  along Brown  Street  get  access  into 
town?   How would  the people along Brown Street get  to  the Rose Avenue area?   How 
would we get from southbound SR 92 to US 78?  How would we get to our churches and 
our community? 

 
Responsible  Party:    GDOT  –  coordination  between  the  City  of  Douglasville  and  NSR  to 
determine solution for pedestrian access across the railroad tracks. 
 

7. Issue:  Currently, there is a great deal of pedestrian traffic along Brown Street.  After project 
implementation, residents are concerned about how they would safely walk and/or bike  in 
the  area  since  it would  be  adjacent  to  a  six‐lane  divided  highway.    In  addition,  the  Brown 
Street area is a magnet for pedestrian activity due to Jessie Davis Park and Alice Hawthorne 
Community Center, which are both located on Brown Street.  

 
Proposed Solution and Mitigation  Item:   The existing section of Brown Street,  located 
north of the proposed SR 92 project, would be provided with sidewalks on the north 
side of the roadway to allow residents along Brown Street to access Jessie Davis Park 
and the Alice Hawthorne Community Center. 

ackground/Detailed Information:   These sidewalks would be constructed within existing 
rown Street right‐of‐way. 

 
B
B
 
Comments Received: 

• Suggested  improvement;  sidewalks  on  Brown  Street  (written  comment  from  Brown 
Street resident) 

• Verbal suggestion and concern from many Douglass Village residents 

Responsible Party: GDOT – design of sidewalks during the design phase and construction of 
sidewalks.  

 

 
EMERGENCY ACCESS 

 
8. Issue:  Several residents are concerned about how emergency vehicles would access the new 

six‐lane  divided  highway  from  the  fire  station  located  on  SR  92/Dallas  Highway  (Douglas 
County Fire Station #11) once  the proposed project  is complete.    In addition, residents are 
concerned about how emergency vehicles leaving the fire station would make a left onto the 
new SR 92 roadway without a median break.   

 
Proposed  Solution  and  Mitigation  Item:    The  proposed  six  (6)  inch  high  concrete 
median  in  front  of  the  Douglas  County  Fire  Station  #11  (located  on  SR  92/Dallas 
Highway) would be reduced to a two (2) inch high median cut to allow for emergency 
vehicle access.   Also, an emergency vehicle notification system would be added to the 
proposed project to  improve access to and  from the  fire station and to notify drivers 
that  emergency  vehicles would  be  entering  or  exiting  the  fire  station.  The Douglas 
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County  Fire  Department  would  be  coordinated  with  to  determine  exactly  what  is 
implemented. An example of a similar median opening is shown in Figure 3. 

Background/Detailed Information:  The two (2) inch high median cut would be designed in 
such  as  a way  as  to  discourage non‐emergency  vehicles  from using  this median  break.    In 
addition,  the  emergency  vehicle  notification  system  would  be  developed  by  GDOT  in  the 
reliminary  design  phase  of  the  proposed  project  and  in  conjunction  with  the  City  of 
ouglasville and the Douglas County Fire Department. 

 

p
D
 
Comments Received: 

• Access should be provided between the new roadway and the fire station located on the 
east side of existing SR 92,  just south of Autry Circle. (verbal comment  from  the 8.1.09 
Town Hall Meeting) 

 
Responsible Party:   GDOT –  for coordination with  the City of Douglasville and the Douglas 
County  Fire  Department  during  the  design  of  the  median  cut  and  emergency  vehicle 
notification system; construction of the median cut and installation of the emergency vehicle 
notification system. 
 

BUSINESSES 
 
9. Issue:   Many  of  the  business  owners,  particularly  the Hispanic  business  owners,  along  the 

current  SR  92  are  concerned  about  the  impact  the  proposed  project  would  have  on  their 
business.    In  addition,  the  business  owners  are  concerned  that  when  their  businesses  are 
moved  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  project,  their  clientele  would  not  know  of  their  new 
location and shop elsewhere and they would lose their customers.   

 
Proposed  Solution  and Mitigation  Item:    The  City  of  Douglasville’s  Sign  Department 
would provide assistance to businesses displaced by the proposed project by providing 
LED  relocation  signs  for  these  affected  businesses,  which  includes  the  impacted 
Hispanic Businesses.   These LED signs would be provided after the business has been 
relocated and would notify  customers  that  the business has  changed  locations.   The 
City  of  Douglasville’s  Sign  Department  would  also  provide  improved  signage  for 
businesses  that  are  located  along  what  would  be  the  “old”  SR  92  after  project 
implementation.  This assistance would include kiosk­type signs (refer to Figure 4 for 
example).   
 
Background/Detailed Information:  The development of signage for the businesses affected 
by the proposed project would be designed to adhere to all City of Douglasville planning and 
zoning regulations and would be at the discretion of the City of Douglasville.  Once signage is 
complete,  the  City  of Douglasville’s Director  of Development  Services would  notify  GDOT’s 
Project  Manager  for  their  files  and  to  document  as  complete  on  the  Environmental 
Commitments  Table.    In  addition,  the  LED  relocation  signs  would  be  provided  once  the 
business has relocated. As a result,  the LED signs may be provided prior to construction or 
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uring  construction, whichever  is  appropriate.    The  timing  of  the  installation  of  the  kiosk‐
ype signs would be at the   
d
t  discretion of the City of Douglasville.
 
Comments  Received:    While  no  written  comments  exist  for  this  issue,  several  side 
conversations took place during the workshops conducted with the Douglasville community 
and this was a wide‐spread concern of all business owners affected by the proposed project, 
particularly  the  Hispanic  business  owners.    Most  of  the  Hispanic  business  owners  were 
reluctant  to  submit  written  comments;  however,  expressed  numerous  times  to  City  of 
Douglasville and GDOT representatives of  their concern that  their client base would not be 
able  to  find  their business when  they  relocate.   They also expressed  their desire  for above 
mentioned signage and felt that this would greatly assist in notifying clients of their change in 
location.  In addition, the mitigation development team felt it important enough to address in 
this mitigation plan  omment exists. even though no written c

Respon
 

sible Party: The City of Douglasville 

10. Issue:  In talking with the Hispanic business owners that would be displaced as a result of the 
proposed project, they felt that their clientele is generated from residences near their current 
location and that it is an asset that they are currently located in a shopping center together.  
They do not feel that their businesses would prosper if they are forced to relocate in the same 
shopping center as a big name store such as a Kroger or Wal‐Mart and feel that the potential 
exists for it to actually hurt their business.   

 

 
Proposed  Solution  and Mitigation  Item:   A  list  of  available  commercial  lease  options 
within  a  half  mile  of  their  current  location  would  be  provided  by  the  City  of 
Douglasville  as  a  part  of  relocation  advisory  assistance  for  the Hispanic Businesses 
being displaced.   In addition, the City of Douglasville and the Douglasville Chamber of 
Commerce has agreed to assist these businesses in any way possible. 
 
Background/Detailed  Information:    Jeff  Noles,  the  City  of  Douglasville’s  Director  of 
Development  Services  (the  department  that  includes  planning  and  zoning)  is  aware  of  the 
Hispanic business owner’s request.    In addition,  the Director of Community and Downtown 
Services  is aware of  their request and has committed to providing any assistance available.  
hile  the  City  of  Douglasville  would  aid  in  providing  all  necessary  information  to  the 
ispanic business owners, GDOT would be responsible for the relocation process.   

W
H
 
Comments Received: 

• The businesses are dependent on the Hispanic population  in the nearby apartments, as 
well as  their pedestrian  customers.   For  these  reasons,  relocation  further  than ½ 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) 

• Businesses would lose money – the nearby apartments are the base of our clientele.  The 
clientele base is from 15 years past, our sales would be low for many years to come/a big 
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loss  for  us/property  owners would  benefit  not  the  small  businesses.  (verbal  comment 
from the face­to­face meeting notification visit prior to the upcoming 9.2.09 workshop) 

• If we are placed next to Kroger (for example) we would 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  face­to­face  meeting  notification  visit  prior  to  the 
upcoming 9.2.09 workshop)  

Responsible Party:   The  City  of  Douglasville  –  assistance  in  relocation  process  per  GDOT 
requests.  GDOT – right‐of‐way acquisition and relocation process. 

 

 
BEAUTIFICATION 

11. Issue:  Residents have expressed their desire for those traveling to and through Douglasville 
to recognize when they reach the city.  The residents are very proud of their downtown area 
and want it recognized.   

 

 
Proposed Solution and Mitigation Item:  Gateway signage would be provided by the City 
of Douglasville at locations determined by the City of Douglasville. 
 
Background/Detailed  Information:    Development  of  gateway  signage,  which  is  currently 
proposed by the City of Douglasville to be at the intersection of SR 92 and Malone Road on 
the north side and at the intersection of Campbellton Road and Hospital Drive on the south 
side would be developed to meet all guidelines and requirements as set  forth  in  the City of 
Douglasville’s planning and zoning regulations.  The design of the gateway signage would be 
at  the  discretion  of  the  City  of  Douglasville.      Every  attempt  would  be  made  to  complete 
construction and installation of signage prior to completion of SR 92 construction; however, 
f it is determined to interfere with the SR 92 project, construction and installation of signage 
ay be postponed until after construction of the SR 92 project in Douglasville is complete.   

i
m
 
Comments Received: 

• Consider  providing  landscaping  and  signage  so  that  there would  be  a  “gateway”  for 
those coming from the north into the downtown area. (verbal comment from the 9.15.09 
workshop) 

• Hopefully  this project would create a more cohesive downtown area.  (verbal comment 
from the 9.15.09 workshop) 

• Suggested imp  nice signage (written comment) rovement; Landscaping and

Respons :
 

 
ible Party   The City of Douglasville 

12. Issue:    Residents  have  expressed  their  desire  for  the  proposed  project  to  assist  in  the 
beautification  of  their  community  and  feel  that  the  addition  of  evergreen  trees  along  the 
roadway and on both sides of the proposed noise walls would add to the aesthetics of their 
eighborhoods  and  allow  the  new  six‐lane  divided  highway  to  better  compliment  their 
ommunity.   
n
c
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Proposed Solution and Mitigation  Item:   Evergreen  landscaping along  the median and 
on both sides of the roadway as well as the residence side of the proposed noise walls 
would be provided.  The landscaping would be provided from Durelee Lane to Malone 
Road.  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. 
 
Background/Detailed  Information:    The  landscape  plan  for  the  Lois  Cotton Mill  and Mill 
Village Historic District, and the East Strickland Street Historic District must be reviewed and 
approved by the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) at Georgia’s Historic Preservation 
Division.    The  landscape  plan  that  is  developed  and  implemented  for  the median,  on  both 
sides of the roadway, and at the proposed noise walls would complement what is approved 
by the SHPO.  The City of Douglasville has agreed to maintain all landscaping provided by the 
proposed SR 92 project and  is  in  the process of drafting a written agreement to  this affect.  
he  written  agreement  would  be  signed  by  the  mayor  of  the  City  of  Douglasville  and 
ubmitted to GDOT prior to project construction.   
T
s
 
Comments Received: 

• Consider  providing  landscaping  in  the  median  (verbal  comment  from  the  9.15.09 
workshop) 

• 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 would 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 make sure that it is landscaped sufficiently 

to help improve our image. (written comment) 
• Suggestions  for  improvement;  Attention  given  to  curb  appeal,  greenspace  (written 

comment) 
• Suggested improvement; more trees, more greenery. (written comment) 
• Suggested improvement; Landscaping and nice signage (written comment) 
• Suggested  improvements;  Sound  barriers  can  be  decorative with  shrubbery  and  trees 

and flowerbeds. (written comment) 
• Suggested improvements: Landscaping, year round greenery planted. (written comment) 

Responsible Party:  GDOT – design and installation of landscaping. The City of Douglasville – 
maint ing.

 

enance of landscap  

13. Issue:    Many  residents  were  also  concerned  about  whether  the  proposed  project  would 
provide  lighting.   There  is currently a great deal of pedestrian  traffic  in  the area as well as 
insufficient lighting.  When the proposed project is complete, many residents are concerned 
about pedestrians walking along a six‐lane divided highway with a high volume of traffic and 
no lighting.  The residents are concerned about safety for the children in the area as well.   
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Proposed Solution and Mitigation Item:  Lighting would be provided along the proposed 
SR 92 alignment from Durelee Lane to   Malone Road. 
 
Background/Detailed  Information:    The  lighting  provided  would  be  standard  GDOT 
lighting.    If  the City  of Douglasville  elects  to upgrade  lighting  or  to  add  additional  lighting, 
they  would  be  responsible  for  the  cost  of  materials.    All  lighting  would  be  located within 
GDOT  right‐of‐way.    Prior  to  project  construction,  the  City  of  Douglasville  would  sign  a 
aintenance agreement with GDOT to maintain  the  lighting along  the portion of  the SR 92 
roject located in Douglasville.   
m
p
 
Comments Received: 

• Suggested improvement: lighting (written comment) 
• Suggested  improvement:  I would  like  to  see  street  lights  installed  in  front of Douglass 

Village Apartments because we have lots of children and elderly residents residing on the 
property (written comment) 

• Street lights along the corridor of the new bypass would allow children and others to be 
seen more readily. Street  lights along every  intersection to allow all  intersections to be 
well lit is needed. (written comment) 

 
esponsible Party:   GDOT –  design  and  installation  of  lighting.    The City  of Douglasville  – 
peratio
R
o n and maintenance of lighting. 
 

14. Issue:   Most  people were  concerned  about  the  aesthetics  of  the  elements  of  the  proposed 
project,  including  the  proposed  noise  walls.    Many  residents  expressed  their  dislike  of 
“typical” GDOT noise walls, such as the ones currently located along Interstate 20. 

 
Proposed Solution and Mitigation Item:   GDOT would coordinate the specific style and 
color of  the proposed noise walls with  the City of Douglasville and Paulding County 
when the exact dimensions of the noise walls are determined. 
 
Background/Detailed Information:   Since these noise walls would be located along a state 
highway and not an interstate (as is usually seen), GDOT is aware of the need for the noise 
walls  to  be  designed  differently.    Once  the  detailed  barrier  analysis  is  complete  and  the 
location and dimensions of the noise walls have been determined, the GDOT project manager 
would  contact  Jeff  Noles,  the  City  of  Douglasville’s  Director  of  Development  Services,  and 
rica  Parish,  Paulding  County  DOT  Preconstruction  Manager  to  coordinate  details  of  the 
roposed noise walls.   
E
p
 
Comments Received: 

• Opinion of noise walls:    I’m not  sure we need walls; however, walls properly designed 
would not affect quality of life (written comment) 

• Opinion  of  noise walls:  Like,  as  long  as  they  are  top  notch  and  nice  looking(written 
comment) 
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• Opinion of noise walls:    I am  in  favor of  the noise walls and  the benefit  they provide.  
With thoughtful design they can add value to the project. (written comment) 

• Opinion of noise walls:    I  like  them but  they need  to go along with a  “beautification.”  
(written comment) 

 
Responsible Party:   GDOT –  completion of detailed barrier  analysis,  coordination with  the 
City of Douglasville and Paulding County regarding details of proposed noise walls, design of 
noise walls, construction and maintenance of noise walls. 
 

CONSTRUCTION 

15. Issue:  Several residents are concerned that when construction begins, they won’t be notified 
and they won’t be given ample time to plan for the delays and inconvenience.   

 

 
Proposed  Solution  and Mitigation  Item:    In  addition  to  the  standard  notification  of 
project  construction,  the  City  of  Douglasville  would  post  project  construction 
information  on  the Douglasville TV  station,  CitiTV,  and  on  the  City  of Douglasville’s 
website prior to construction.   
 
Background/Detailed Information:  The information would be provided by the construction 
contractor to Marcia Hampton, Director of Community & Downtown Services with the City of 
Douglasville, at 678‐715‐6091 at least five days before the information needs to be posted.   
 
Comments Received: 

• When project begins provide notification to the neighborhood affected that major work 
would begin on whatever day it is to start. (written comment) 

• Suggested  improvement; Actual announcement when project would begin  in each area 
affected (written comment from Hill Street resident) 

Responsible  Party:  GDOT  –  notify  Marcia  Hampton  at  appropriate  time  and  provide  Ms. 
Hampton with required information in timely manner.  The City of Douglasville – completion 
of notification to residents process. 

 

FOLLOW UP 
If any changes are needed throughout the Plan Development Process or during Construction that 
would  change  the  impacts  to  the  community  or  negate,  or  nullify  any  of  these  mitigation 
measures,  GDOT  would  notify  the  City  of  Douglasville  and  appropriate  members  of  the 
Stakeholder  Team  as  soon  as  possible.    With  their  coordination  and  assistance,  GDOT would 
ollow  up  as  appropriate  with  the  community  or  groups  affected  by  the  proposed  change  as 
ecessary.  
f
n
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CITY OF DOUGLASVILLE 

Y:  _________________________________  DATE: ___________________ 
 

_______________________________
Mickey Thompson, Mayor 

B
 
 
 
GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Y:  _____  DATE: ___________________ 
 

___________________________________________________________
Gerald Ross, Chief Engineer/Deputy Commissioner 

B
 
 
 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

Y:  _______________  DATE: ___________________ 
 
B ________________________________________________
  Rodney N. Barry, Division Administrator 

_
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Figures 3a and 3b:  Example of a 2‐inch median cut 
 
 

Figure 3a 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3b 
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Figure 4:  Example of Kiosk‐type Sign Figure 4:  Example of Kiosk‐type Sign 
  
  
  
  
  
  
 
 
 

 
 
 

 



 
 

Attachment 17: 
 
 

Ecology Mitigation: Wetland & Stream Credits 
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Emmanuel, Peter

To: Goodson, Christopher W.
Cc: Chamblin, Douglas; Williams, Rich; Eagleton, Dylan L.
Subject: RE: PI# 0006900, 0006901, 0007691 & 720970, Douglas & Paulding - Mitigation

From: Goodson, Christopher W.  
Sent: Tuesday, April 13, 2010 7:09 PM 
To: Emmanuel, Peter 
Cc: Chamblin, Douglas; Williams, Rich; Eagleton, Dylan L. 
Subject: RE: PI# 0006900, 0006901, 0007691 & 720970, Douglas & Paulding - Mitigation 
 
Peter, 
 
Impacts to waters of the US and their associated mitigation for this project breaks down as follows: 
 
PI# 0006901:   

• Stream impacts – 1 stream (200 linear feet) = 1040 stream mitigation credits @ $140/credit = $145,600* 
PI# 0006900: 

• No impacts 
PI# 720970: 

• Stream impacts – 2 streams (250 linear feet) = 1,160 stream mitigation credits @ $140/credit = $162,400* 
• Wetland impacts – 1 wetland (0.08 acre) = 0.496 wetland mitigation credits @ $12,500/credit = $6,200* 

PI# 0007691: 
• Stream impacts – 6 streams (606 linear feet) = 2,288.7 stream mitigation credits @ $140/credit = $320,418* 
• Wetland impacts – 4 wetlands (1.90 acres) = 16.1 wetland mitigation credits $12,500/credit = $201,250* 

 
*Please note that mitigation credit costs are averages and are subject to change. 
 
If you need any additional information, please let me know. 
 
Chris Goodson, Ecologist 
Georgia Department of Transportation 
600 West Peachtree Street, NW 
Atlanta, GA 30308 
(404)631‐1850 (O) 
(404)631‐1916 (F) 
cgoodson@dot.ga.gov 
 

From: Emmanuel, Peter  
Sent: Tuesday, April 13, 2010 10:50 AM 
To: Goodson, Christopher W. 
Cc: Chamblin, Douglas; Williams, Rich; Eagleton, Dylan L. 
Subject: RE: PI# 0006900, 0006901, 0007691 & 720970, Douglas & Paulding - Mitigation 
Importance: High 
 
Chris – per our discussion, attached is the ecology map you requested with the project termini labels.  I will appreciate it 
if you can provide me the water impacts and mitigation credit per unit today.  Thank you. Peter 
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