












































 
       

Need and Purpose 
Project STP-9010(2), STP-0001-00(817), and NH-IM-285-1(288), Clayton County 

PI No. 752180, 0001817, and 712430 
Conley Road/C.W. Grant Parkway Ext from SR 3/Old Dixie to SR 54, 

C.W. Grant Parkway Grade Separation at Norfolk Southern RR, 
and I-285 @ Conley Road 

02/22/06 
 
Background 
The Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC) adopted the 2030 Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) for the 13-county Atlanta Metropolitan area and portions of 5 additional counties in 
December 2004.  The Plan addresses travel needs through the year 2030.  The RTP is the 
direct result of a comprehensive, cooperative, and continuous planning process conducted 
by the ARC, local governments, the Georgia Regional Transportation Authority (GRTA), 
air quality planning partners and the Georgia Department of Transportation in cooperation 
with the Federal Highway and Federal Transit Administrations.  The approved 2030 RTP 
recommends improving the Conley Road/C.W. Grant Parkway corridor from US 19/41/ 
Old Dixie Highway to SR 54/Jonesboro Road and the C.W. Grant Parkway at-grade 
railroad crossing with the Norfolk Southern rail line.  
 
Existing Conditions
The existing roadway including the bridge over I-285 on Conley Road is a two lane 
roadway with one lane in each direction and a varied width paved shoulder. Jonesboro 
Road is a four lane roadway with turn lanes and urban shoulders in certain locations. The 
posted speed limit is 45 mph along Conley Road and the maximum grade is 5%. Existing 
C.W. Grant Parkway is a four lane roadway with two lanes in each direction and curb and 
gutter on both sides with an at-grade crossing of the Norfolk Southern railroad on the east 
end. The posted speed limit is 40 mph and the maximum grade for the roadway is 5%. Old 
Dixie Road and Old Dixie Highway are three lane roadways with one lane in each 
direction, a center turn lane, and curb and gutter and sidewalk in certain locations. The 
posted speed limits are 40 and 35 mph respectively and the maximum grade for the 
roadways is 5%. None of the roads in this area are included in the state bike system. The 
total length of the study area is 2.26 miles. 
 
Projects in the area in the 6 year Construction Work Program   
 
• TIP/RTP # AR-H-050A&B, NHS-0001-00(759), PI # 0001759, I-75 from SR 54 to 

C.W. Grant Parkway in Clayton County, The first phase of Preliminary Engineering 
(PE) is underway and the 2nd phase of PE is scheduled for 2006, Right Of Way is 
scheduled for 2008, and Construction is scheduled for Long Range.  This project 
envisions the addition of one HOV lane in both directions from C.W. Grant Parkway 
to SR 54. Dedicated HOV-only ramps will be provided but exact locations have not 
been determined at this time. The HOV lanes are proposed to be barrier-separated. 

 
• TIP/RTP # AT-AR-204A, IM-NH-285-1(345), PI # 713310, I-285 @ SR 54/Jonesboro 

Road in Clayton, Fulton Counties, Preliminary Engineering (PE) is Authorized, Right 



Of Way is scheduled for Long Range, and Construction is scheduled for Long Range. 
This project envisions the reconstruction of the interchange at I-75 and Jonesboro 
Road (SR 54). By adding left turn lanes on SR 54 it will facilitate better movement at 
the interchange. Other lane improvements, mainly turn lanes will be added to the 
ramps. 

 
• TIP/RTP # CL-231, STP-9010(3), PI # 753020, CR 171/Conley Road from SR 54 to 

Cherokee Trail, Preliminary Engineering (PE) is Authorized, Right Of Way is 
scheduled for 2006, and Construction is scheduled for 2007. This project involves 
upgrading Conley Road from SR 54 to Cherokee Trail. The project proposes to add a 
center turn lane, sidewalks, intersection improvements and some realignment of the 
roadway. It will facilitate effective traffic flow, improve safety and relieve congestion 
in this corridor. 

 
• TIP/RTP # CL-AR-011, NH-IM-75-2(172), PI # 712425, I-75 from US 19/41/Tara 

Blvd to I-285 & C.W. Grant Parkway, Preliminary Engineering (PE) is Authorized, 
Right Of Way is scheduled for Long Range, and Construction is scheduled for Long 
Range. The project envisions the addition of two lanes on I-75 South from I-285 South 
to US 19/41/Tara Blvd. The additional lanes will provide the needed capacity in the 
corridor and will improve traffic flow and congestion. 

 
• TIP/RTP # CL-AR-179, IM-285-1(346), PI # 713210, I-285 East to I-75 South Ramp 

Improvements, Preliminary Engineering (PE) is authorized, Right Of Way is 
scheduled for Long Range, and Construction is scheduled for Long Range. The 
reconstruction of this interchange will improve turning movements and transition from 
I-285 eastbound to I-75 southbound.  

 
Travel Demand and Operational Characteristics  
The projected AADT for Conley Road is 21,800 vpd in 2010.  It is anticipated that the 
AADT will increase to 36,200 vpd in design year of 2030.  This is an increase of 
approximately 66% for this section of roadway.  Conley Road is classified an Urban 
Collector Street. The projected AADT for C.W. Grant Parkway is 16,500 vpd in 2010. It 
is anticipated that the AADT will increase to 26,000 vpd in design year 2030. This is an 
increase of approximately 58% for this section of roadway. C.W. Grant Parkway is 
classified as an Urban Collector Street.   
 
Community Issues 
Clayton County is part of the metropolitan Atlanta area and is a rapidly growing 
residential area.  In 1990, Clayton County had a population of 182,055. The 2000 Census 
listed the population in Clayton County as 236,517. Between 1990 and 2000, Clayton 
County gained 54,462 residents, a 29.9 percent increase which continues a trend for net 
population increase in the Atlanta region. The 2000 census data shows the racial makeup 
of Clayton County as 51% Black, 38% White, 7% Hispanic, and 4% Asian. The 2010 
population projection for Clayton County is 271,229.  Clayton County has excellent 
access to I-75, I-85 and I-285.  The Hartsfield-Jackson International Airport serves as a 
major economic engine that has and will continue to drive regional growth. One-third of 
all jobs in the region are related to the transportation industry.  Land uses in the vicinity of 
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the projects are a mix of high density commercial and low and medium residential 
property. 
 
 
Safety 
The most current complete crash data is available for the years 2001, 2002 and 2003. In 
this time period there were 94 accidents reported along Conley Road and 36 crashes 
reported along C.W. Grant Parkway in the project limits.  These numbers exceed the 
statewide crash rate per million vehicle miles traveled (MVMT) except for Conley Road 
for the year 2001.  For 2001, the total number of crashes on Conley Road was 28, with 10 
injuries and no fatalities.  On C.W. Grant Parkway, there were 9 crashes, with 3 injuries 
and no fatalities.  For 2002, the total number of crashes on Conley Road was 33, with 9 
injuries and no fatalities.  On C.W. Grant Parkway, there were 21 crashes, with 4 injuries 
and no fatalities.  For 2003, the total number of crashes on Conley Road was 33, with 12 
injuries and no fatalities.  On C.W. Grant Parkway, there were 6 crashes, with 1 injury and 
no fatalities.  Below is the local crash data and the comparable statewide averages. 
 
 Conley Road 2001 2002 2003 
Total Accidents 28 33 33 

Accidents Per 100 MVMT 482 568 683 

Statewide Accidents Per 100 MVMT 540 534 554 

Accident Ratio %  >< statewide average 11%<  6%> 23%> 
 
 
 C.W. Grant Parkway 2001 2002 2003 
Total Accidents 9 21 6 

Accidents Per 100 MVMT 4,939 11,525 3,293 

Statewide Accidents Per 100 MVMT 540 534 554 

Accident Ratio %  >< statewide average 815%>  2058%> 494%> 
 
The above crash data indicates that Conley Road and C.W. Grant Parkway, within the 
identified project limits, experience crashes at a rate exceeding the statewide average for 
similar classified facilities.  The majority of the crashes were classified as “angle 
intersecting” and “rear end”.  Additional capacity is needed and will provide for safer 
operating conditions by reducing the number of crashes and the reduction of congestion on 
both C. W. Grant Parkway and Conley Road. In the current ARC plan, it is envisioned that 
existing Conley Road will be realigned and connected to C.W. Grant Parkway by grade 
separating them from the Norfolk Southern railroad. 
 
Mountain View Area  
This area, including what was formerly the City of Mountain View is situated less than 
one mile directly east of Hartsfield-Jackson International Airport and has been continually 
affected and transformed due to the dramatic growth of the Airport over the past fifty 
years. In response to and in anticipation of future change, Clayton County adopted the 
Mountain Redevelopment Plan in 1983. This plan has served to direct the redevelopment 
of Mountain View thus far and has also evolved over time as the need arose. The most 
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dramatic and obvious change to the area came about with airport expansion and noise 
abatement. This caused a majority of the local residents and businesses to relocate and left 
most of the area a void; however there are a few private owners remaining. The current 
Mountain View Redevelopment plan calls for mixed-use redevelopment that can include 
office and retail development. A future transit vision for the area includes a MARTA 
heavy rail station, a connection for commuter rail, and a people mover to connect to the 
new International Terminal of the airport to the west. These conceptual transportation 
developments are foreseen as being tied in to one major multimodal facility that would 
also house 9000 parking spaces required by the new International Terminal.  
 
Logical Termini 
The project termini are the existing multilane section of C.W. Grant Parkway to the west 
and Jonesboro Road to the east. The projects’ termini are logical due to the substantial 
drop in traffic at these locations.  
 
Need and Purpose 
The proposed projects are justified for a number of reasons including the need for 
additional capacity, improved safety, and system linkage. Future traffic projections reveal 
that traffic will continue to increase on already congested roadways. Crash data also 
illustrates that along Conley Road and C.W. Grant Parkway, crash rates exceed the 
statewide average. Clayton County officials have expressed their desire to the Department 
to improve the transportation infrastructure in this area. The proposed improvements will 
provide better access to and from Hartsfield-Jackson International Airport, therefore 
providing transportation system linkage and access to the future redevelopment of the 
Mountain View area. The projects will provide additional mobility, operational benefits as 
well as provide the public with a safer driving environment. 
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Initial Concept Team Meeting Minutes 
October 16, 2003 

 
STP-9010(2), Clayton County 

Conley Rd. (Aviation Blvd. Ext.) from Old 
Dixie Rd. /SR 3 to Jonesboro Rd. /SR 54 

P.I. No. 752180 
 
                              
ATTENDEES 
Mike Lobdell 
Joi Crawley 
Jan C. Hilliard 
Glenn Bowman 
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Tony Eadie 
Kurt Ziegler 
Wade Woodard 
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Steve Walker 
Scott Zehngraff 
David Rutledge 
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Jere Burruss 
 

ORGANIZATION 
GaDOT – Urban 
GaDOT – Urban 
GaDOT – Urban 
GaDOT – Urban 
GaDOT – Urban 
GaDOT – Urban 
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PHONE 
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404-656-5454 
404-656-5441 
404-656-5441 
404-656-5441 
404-986-1090 
770-986-1050 
404-656-5427 
404-635-8127 
770-477-3672 
770-473-5453 
770-263-5945 
 

 
The meeting was held on October 16, 2003 at 1:30 pm in the GDOT Urban Design 
Conference Room.  
 
Nicoe Alexander opened the meeting with a welcome and asked attendees to introduce 
themselves.  He stated that the purpose of the meeting was to define the Need and 
Purpose and determine logical termini for the project.  Mr. Alexander stressed that input 
from the team is critical at this stage of concept development.  He then turned the 
meeting over to Kurt Ziegler. 
 
Mr. Ziegler described the project and pointed out the existing roadway features within the 
project boundaries.  He pointed out the known environmental concerns in close proximity 
such as churches, water towers, a cemetery, etc.  In addition, he described some of the 
existing deficiencies through portions of the local roadways.  Mr. Ziegler stated that the 
at-grade RR crossing /intersection has an accident rate 7.5 times the statewide average. 

Mr. Ziegler read the Need and Purpose statement that was prepared by The Office of 
Planning.  It was noted that the Need and Purpose required better definition.  He 
identified two projects in the vicinity of Conley Rd. and gave a brief explanation of each. 
Project STP-9010(3) Clayton Co., will add C&G and sidewalks to Conley Rd. from 
Jonesboro Rd. to the east.  Project STP-0001-00(817) is the grade separation of the  



at-grade crossing /intersection at Aviation Blvd.  Mr. Ziegler added that the grade 
separation concept design has been included as a part of the Conley Rd. concept design.  
  
Mr. Ziegler then gave a description of the proposed design.  The typical sections were 
explained and the posted /design speed limits were specified.  The logical termini for 
Conley Rd. were identified as International Blvd. /Aviation Blvd. to the west and 
Jonesboro Rd. to the east.  Areas of widening, new location, intersection improvement, 
and other design features were discussed by Mr. Ziegler.  He stated that a new bridge is 
proposed to replace the existing structure on Conley Rd. at I-285.  The Clayton Co. 
proposal for an interchange at this location was also discussed.  It was stated that the 
design year traffic was based on a worst case scenario interchange in place at that time. 
Therefore, the conceptual design was based on that projected traffic.  Areas of known 
environmental concern were reestablished as a widening portion was shown shifting sides 
with the intent of avoiding these concerns.  Proposed traffic signals were identified at the 
required intersections and the total project length was declared as 2.2 miles.  Project STP-
0001-00(817) was again discussed as the concept design was shown. It was established 
that the grade separation could be designed along with the Conley Rd. project or as a 
separate entity.  Mr. Ziegler concluded by introducing Joi Crawley for the discussion of 
traffic issues. 
 
Ms. Crawley opened by explaining that the provided traffic volumes were for the worst 
case scenario where an interchange and grade separation were in place for design 
purposes.  She also stated that there were no traffic volumes provided for an at-grade 
crossing /intersection at Aviation Blvd. /Old Dixie Rd. since such a crossing is not 
recommended due to the high occurrence of accidents.  The ADT for the projected year 
2030 was said to be 36,000 and Ms. Crawley revealed that with a no-build option, all 
intersections would have a level of service of F.  However, when proposed traffic was 
analyzed for a design which included a grade separation, at least a LOS C was achieved 
for all intersections.  Next, Mr. Alexander opened the meeting to questions and comments 
from all attendees.  
 
Local Government Representatives 
 
Mr. Andy Adams questioned what would determine whether grade separation or at-grade 
crossing would occur at the Aviation /Old Dixie intersection.  Mr. Glenn Bowman stated 
that it was an issue of safety and that creating a four-leg intersection where there is 
currently a T-intersection with much higher volumes is not recommended.  Mr. Ziegler 
added that Conley Rd. was a bond project and the grade separation was scheduled in long 
range.  Mr. Bowman stated that the grade separation should logically come before Conley 
Rd. widening project. 
 
Mr. Adams asked if traffic counts accounted for the Intl. Terminal and Southern Crescent 
Commuter Rail Line Service.  Mr. Jere Burruss replied that traffic volumes did take those 
factors into account.  
 



Mr. Adams questioned the placement of median opening along Conley Rd. and Mr. 
Ziegler stated that they can be adjusted or relocated as needed as long as satisfactory 
operations result and department guidelines are followed.  
 
Mr. Adams stated that the description for project STP-9010(3) Clayton Co. was incorrect. 
He stated that the project is actually a widening project like Conley Rd.  Mr. Ziegler 
added that the Conley Rd. concept will be designed to accommodate any such project.  
 
Mr. Bowman asked if Clayton County was opposed to the at grade crossing /intersection. 
Mr. Adams replied that most likely Clayton Co. would oppose the at-grade crossing; 
however, he was unable to reply on behalf of Clayton Co. officially.  He stated that there 
would be a commuter rail line at the crossing within 3 years.  Mr. Steve Walker stated 
that commuter rail in that time frame was a bit optimistic. 
 
GDOT Office Representatives 
 
Mr. Steve Walker discussed project funding stating that $5.1 million is described in the 
TIP for Conley Rd. R/W as of 18 months ago.  The R/W cost estimates for the projects 
were discussed, both being well in excess of available funds. 
 
Mr. Bowman questioned whether projects STP-9010(2) and STP-0001-00(817) are in 
fact two independent projects.  Mr. Walker answered that the projects were originally  
identified as two different projects but that from a design standpoint he could understand 
how they could be identified as one project.  Mr. Walker confirmed that if this needs to 
be changed, this is the time to get it started.  Urban Design added that the two projects 
should be let together, but if this is not possible, the grade separation needs to be 
constructed before the widening of Conley Rd.  Mr. Walker stated that project limits will 
change depending on the phasing.  
 
Mr. Walker stated that Clayton Co. is the sponsor of Conley Rd. widening; GDOT is the 
sponsor for grade separation.  
 
Ms. Tram Anh Pham stated that we need to stay completely off of the Cemetery R/W if at 
all possible.  
 
Ms. Pham asked if any churches would be displaced.  Urban Design replied that the 
design would not displace any church.  
 
OEL asked about encroachment on wetlands and a pond.  Urban replied that they have 
yet to receive any environmental investigation results and will need results within the 
next month.  
 
OEL asked what will happen to abandoned portions of Conley Rd. and associated R/W.  
Urban replied that abandoned portions would likely be obliterated and R/W redeveloped. 
Clayton Co. stated that the whole East Mt. View area is to be redeveloped as per their 
“Master Plan”.  



 
OEL questioned if the playground at Hendrix Dr. was public or private.  Urban stated that 
they believe it is a private facility. 
 
The representative from The Office of Utilities commented that utilities along existing 
Conley Rd. would most likely need to be relocated.  He asked who would pay for 
relocation and requested that it be the county. 
 
Utilities asked what will happen to abandoned R/W.  The County stated that it would be 
acquired under the redevelopment plan and become private property.  
 
Utilities mentioned that Bell South prefers to maintain R/W where there equipment is 
located.  If they are in the area, they would have to be moved.  That could be very 
expensive depending on their facilities. 
 
The representative from the Office of Traffic Safety & Design noted that their office 
would have serious concerns if the project proceeded without the grade separation.  
OTSD was not happy with the widening concept design; they would prefer the grade 
separation be included in the design.  OTSD stated that widening an at-grade RR crossing 
would be unacceptable to the RR.  OTSD proposed that the project be phased, with the 
first phase being the grade separation and Aviation Blvd. Extension to existing Conley 
Rd. The second phase could include the widening on the east side of I-285 and the 
possible interchange.  The interconnectivity of the residential areas and the need for 
median openings was mentioned.  
 
OTSD stated that the intersection at International Blvd. should be upgraded for 
pedestrians on all corners.  
 
OTSD noticed that taper lengths at the east side of the Jonesboro Rd. intersection 
appeared to be too short when dropping from 3 lanes to 1 lane.  
 
OTSD stated that 750 VPH may not warrant the southbound dual rights at the Jonesboro 
Rd. intersection.  A single right with an auxiliary lane should be analyzed and a yield 
condition would be better for pedestrians.  
 
Mr. Glenn Bowman recommended that the shoulders be made 16’ instead of 12’ and the 
20’ raised median be carried over the new Conley Rd. Bridge. 
 
General Comments 
 
Mr. Jere Burruss stated that an updated IJR will be resubmitted for review by next week.  
Gilbert Rd. and Ballard Rd. intersections would require closure or relocation if the 
interchange is approved.  Hendricks Dr. should be analyzed to assess the need for a signal 
at the intersection.  
 
The meeting was adjourned at 2:40 pm. 
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The meeting was held on March 05, 2004 at 10:00AM in the GDOT Urban Design 
Conference Room.  
 
Nicoe Alexander opened the meeting with a welcome and asked attendees to introduce 
themselves.  He stated that the purpose of the stakeholders meeting was to discuss 
GDOT’s progress in the concept design and address special project requirements brought 
forth by the meeting attendees. He then turned the meeting over to Kurt Ziegler. 
 
Mr. Ziegler opened by explaining that the meeting would be loosely conducted with the 
intention of hearing all ideas as they arose. He asked that attendees should interject 
comments and ideas as they felt necessary. He then quickly outlined the project and 
others within close proximity and pointed out deficiencies in the current programming 
and phasing of the projects. He stated that the project to widen Conley Rd. is bond funded 
and scheduled before the grade separation while the grade separation is in long range. He 



also pointed out the possibility of an interchange with I-285 and Conley Rd. and the 
pending Interchange Justification Report.  Mr. Ziegler then identified his main area of 
concern as the Mountain View area and asked for comments and discussion from all 
attendees. 
 
Carl Rhodenizer from Clayton Co. explained that the Mountain View area is 
approximately 400 acres that have set idle for 15 years. Previously, Mountain View was a 
residential area but all of the houses have been removed to accommodate the Hartsfield 
Airport noise abatement program. He stated that Clayton Co. has entered into an 
agreement with the city of Atlanta to purchase all the land that the city owns in that area. 
While they own the bulk of it, there are also a few parcels with private ownership. The 
city of Atlanta has currently signed off on all of the bids submitted by Clayton Co. and 
the county is now ready to move forward with their redevelopment plan. Mr. Rhodenizer 
stated that he understands the programming concerns and added that the county needs the 
new infrastructure for the revenue and jobs that will come with the new infrastructure. 
  
Mr. Ziegler addressed the representatives from Clayton Co. with his concerns about the 
redevelopment of that area. He questioned the way in which the Mountain View area 
would be developed and the desired future interconnectivity within and around the area. 
Mr. Ziegler explained that he had developed preliminary roadway profiles from contour 
maps for the concepts of grade separation over and grade separation under the NS RR. He 
pointed out details and concerns specific to each option. He showed that in order to 
achieve the grade separation over the RR as quickly as possible using maximum 
approach grades, fill heights and embankment would be as tall as 60 feet from existing 
ground at their highest points. However, the existing terrain is well suited to taking the 
profile under the RR and this can be achieved without using maximum grades or visually 
impacting the area significantly. Mr. Ziegler stated that the option of going over the RR 
would effectively divide the Mountain View area into two separate areas due to the fill 
heights, thus limiting the development of the area as a whole and wasting space due to 
the required slopes.  
 
Mr. Ziegler progressed into the topic of the future Southern Crescent commuter rail line 
stating that there will be a station located somewhere in the Mountain View area close to 
the existing line. He gave explanation to the relocation East of Old Dixie Rd. shown on 
the display, adding that with this relocation, direct frontage with the RR would be 
possible and prime location for this station would be available in two areas. 
 
Mr. Rhodenizer added that as a condition of the sale of the property from the city to the 
county, 9000 parking spaces would be provided upon development of the area. The 
spaces would be provided for via a parking structure at an undetermined location where 
the track level floor of the structure would function as the rail station. 
 
Ms. Shelley Lamar interjected that the desired location of the parking structure in the 
opinion of the city is the West side of Old Dixie Hwy. She stated that the planning of a 
people mover has been discussed and that a location to the East would call for the people 
mover to cross the NS RR tracks in order to have access to the parking facility. 



 
Matt Davis stated that there is a land use plan that did show parking facilities on the East 
side of Old Dixie Rd. however, that plan did not take into account how a people mover 
would get across the RR. He also noted that the facilities location, nor actual size or 
height has never been defined in any document. Only the need for the 9000 parking 
spaces has been identified.  
 
Ms. Lamar added that the airport has no problem with a multi-level parking facility; 
however, there are height restrictions in that area. 
 
Matt Davis also added that if the grade separation were to go under the RR, a corridor on 
the south side of Aviation Blvd. should be identified and preserved for the APM if the 
parking facility should be located to the East. 
 
Shelley Lamar affirmed that space for the APM should be preserved and added that the 
parking facility, APM, and rail station would have to function as a whole if located 
within the same complex. 
 
Mr. Ziegler asked representatives of NS RR if there were plans for future expansion of 
service in this area. 
 
Larry Etherton answered saying that future plans will call for expansion from the one 
current line to three lines at the grade separation location. He stated that the plans for 
expansion from one to three lines are to accommodate the future commuter rail service. 
 
Chris Kingsbury added that provisions must be made now to accommodate these future 
RR plans. He explained that much difficulty would be encountered if the area is 
redeveloped without taking RR expansion into consideration. He went on to say that 
much upfront conceptual work needs to be done as not to preclude future development 
patterns in the Mt. View area. 
 
Mr. Kingsbury also inquired as to if there are any height limitations or restrictions within 
the redevelopment area. 
 
In reply, Matt Davis stated that there are restrictions in place where the height limitations 
depend on the ground terrain. There is a ground terrain map that covers most of the Mt. 
View area so the restrictive heights can be determined for individual locations.  
 
Steve Roberts inquired as to whether or not any geotechnical studies had been performed 
along the current RR alignment and proposed grade separation location.  
 
Nicoe Alexander replied that no geotechnical studies have taken place to this point.  
 
The question was posed as to what type of access would be allowed or provided for 
throughout the new location areas of Old Dixie Rd. and Aviation Blvd. Extension. 
 



Nicoe Alexander answered that all access would be by permit. 
 
Hal Wilson discussed that the inter-modal station location and future RR track design 
would play a very significant role in the development of the roadway concept. He added 
that location studies need to be done and determinations made as to the final desired 
location of the station and track configuration.  
 
Steve Roberts added that C-TRAN and MARTA are transportation modes that may 
require connectivity with the station in the future. 
 
Hal Wilson rebutted that with the many possible modes of transportation that may require 
connectivity to the station, studies need to begin ASAP to determine the location and all 
stakeholders will need to be identified soon. 
 
Carl Rhodenizer stated that 50000-55000 people are employed in airport proper. 60 to 
65% of those people live in Clayton, Henry, Spalding, and Fayette counties. These traffic 
volumes must be accounted for in the traffic projections.  
 
Matt Davis added that the Ford plant and Delta headquarters traffic are also very 
significant traffic volumes to consider. 
 
Hal Wilson questioned what the future configuration of existing Old Dixie Rd. would be. 
 
Nicoe Alexander answered that the road would cul de sac at both sides of the grade 
separation and would become a local road. 
 
Tim Smith questioned why the proposed four lane section on Old Dixie Rd. was not 
continued to the existing four lane sections of Old Dixie Rd. on the North and South. 
 
Nicoe Alexander replied that the Grade separation project did not call for the 
continuation of a four lane section to those locations at this time. 
 
Glenn Bowman asked if the best contingent for all stakeholders had been identified 
during the meeting. 
 
Nicoe Alexander answered that the grade separation option to go under the RR with the 
relocation of Old Dixie Rd. to the east was considered the best concept at this time by all 
attendees. 
 
Glenn Bowman questioned the group as to what next step would be required as this 
concept progresses through the PDP. He voiced the options of public dialog or unveiling 
alternatives to the citizens. 
 
Nicoe Alexander followed that before going to the public, the programming issues should 
be resolved. At that time we could move on to schedule a PIM or act on other public 
involvement strategies. 



 
Carl Rhodenizer stated that Clayton Co. DOT would require some time to review the 
relocation areas of the project. He added that the Clayton Co. DOT has plans to construct 
a 2-lane relocation of Conley Rd. to the intersection at Aviation. 
 
Glenn Bowman questioned the time frame established for the Co. project. 
 
Jeff  Metarko answered  that it was to be done as soon as possible. 
 
Glenn Bowman voiced his concerns as to how the grade separation would be constructed 
if the county project was in place at the same location. 
 
Carl Rhodenizer stated that we would have a discussion in the near future concerning this 
issue. 
 
Glenn added that we will need to discuss these issues thoroughly to ensure that the PDP 
is followed and federal funding is not placed in jeopardy for the grade separation. 
 
Nicoe Alexander then adjourned the meeting. 
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The meeting was held on April 29, 2005 at 9:00AM in the GDOT Planning Conference 
Room.  
 
Nicoe Alexander opened the meeting with a welcome and asked attendees to introduce 
themselves.  The scope of the meeting was stated and concerns over constructability were 
identified.  Mr. Alexander then passed the meeting to Kurt Ziegler. 
 
Mr. Ziegler began with a brief project description.  He stated that project cost estimates 
of approximately 30 million dollars mean that a Value Engineering (VE) Study will be 
required.  Mr. Ziegler then opened up the meeting for questions and discussion.  
 
Bill McCombs began the discussion by saying that Norfolk Southern and the state have 
agreed in principle to provide commuter rail service between Atlanta and Lovejoy by the 
winter of 2006.  Part of the agreement is that the state will construct an additional track 
from the Brewery Lead to the Forest Park track.  The additional track would be in place 
by the time the grade separation project is begun.  This means there will be two tracks 
through the corridor and through the existing at-grade crossing/intersection.  Following 
the construction of the overpass, an additional third track will be constructed  from the 
vicinity of the Brewery Lead on the west side and terminate before I-285, however, this is 
still in negotiations.  As far as commuter rail in the future, there would be a platform in 
this area but this is not necessarily a portion of the Atlanta to Lovejoy schedule.  The 



platform location is proposed to be between the far eastern track and the existing 
mainline track. The platform would be offset centerline to centerline, 36’ between the 
two tracks.  All of this is still in negotiations, but two tracks will be in place by the time 
construction begins.  Mr. McCombs also stated that both Old Dixie Hwy and Old Dixie 
Rd. are occupying RR R/W and the installation of the commuter platform would require 
movement of the RR out into Old Dixie Rd.  The airport is moving forward with their 
plan for an at-grade, east-west people mover.  The people mover is proposed to connect 
to the proposed transportation complex that Clayton County envisions at this location.  
 
 Joe Palladi added that from the transportation complex, the airport would like to turn the 
people mover due south and connect it to the Farmers Market.  Additionally, GDOT has 
contracted with the City of Forest Park for a planning study to better understand the truck 
traffic movement associated with the Farmers Market. 
 
Bill McCombs added that in 2000, MARTA assessed heavy rail coming out of Hapeville 
down the Old Dixie Rd. corridor to Southlake Mall parallel to the east side of Old Dixie 
Rd.  Because of the current Farmers Market study, MARTA has reinitiated their study 
and would consider tying into the proposed transportation complex and either carry 
service to the Farmers Market or follow the original planned route to Southlake Mall.  
This is all part of an initiative to get MARTA into Clayton County.  It is in the 
study/planning stage and is not currently funded. 
 
Glenn Bowman questioned if it would be feasible to construct the planned two tracks on 
a structure at the proposed grade-separation location when the additional track is added to 
simplify the grade-separation construction staging. 
 
Bill McCombs countered that there is no budget allotted for such a construction in the 
current funds available.  Additionally, the at-grade crossing and the current RR alignment 
would have to be reconstructed to accommodate the additional track and the lights and 
gates on each side of the crossing. 
 
 Joe Palladi stated that the current model only shows two lanes along the new location 
section of Old Dixie Rd.  Upon concept approval, the model must be updated to represent 
the four-lane configuration or we take the risk of only being able to open two of the four 
lanes upon the completion of the project.   
 
Glenn Bowman reiterated that we must fix the model to match what is represented in the 
approved concept.  He also posed the question as to whether or not there are any foreseen 
environmental aspects that will need to be studied.  He questioned if we should be 
showing any alternatives in order to avoid impacts. 
 
Paul Condit stated that he viewed a previous concept alternative where the widening of 
Old Dixie Rd. would occur at its existing location.  He added that the concept to relocate 
Old Dixie Rd. to the east impacted the area much less. 
 



Glenn Bowman added that the current concept does attempt to mitigate that 
circumstance.  He also stated that other non-DOT projects could still impact the area 
significantly.  
 
Mike Murdoch asked if the existing RR alignment would be affected by the project. 
 
Glenn Bowman and Joe Palladi both confirmed that disturbing the RR alignment is 
unavoidable. 
 
Mike Murdoch then said that the initial history investigation was done for the at-grade 
intersection concept.  If the RR alignment was to be affected, a 4F evaluation would be 
required due to the RR’s historic significance.  Additionally, the 4F evaluation would 
definitely slow the environmental process down. 
 
Joe Palladi stated that the RR typical sections need to be forwarded to OEL as soon as 
they are available.  The typical sections need to be firmly agreed upon to by the RR in 
writing as soon as possible. 
 
Mike Murdoch stressed that it would be good to show that this project (grade separation) 
possesses independent utility due to probable environmental justice concerns on the 
Conley Rd. widening portion at Jonesboro Rd. 
 
Glenn Bowman added that we really need clarification as to whether or not one or two 
environmental documents is the best way to proceed.  The document should cover both 
projects to the point where the traffic drops off at Jonesboro Rd.  If the document is not 
conceived in that manner, proposed four lane sections of the grade separation project 
chance being forced to be only two lane sections.  
 
Kurt Ziegler stated that the projected traffic for the projects was based on an interchange 
being constructed at I-285 and Conley Rd. which was proposed by Clayton County and is 
currently not approved. 
 
Glenn Bowman stated that traffic was studied previously without the interchange and a 
four lane typical section was still required. 
 
Joe Palladi suggested the implementation of an internal stakeholders group with the 
purpose of forcing parties involved to make decisions based upon the most current 
information available.  By using a monthly update letter, stakeholders would be made 
aware of information that we require in order to accommodate their needs in our design. 
In particular, we need specific information from the airport to accommodate the people 
mover. 
 
Kurt Ziegler then addressed his concern about the area where the grade separation is 
proposed.  He stated that the composition of the ridge line where the structure is proposed 
would determine if the concept for going under the RR is even possible to construct.  
 



The consensus of the group was to request borings of the area to determine the make-up 
of the ridge line.  
 
Kurt Ziegler brought up the issue about available space for the grade separation structure. 
He stated that there is about 100’ between the proposed construction and the existing at-
grade crossing which must remain in service during construction.  Kurt also asked if the 
existing RR crossings on Old Dixie Hwy would be removed. 
 
Ron Grimes and Joe Palladi seemed to agree that the space available would be sufficient 
for construction.  
 
Bill McCombs answered that both of the existing RR crossings on Old Dixie Hwy would 
be removed. 
 
It was decided that the next step would be to take the project to the public and get their 
input.  It was also determined that all stakeholders should be invited to the public 
meeting.  This would give them the same ability as the general public to comment and 
provide input to the DOT. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at approximately 10:00 AM. 
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The meeting was held on November 7, 2005 at 10:00AM in the GDOT Planning 
Conference Room.  
 
Kurt Ziegler opened the meeting with a welcome and asked attendees to introduce 
themselves.  He stated that the purpose of the stakeholders meeting was to discuss the 
Value Engineering Study Alternatives and Railroad staging issues. 
 
He began by outlining the reasons for the VE study that had recently been performed. 
These reasons include improved project quality, reduced project cost, fostering 
innovation, eliminating unnecessary and costly design elements, and ensuring an efficient 
investment on all Federal-Aid highway projects. He added that a VE study is performed 
on all Federal-Aid projects with an estimated cost of $25 million or more. The three 
alternatives proposed by the VE study team were then discussed. 
 



Value Engineering Alternative Number 1 recommends keeping the horizontal alignment 
of C.W. Grant at the intersection of Old Dixie Highway and Old Dixie Road. The C.W. 
Grant Parkway/Old Dixie Highway Connector will have to be constructed before work on 
the underpass begins in order to maintain traffic to-and-from Old Dixie Highway. When 
underpass construction begins, Old Dixie Hwy. will loose its direct access to the east and 
will make travel across the Railroad circuitous during construction. This alternative will 
reduce right-of-way acquisition and minimally reduce roadway construction cost. 
 
Value Engineering Alternative Number 2 recommends eliminating the realignment of 
Old Dixie Road and carrying the “As Proposed” horizontal alignment of C.W. Grant 
Parkway/Conley Road over/under Old Dixie Highway, the railroad, and Old Dixie Road. 
Because of encroachments on Norfolk Southern right-of-way, it is assumed that Old 
Dixie Road will be shifted to the east and some of the buildings may have to be 
condemned and businesses may have to be relocated for this alternative. 
 
Value Engineering Alternative Number 3 recommends reconstructing Conley Road on 
the existing Conley Road alignment. Conley Road would bridge over Old Dixie 
Highway, the  NS railroad, and Old Dixie Road, and then be carried on a structure or fill 
to touch-down at C.W. Grant Parkway. Old Dixie Road would only be realigned to the 
east enough to eliminate any Norfolk Southern right- of-way encroachments. This is the 
preferred alternative. 
 
On Alternative 1, Jack Seibert questioned if this alternative would require the existing at 
grade intersection with the railroad to be closed during construction to which Kurt 
Ziegler responded yes. 
 
On Alternative 2, Bill McCombs questioned the cost estimating procedure. Kurt Ziegler 
stated that he would check with engineering services. 
 
Scott Morgan stated that the power company would move only the Transmission lines 
that were absolutely necessary and that Alternative 2 increases the amount of poles to be 
moved thereby increasing the utilities and ROW costs. Scott Morgan estimated the cost 
for moving the transmission lines at 100,000 per pole. 
 
On Alternative 3, Jack Seibert asked about the soil boring results. When he learned that 
rock had been found he wanted to know how the discovery of rock impacts the project. 
Kurt Ziegler said that this would depend on the Railroad construction/staging limitations. 
He was told by NSRR that excavation and tunneling could be done but there could be no 
blasting. 
 
With Reference to Alternative 3 Shelly Lamar asked if runway clearances had been 
checked. Kurt Ziegler replied that he would check when he was provided with the glide 
slope path. 
 



Bill McCoombs wanted to know if the structure proposed in Alternative 3 was going to 
be on fill or on structure. Kurt Ziegler replied that it would most likely be on structure. 
Most likely, an MSE wall would be utilized up to the vertical bridge abutments required.  
 
Steve Roberts pointed out the Alternative 3 adversely impacts MARTA’s concept for 
coming through the project on structure from the North.  
 
A NS Railroad representative stated that they preferred the bridge over the railroad 
alternative due to the staging only requiring a flagger and no rail detour would be needed. 
NSRR stated that the bridge would have to be 23’ from the top of the rail. 
 
Ms. Shelley Lamar interjected that the desired location of the parking structure in the 
opinion of the city is the west side of Old Dixie Hwy. She stated that the planning of a 
people mover has been discussed and that a location to the East would call for the people 
mover to cross the NS RR tracks in order to have access to the parking facility. 
 
Shelly Lamar stated that the airport had previously requested 50ft of right of way along 
C. W. Grant Parkway and through the grade separation. 
 
Jack Seibert questioned who would own the road and be responsible for the maintenance 
if it tunneled under or bridged over the railroad. Larry Etherton pointed out that the 
railroad has owned property before without being responsible for the maintenance. 
 
Jack Seibert wanted to know if tunneling under the railroad would require a structure to 
be built. Scott Overby told him that it depends on what kind of rock is found and how 
much cover is available between the RR and the tunnel. 
 
Jack Seibert then wanted to know if all the borings that were performed had hit rock. 
Kurt Ziegler replied that they had not. They had bored to sufficient depth or until auger 
refusal. 5 of the 8 borings had been done to refusal.  No core samples were taken so the 
presence of rock is an assumption. 
 
Kurt Ziegler called for any comments concerning VE study results and recommendations. 
 
The Dept of Aviation deferred an official comment on the project until further contact 
with the county. 
 
The discussion moved onto the staging issues with respect to the railroad. 
 
Bill McCoombs said there was currently space to put two tracks. He then went on to 
describe the proposed staging plans for the railroad. 
 
Larry Etherton asked for the construction duration. Kurt Ziegler replied 24-30 months. 
  



Steve Roberts wanted to know if the VE study results had taken into consideration the 
parking deck concepts for the Mountain View development. Kurt Zeigler replied that 
they had not. Only issues relating to the railroad right of way were considered. 
 
 
Jack Seibert wanted to know if the commuter rail line had been considered in the VE 
Study. Kurt Zeigler replied that the Railroad right of way considered in the VE study 
included what would be required for the commuter rail. 
 
Carl Rhodenizer from Clayton County explained that the Mountain View area is 
approximately 400 acres that have set idle for 15 years. Previously, Mountain View was a 
residential area but all of the houses have been removed to accommodate the Hartsfield 
Airport noise abatement program. He stated that Clayton County has entered into an 
agreement with the city of Atlanta to purchase all the land that the city owns in that area. 
While city of Atlanta owns the bulk of it, there are also a few parcels with private 
ownership.  
 
Commissioner Rhodenizer and Jack Seibert wanted to know if separating the 
environmental documents into smaller separate documents could speed up the 
environmental process. 
 
Mr. Rhodenizer stated that he is in the process of trying to get the right of way date 
moved to 2007. 
 
Kurt Ziegler proposed to set up smaller stakeholder meetings with Clayton County, Marta 
and the Airport to discuss their positions on the project.  
 
Kurt Ziegler then adjourned the meeting. 
 
 
JM 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







Stakeholders Meeting Minutes 
January 19, 2006 

Revised February 24, 2006 
STP-0001-00(817), Clayton County 

C.W. Grant Pkwy. / Conley Rd.  
Grade Separation at NS RR  

PI # 0001817 
 
                              
ATTENDEES 
Jan C. Hilliard 
Glenn Bowman 
Nicoe Alexander 
Teresa Lannon  
Kurt Ziegler  
Jaqueline M’Carthy 
Michael Lankford 
Hal Wilson 
Gerald Ross 
Steve Walker 
Joe Palladi  
Alexis John 
Paul Condit 
Andy Adams 
Carl Rhodenizer 

ORGANIZATION 
GDOT - Urban 
GDOT - Urban 
GDOT - Urban 
GDOT - Urban 
GDOT - Urban  
GDOT - Urban 
GDOT - D7 Const. 
GDOT – Intermodal 
GDOT – Planning 
GDOT - Planning  
GDOT - Planning 
GDOT - OEL 
GDOT - OEL 
Clayton Co. DOT 
Clayton County 

PHONE 
404-656-5441 
404-656-5454 
404-656-5440 
404-656-5441 
404-656-5441 
404-656-5441 
404-559-6699 
404-651-9201 
404-656-0610 
404-656-5427 
404-657-5226 
404-699-6865 
404-699-4413 
770-473-5453 
404-366-2571 

Robin Roberts       Clayton County          770-473-5878 
Louis Hisel                   Clayton County          770-471-2926 
Steve Roberts                              GRC           404-222-9101 
Bill McCombs                             GRC           404-222-9101 
Shelley Lamar       HJAIA               404-530-5676 
Keith Strickland      HJAIA           404-946-5744  
Ron Sherwood       HJAIA           404-530-5671 
Scott Overbey       NSRR           404-582-5588 
David Wyatt       NSRR           404-529-1641 
Larry Etherton       NSRR           404-529-1231 
Daveitta Jenkins      CH2MHill           678-479-5389 
Mahesh Mehta       MARTA           404-848-5858 
Jerry Bland       RTP            404-848-5540 
 
 
The meeting was held on January 19, 2006 at 2:00PM in the GDOT Urban Design 
Conference Room.  
 
Jan Hilliard opened the meeting by welcoming everyone. She asked all of the attendees to 
introduce themselves and sign the sign-in sheet as it came around. Mrs. Hilliard 
explained that a Value Engineering (VE) Study had been performed for this project and 
through this study, additional alternatives had been identified. Mrs. Hilliard added that an 



extensive comparison of the alternatives had been completed and the results would be 
presented. She then turned the meeting over to Kurt Ziegler for the presentation.  
 
Kurt Ziegler made clear the purposes of the presentation to be; an explanation of the 
evaluation of the over and under concept alternatives based on the cost comparison, 
individual concept alternative design features, construction staging, required construction 
times, and Mt. View redevelopment plans.  He also stated that a matrix of results of the 
comparison of these items would be shown toward the end of the presentation and, in 
addition, he would give Urban Design’s position on the preferred concept alternative. Mr. 
Ziegler stated that all stakeholder comments and concerns would be heard at the end of 
the presentation. 
 
Mr. Ziegler proceeded with the presentation by explaining some of the methodologies he 
used in comparing the costs for right of way, utilities, earthwork, and roadway 
construction quantities. He stated that his goal was to offer the best side-by-side cost 
comparison using the most current information available. He did emphasize that some of 
the costs shown on the cost comparison handout were not the actual project costs, but for 
the purpose of comparison of the concept alternatives based on the most current, relevant 
information available. Mr. Ziegler then went on to briefly describe the major design 
features, possible methods of staging, and construction time of the two concept 
alternatives. Mr. Ziegler spoke on several redevelopment issues including the Mt. View 
redevelopment plan, the regional transportation center, and the expansion of the Norfolk 
Southern Railroad (NSRR). He presented a matrix showing the over alternative as the 
preferred alternative based on the method of comparison. In addition, he stated that in the 
position of the GDOT Office of Urban Design, the concept alternative for grade 
separating over the NSRR is preferred to the concept alternative for grade separating 
under the NSRR. The meeting was then opened up for comments from the attendees. 
 
Jan Hilliard offered two points of clarification: 1) She stated that the meeting was being 
tape recorded in order to ensure accurate minutes; and, 2) This was in fact the second 
stakeholders meeting for this project. The stakeholders had become aware of the VE 
Study at the first meeting causing some letters of concern from some of the stakeholders. 
 
Clayton County Comments 
 
Andy Adams questioned whether the right of way and utility costs shown on the cost 
comparison were the actual project costs or for comparison only.  
 
Kurt Ziegler replied that the costs shown were for “apples to apples” comparison only, 
not the total costs that may be experienced. 
 
Mr. Adams asked if the other construction costs shown on the cost comparison were 
obtained using the same methodology. 
 
Mr. Ziegler replied that the rest of the construction costs shown were based on actual 
construction costs estimated to the best of his ability based on the available information.  



The exception to this is that staging costs were not accounted for with either alternative 
because of the undetermined final configuration of the NSRR and that effect on 
construction staging. 
 
Mr. Adams stated that the over concept alternative has merit if the only consideration is 
the movement of traffic from point A to point B. He continued that given all of the 
development plans however, this is not the case. He added that Clayton Co. has attended 
at least twenty meetings concerning Mt. View redevelopment in the past 6 to 9 months.  
He stated that this project involves more than just the movement of cars from point A to 
point B. Mr. Adams articulated that the original concept alternative to grade separate 
under the NSRR worked better for the purposes of redevelopment. 
 
Jan Hilliard reiterated that all work done to this point has been strictly conceptual in 
nature. 
 
Mr. Adams, speaking in reference to lacking plans from the developer, stated that a 
developer would not prepare plans without knowledge of the project footprint or the area 
that would be available to work with. 
 
Mrs. Hilliard replied that in this case, the grade separation over alternative would 
certainly not preclude development plans for Mt. View.  
 
Lou Hisel stated that he was disappointed with the lack of objectivity in the presentation. 
He stated that less than 5 minutes of the presentation had been dedicated to the effects of 
the project on economic development. Mr. Hisel gave an abbreviated history of the Mt. 
View area. He added that Clayton County has had a redevelopment plan in place for Mt. 
View since 2001 however slightly altered to accommodate the east side terminal, airport 
parking requirements, commuter rail, and the possibility of a MARTA station. Mr. Hisel 
asserted that Clayton Co. has a contract with Childress Klien as the developer for Mt. 
View and that the roadway configuration is critical to them. He added that he has a map 
of optioned property that is primarily configured around the grade separation under 
concept. In addition, he stated that the developer is very much in favor of this alternative 
and has confirmed that position in other stakeholder meetings. Mr. Hisel went on to say 
that Clayton Co. feels that the grade separation under alternative is much better suited to 
the purposes of economic development. He made the parallel of the grade separation 
under alternative and 17th Street Bridge and Mt. View redevelopment as Clayton 
Counties “Atlantic Station”.  He said in addition that Clayton County does not feel as 
though they have received due consideration in their requests for assistance in the 
redevelopment of Mt. View from GDOT and other state agencies.  
 
Further, Mr. Hisel stated that very little consideration had been given to the airport or 
commuter rail concerns. He said that there are plans on paper for the location of the 
required 9000 airport parking spaces and that they fit in the grade separation under 
concept configuration.  He also said that he fails to see any location where these parking 
spaces or an automated people mover (APM) could be located with the grade separation 
over alternative. Additionally, if busses were to be used initially to transport airport 



passengers to and from the parking decks, he said he sees no means of doing so 
efficiently. As for commuter rail, he stated again that he does not see any other possible 
location for the station. Mr. Hisel stated that the grade separation under alternative is the 
preferred alternative in the opinion of Clayton County. He added that there are no 
stakeholders to his knowledge that are in support of the grade separation over alternative. 
He asked that he be reserved time at the end of the meeting for review and overview of 
the Clayton County position after hearing other stakeholder comments. 
 
Glenn Bowman asked specifically how the grade separation over would preclude any Mt. 
View redevelopment. 
 
Mr. Hisel responded by saying that the grade separation over alternative does not provide 
accessibility to Mt. View frontages. 
 
Mr. Bowman questioned whether the grade separation over alternative didn’t actually 
provide for a more developable Mt. View site. He stated that he did not understand how 
the grade separation over alternative hinders local redevelopment. 
 
Robin Roberts stated that the Clayton County redevelopment plan in use was designed to 
take advantage of continuing industrial development but also planned with a corridor of 
stepped-down office, mid-rise, high-rise, and commercial retail development. She stated 
that the grade separation over alternative is a significant reconfiguration of the roadway 
concept that the original redevelopment plans were shaped around. 
 
Shelley Lamar stated that the grade separation under alternative works well for Clayton 
County and the airport because it provides a hospitality corridor which in turn provides a 
buffer to the planned industrial development. She stated that the airport’s biggest concern 
is the parking deck locations and the ability to connect a future automated people mover 
system to that location.  
 
Carl Rhodenizer stated that the grade separation under alternative accommodates the 
parking decks and the multimodal station with a MARTA connection in one multiuse 
facility/location. He went on to say that he does not know of a situation where such a 
large area of land remains undeveloped in such close proximity to such a large airport. 
Mr. Rhodenizer stated that planners must look ahead to future developments such as 
MARTA. He added that if this were taking place anywhere on the north side of Atlanta, 
the Governors Office, GDOT, the ARC, the GRPA, and everyone else would bend over 
backwards to get this done. He stated that Clayton County does not feel like they have 
that kind of support for this redevelopment. 
 
Mr. Ziegler, speaking in reference to the development of a hospitality corridor, stated that 
preliminary design profiles and cross sections for the grade separation under alternative 
show that approximately 1000 feet of the frontage proposed for hospitality development 
would be located on 25 to 35 feet of fill.  In addition, no matter which alternative is in 
question, it is necessary to provide elevated pedestrian access from proposed parking 
structures/multimodal station across a road and the eastern most railroad track. 



Steve Roberts started by stating that Georgia Rail Consultants (GRC) are representing the 
Georgia Rail Passenger Authority (GRPA).  He added that they have a grant from the 
legislature to study connectivity to the airport from the proposed rail station. He stated 
that they also function as consultants for the GDOT rail passenger program. Mr. Roberts 
questioned the status of a formally adopted Need and Purpose (N&P) Statement for this 
project. 
 
Joe Palladi replied that the GDOT Office of Planning is in the process of readdressing the 
N&P Statement by adding economic redevelopment. He added that the costs of economic 
development are very difficult to quantify and translate to a transportation project.  
 
Bill McCombs commented that because Old Dixie Rd. is not proposed widened with the 
grade separation over alternative, an accurate comparison of the alternatives is not 
possible. He added that the overall cost to the public will still include the widening of Old 
Dixie Rd. at some point in the future. He stated that there are other possible additional 
costs out there that are not being reflected in the comparison of the alternatives. 
 
Jan Hilliard stated that the Office of Urban Design had been waiting for the updated N&P 
Statement, however; the original N&P called for the grade separation for the reason of 
safety.  
 
Glenn Bowman stated that, given the stakeholders’ concerns about GDOT’s lack of 
consideration for their needs, he asked that all the stakeholders consider this challenge: 
“show why the alternative to grade separate over the NSRR will not work for the 
redevelopment of Mt. View and all of the stakeholders.” He asked why the development 
plan could not work around the grade separation over alternative just as it did the grade 
separation under alternative. In addition, he stated that if the redevelopment plan cannot 
evolve given a different alternative, we need an explanation giving the reasons and 
assigning dollar figures to those reasons. He added that this is a transportation 
improvement project but given the criteria we had examined, we did not feel as though 
and it was not our intention to put up any barrier to local redevelopment with any project 
alternative developed. He stated that in the opinion of the Office of Urban Design, the 
grade separation over alternative did not get in the way of the redevelopment, however; if 
this is an incorrect assumption, we need to know the reasons why. 
 
Shelley Lamar voiced concern as to the vertical clearance from the profile of the grade 
separation over alternative to the critical flight departure path. She stated that airport 
design staff would like the opportunity to review the clearance. She added that the glide 
slope maps are easily misinterpreted. 
 
Kurt Ziegler responded saying that there are 70 feet of vertical clearance from the profile 
to the departure path from his investigation.  He added that he would work with airport 
staff to ensure vertical clearance was not an issue. 
 
Ron Sherwood stated that the airports first obligation is to their patrons, but they continue 
to balance that obligation with other projects community wide. Mr. Sherwood went on to 



say that the grade separation under alternative satisfied the way-finding requirements of 
airport patrons requiring parking better than the alternative to grade separate over. 
Further, intermodal interfacing opportunities and the redevelopment of Mt. View are both 
better served by the grade separation under alternative.  
 
Shelley Lamar asked how the MARTA station was accommodated with the grade 
separation over alternative. 
 
Joe Palladi responded that the envisioned MARTA station was not included in the N&P 
of the project. 
 
Kurt Ziegler added that MARTA is only precluded from coming north to south on 
structure following the current railroad alignment.  
 
Ron Sherwood continued by saying that he would accept the challenge Glenn Bowman 
had made to the stakeholders. He added that it seems as though there is a disconnect 
amongst the stakeholders and there is still much work and coordination to be done in 
order see these plans come to fruition.  
 
David Wyatt made the comment that blasting is not allowed by the railroad under an 
active track. He stated that blasting is allowed when a shoe-fly detour is used as would be 
required for the staging construction of the grade separation under alternative. He added 
that the only condition is that the peak particle velocity remain within two inches per 
second.  
  
Larry Etherton added that rock can be excavated by blasting within Norfolk Southern 
right of way as long as standard safety measures are employed and it is done outside the 
footprint of the active track with the track properly retained. He also asked for 
clarification as to the number of tracks planned for in the grade separation over 
alternative.   
 
Kurt Ziegler replied that 3 tracks would be accommodated in the final design of either 
alternative. 
 
Larry Etherton confirmed that 3 tracks should be accommodated by the final design and 
could be accommodated as well during the construction staging of either alternative for 
the grade separation. He added that Norfolk Southern has looked at underpass 
constructability issues and went on to say that they believe they can accommodate all of 
required tracks during that period. 
 
Kurt Ziegler stated that for staging purposes, the missing point of clarity is the definite 
number of active tracks at the onset of construction. 
 
Larry Etherton replied that there could realistically be three active Norfolk Southern 
tracks by the time this project goes to construction. 
 



Hal Wilson stated that the need for three tracks would most likely exist before the project 
construction begins. 
 
Jan Hilliard noted that not knowing exactly how many tracks or their final configuration 
at the time of construction has slowed the development of a staging plan and the 
understanding of costs associated with staging the grade separation under alternative 
from the beginning of the concept development over two years ago.  
 
Larry Etherton stated that Norfolk Southern would be glad to confer about their ideas on 
staging and reserved the right for future comments. 
 
Jerry Bland explained that the grade separation over alternative would conflict with the 
pre-conceptual plan for MARTA on structure at this location. He added that the station 
would probably resemble the North Springs MARTA station. He stated that some of the 
requirements for the station would be; a 1200 foot tangent to accommodate a 600 foot 
center platform, a double cross over in advance of the station, a traction power substation, 
a train control room, and cash handling and ticketing spaces. He said that they would 
expect to receive traffic from I-285, I-75, and local roads. 
 
Gerald Ross stated that GDOT will need the other agencies to evaluate the grade 
separation over alternative and report their positive and negative findings. 
 
Glenn Bowman reiterated his earlier comments and stated that we are not yet in the final 
stages of identifying the best alternative, but; he added that we must adhere to the project 
schedule and move forward with the environmental process. Mr. Bowman stated that 
much work has been done on the grade separation under concept including some public 
involvement, however; the stakeholders need to evaluate the grade separation over 
concept as previously discussed based on the true costs.  
 
Daveitta Jenkins questioned if the Office of Urban Design was willing to include the 
widening of Old Dixie Rd. in the grade separation over alternative. 
 
Glenn Bowman replied that it is not necessary with the grade separation over alternative 
and the current N&P of the project, but this issue of “apples to apples” cost comparison 
would be revisited. 
 
Joe Palladi added that once the stakeholders assess the grade separation over alternative 
further and Mt. redevelopment becomes a part of the N&P Statement, the need to widen 
and possibly relocate Old Dixie Rd. may become apparent with the grade separation over 
alternative. 
 
Daveitta Jenkins questioned when the N&P Statement would be completed. 
 
Steve Walker replied that the N&P Statement is currently in the revision process and will 
most likely require further revision following this meeting. 
 



Lou Hisel questioned whether Old Dixie Rd. could maintain traffic without its widening 
and relocation due to railroad expansion and the MARTA station. 
 
Steve Walker questioned the projected date for construction of the MARTA station. He 
stated that the station is not in the transportation plan. 
 
Mahesh Mehta  stated that there is no information available on the possible date for the 
construction of a MARTA station at this location. 
 
Jan Hilliard thanked everyone for attending and the meeting was adjourned. 
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The meeting was held on May 12, 2006 at 9:00AM in the GDOT Urban Design 
Conference Room.  
 
Jan Hilliard opened the meeting by welcoming everyone. She asked all of the attendees to 
introduce themselves and sign the sign-in sheet as it came around. She explained that 
there had been various stakeholders meetings held throughout the concept development 
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process and the Initial Concept Team Meeting was held in October of 2003. She then 
turned the meeting over to Kurt Ziegler for the presentation.  
 
Mr. Ziegler proceeded with the presentation by giving an overview of local area features, 
describing some of the other alternatives considered, and giving a description of the 
proposed concept. Upon completing the presentation portion of the meeting, he began 
posing his questions and concerns to the project stakeholders and receiving answers as 
follows: 
 
Norfolk Southern Railroad 
 
Mr. Ziegler questioned if the proposed 100’ railroad right of way corridor met the needs 
of the railroad at this time. 
 
Larry Etherton stated that the proposed 100’ railroad right of way corridor was sufficient. 
He added that the final location of the proposed 100’ right of way corridor could not be 
determined until survey and mapping was complete.  
 
Mr. Ziegler spoke on the necessity of the temporary railroad crossing located between the 
proposed connector and existing Conley Road. He stated that construction staging was 
dependent on this temporary railroad crossing being in place during the grade separation 
construction. 
 
Mr. Etherton stated that due to several design considerations in that location, mapping 
was the essential key to understanding where the tracks would be placed in their final 
configuration. Therefore, addressing the temporary crossing would also be dependent on 
the mapping and survey.  
 
Mr. Ziegler asked about the progress made on the railroad bridge typical section. 
 
Mr. Etherton stated that there had been some changes made but it was being finished 
currently.  
 
Mr. Ziegler stated that upon receipt of mapping and survey, the railroad would need to 
furnish detailed and dimensioned staging and final track layouts. He added that GDOT 
and railroad schedules will need to be on a synchronized timeline. He went on to say that 
an agreement would have to be entered into detailing who would be responsible for what 
between the railroad and roadway construction. 
 
Mr. Etherton insured that once mapping and survey was complete, the project would be 
moved in their queue for design work to begin and some dates would be provided for the 
completion of that work. Mr. Etherton stated that Norfolk Southern could do track work 
without the new roadways in place but suggested that this project move along as quickly 
as possible. He recalled information from a conversation he and Mr. Ziegler had in which 
Mr. Ziegler stated that once the project construction began; laying the groundwork for 
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staging would take approximately one year. Mr. Etherton also stated that once the 
railroad bridge construction was begun, the railroad would assist GDOT from their end.  
 
Office of Planning 
 
Mr. Ziegler asked how and when the project descriptions would be updated in the State 
Transportation Improvement Plan (S.T.I.P.). He also questioned when Old Dixie Rd. 
would be modeled as a 4-lane instead of a 2-lane road in the S.T.I.P. model. 
 
Steve Walker replied that he and Mr. Ziegler would need to work together to insure the 
descriptions were correct and submissions could be made at the end of summer 2006 for 
any required changes to the S.T.I.P. 
 
Glenn Bowman asked if the concept report would be approved by the Office of Planning 
subject to future S.T.I.P. changes. 
 
Mr. Walker replied that he thought planning could approve the concept report pending 
S.T.I.P. changes but he would check to make sure. 
 
MARTA 
 
Kurt Ziegler asked if any further planning or concept work for the conceived MARTA 
line had been accomplished. Jan Hilliard asked if MARTA had anything for us to work 
with given the timeline for the grade separation project. 
 
Jerry Bland responded that only the pre-existing, pre-concept work had been done to this 
point.  
 
Carl Rhodenizer expressed that preplanning should take place not to exclude MARTA 
from the area in the future. 
 
Glenn Bowman asked if the proposed 100’ railroad R/W corridor could conceivably 
accommodate the future MARTA line on structure. 
 
Larry Etherton stated that Norfolk Southern Railroad would be opposed to that idea 
because of the possibility of future railroad expansion within the proposed 100’ R/W 
corridor and the limiting effect the MARTA structure could have on that. 
 
Hartsfield-Jackson Airport 
 
Mr. Ziegler asked if any further planning or concept work for the conceived APM had 
been done. 
 
Shelley Lamar responded that no further work had been done and the APM would be out 
a few years, however; that the R/W in the grade separation area should be reserved for 
the APM in the future.  
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Mr. Ziegler replied that he would be in contact with airport representatives to resolve this 
issue. 
 
Mr. Ziegler asked for a contact for the I-75 HOV project at C.W. Grant. 
 
Ron Sherwood replied that it would be Albert Shelby in Urban Design. 
 
GRC 
 
Mr. Ziegler asked if there were any updates on the Southern Crescent Transportation 
Center. 
 
Steve Roberts stated that given the adjusted Conley Rd. realignment, they would require 
some additional time to reexamine the parking deck concept. He added that it did seem as 
though the decks could be accommodated by the new realignment. 
 
Clayton County 
 
Mr. Ziegler stated that it would be necessary to coordinate project STP-9010(3), PI No. 
753020 with the Conley Rd. widening project because they will overlap.  
 
Andy Adams reassured that Clayton County would assist in this coordination. 
 
Mr. Ziegler asked if Clayton County would maintain the proposed grassed median 
throughout the projects upon their completion. 
 
Mr. Adams replied that they would. 
 
Mr. Ziegler reiterated the impacts redevelopment could have on traffic in sensitive areas. 
He asked that Clayton County keep GDOT informed and up to date on the subject of 
redevelopment. 
 
Mr. Adams assured that they would. 
 
COMMENTS: 
 
Clayton County 
 
Andy Adams asked if any utility costs associated with phase 2 of the project (Conley Rd. 
widening, PI No. 752180) would need to be paid for during the phase 1 portion (C.W. 
Grant Grade Separation, PI No. 0001817) 
 
Representatives from Urban Design and GDOT Utilities agreed that they saw none at this 
time. 
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Mr. Adams commented that Clayton County would be appreciative of communications 
between themselves and GDOT concerning ITS and fiber optic facilities within the 
project limits. 
 
Jack Seibert questioned if the R/W phase of the project could be expedited in order to 
move the construction phase up to 2008. 
 
Jan Hilliard responded by saying that project construction is dependent on when the 
funds are available. She added that since the construction is scheduled for 2009, funds are 
not available until that scheduled date. 
 
Robin Roberts asked if a timeline could be established for the completion of the 
relocation of Old Dixie Road only, stating how important that feature would be to the 
Clayton County developer. 
 
Ken Werho stated that no roadway dependent redevelopment should begin while the 
roadway is under construction due to unforeseen events that can happen during the 
construction phase. He used the discovering of an endangered species as just one example 
of the types of things that can halt construction. 
 
Robin Roberts added that it is important from their end to show the developer that they 
are committed to moving this project forward.   
 
Larry Etherton added that he would like to see some dates for the construction stages on 
paper understanding that they still may change. 
 
Glenn Bowman stated that within the first year of construction, the relocation of Old 
Dixie Road would take place. From that time, approximately 18 months would be 
required to construct the railroad and Old Dixie Hwy bridges. 
 
GRC 
 
Steve Roberts commented that they would require some time to examine the deck 
concepts with the new alignments.  
 
Norfolk Southern 
 
Larry Etherton thanked the GDOT staff for their continued open communications on this 
project. He also stated that they are looking forward to getting mapping and a schedule 
for the project. 
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GDOT-TS&D 
 
Ken Werho stated that very early plan coordination would be required for the temporary 
crossing.  He requested preliminary drawings as soon as they would be available. Mr. 
Werho asked why the cul de sac was necessary on Gilbert Place. 
Mr. Ziegler responded that it was proposed due to an assumed sight distance problem; 
with further engineering, it may be proposed as a right in, right out intersection. 
 
GDOT-Utilities 
 
Richard Crowley stated that the open communication between GDOT and Norfolk 
Southern should be continued. He added that when it was time for a plan approval and 
agreements, all of that material will need to come through his office. 
 
Jan Hilliard thanked everyone again and the meeting was adjourned. 
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