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PLANNING & BACKGROUND DATA 
 
Project Justification Statement (Office of Traffic Operations):  GDOT conducted a Road Safety Audit 
along SR 15 Alt./Prince Avenue from Sunset Drive to Pulaski Street in Clarke County due to concerns about 
pedestrian mobility along the corridor.  The recommendations of the report form the basis of the items within 
this concept report.  This includes the signal and pedestrian upgrades, installation of pedestrian midblock 
crossings, resurfacing and restriping, and the addition of a median along the SR 15 Alt./Prince Avenue 
corridor to improve pedestrian mobility. 
 
There are eight (8) signalized intersections along the corridor in need of improvements to address 
compliance with current GDOT standards and the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA).  The proposed project will improve pedestrian mobility at these locations by providing pedestrian 
platforms, wheelchair ramps, pedestrian signals, and crosswalk striping.  Table 1 also shows the reason 
these intersections need to be upgraded. 
 
Table 1: Intersection Upgrade Needs: 
 

County City Primary Route Intersecting Road Reason for Upgrade 
Clarke Athens SR 15 Alt. Sunset Drive ADA/Ped Upgrade 
Clarke Athens SR 15 Alt. Oglethorpe Ave./Satula Ave. ADA/Ped Upgrade 
Clarke Athens SR 15 Alt. Talmadge Dr./Park Ave. ADA/Ped Upgrade 
Clarke Athens SR 15 Alt. King Avenue ADA/Ped Upgrade 
Clarke Athens SR 15 Alt. N. Chase Street ADA/Ped Upgrade 
Clarke Athens SR 15 Alt. N. Milledge Avenue ADA/Ped Upgrade 
Clarke Athens SR 15 Alt. N. Finley St./Barber St. ADA/Ped Upgrade 
Clarke Athens SR 15 Alt. Pulaski Street ADA/Ped Upgrade 

 
There are three (3) mid-block crossings also in need of improvements to address compliance with current 
GDOT standards and the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).  The proposed 
project will improve pedestrian mobility at these locations by providing pedestrian platforms, wheelchair 
ramps, and signalized traffic control such as pedestrian hybrid beacons as warranted.   

Table 2: Mid-block Crossing Upgrade Needs: 

County City Primary Route Nearest Intersecting 
Driveway or Road 

Reason for 
Upgrade 

Clarke Athens CS 1228/Prince Ave. Piedmont College Driveway ADA/Ped Upgrade 
Clarke Athens CS 1228/Prince Ave. N. Pope Street ADA/Ped Upgrade 
Clarke Athens CS 1228/Prince Ave. N. Newton Street ADA/Ped Upgrade 

 
Existing conditions:  

 SR 15 Alt./Prince Avenue at Sunset Drive is a four-lane roadway with 12-foot lanes, dual left turn 
lanes for the southbound approach, a single left turn lane for the northbound approach and sidewalk 
on the east, south, and west corners of the intersection. 

 SR 15 Alt./Prince Avenue at Oglethorpe Avenue/Satula Avenue is a four-lane roadway with 12-foot 
lanes, single left turn lanes for the northbound and southbound approaches and sidewalk on the 
east, south, and west corners of the intersection. 

 SR 15 Alt./Prince Avenue at Talmadge Drive/Park Avenue is a four-lane roadway with 12-foot 
lanes, a single left turn lane for the northbound approach and sidewalk on the east, south, and west 
corners of the intersection.  Parallel space, on-street parking exists just to the north of the 
intersection on the east side of SR 15 Alt. 

 SR 15 Alt./Prince Avenue at King Avenue is a four-lane roadway with 12-foot lanes, single left turn 
lane for the northbound approach and sidewalk on the east, south, and west corners of the 
intersection. 

 SR 15 Alt./Prince Avenue at N. Chase Street is a four-lane roadway with 12-foot lanes, single left 
turn lane for the northbound and southbound approaches and sidewalk on the east, south, and 
west corners of the intersection. 
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 SR 15 Alt./Prince Avenue at Milledge Avenue is a four-lane roadway with 12-foot lanes, a single 
right turn lane for the southbound approach and sidewalk on the east, south, and west corners of 
the intersection. 

 SR 15 Alt./Prince Avenue at N. Finley Street/Barber Street is a four-lane roadway with 12-foot 
lanes, single left turn lanes for the northbound and southbound approaches and sidewalk on the 
east, south, and west corners of the intersection. 

 SR 15 Alt./Prince Avenue at Pulaski Street is a four-lane roadway with 12-foot lanes, a through-left 
turn lane for the southbound approach, a single left turn lane for the northbound approach and 
sidewalk on the east, south, and west corners of the intersection. 

 
Other projects in the area: 

 Athens-Clarke County project that will install sidewalk from Sunset Drive to Pound Street and 
minor upgrades to the signal at SR 15 Alt. and Sunset Drive. 

 
MPO: Athens     TIP #: N/A 
 
Congressional District(s):  10 
 

Federal Oversight: ☐PoDI  ☒Exempt ☐State Funded  ☐Other 
 
*Projected Traffic:  N/A  24 HR T:  N/A % 
Current Year (20WW):   N/A  Open Year (20XX):   N/A Design Year (20YY):  N/A 
Traffic Projections Performed by: N/A 
Date approved by the GDOT Office of Planning:  N/A 
 
*Traffic to be completed under preliminary design task order as determined by the TMC. Capacity 
Analysis Summary will also be performed as part of traffic analysis during preliminary design.  
   
Functional Classification (Mainline):  Urban Minor Arterial Street  
 
Complete Streets - Bicycle, Pedestrian, and/or Transit Standards Warrants:                        

Warrants met:    ☐None           ☒Bicycle             ☒Pedestrian          ☒Transit  
 
Pavement Evaluation and Recommendations 

Initial Pavement Evaluation Summary Report Required?   ☐No  ☒Yes 

Feasible Pavement Alternatives:    ☒HMA  ☐PCC              ☐HMA & PCC 

 
DESIGN AND STRUCTURAL 
 
Description of Proposed Project:  
This project is located in Athens, Georgia and is approximately 1.75 miles in length along SR 15 
Alt./Prince Avenue. As part of this project, SR 15 Alt./Prince Avenue will be resurfaced, restriped, 
existing signalized intersections upgraded, pedestrian facilities upgraded to meet current ADA 
standards at the intersections, and Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB) midblock crossings 
will be added in three locations. Signal interconnect will be installed from Milledge Avenue to Pulaski 
Street. This project will also include the resurfacing and restriping of the entire project corridor from 
Sunset Drive to Pulaski Street. A traffic analysis will be conducted to study the existing lane 
configuration throughout the corridor. The traffic analysis will consider lane reduction; however, at this 
time lane reduction will not be included in this project. A raised median will be installed between 
Oglethorpe Ave/Satula Ave and Talmadge Drive, north of King Avenue, and between King Avenue and 
N. Chase Street.   
  
Major Structures:  N/A 
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Mainline Design Features:  SR15 Alt./Prince Avenue 
Feature 

 

Existing Policy Proposed 

Typical Section    

- Number of Lanes  4  4 

- Lane Width(s) 11-12 ft 11-12 ft 11-12 ft 

- Median Width & Type N/A 20 ft raised 12 ft raised 

(limited locations) 

- Border Area Width 10-16 ft 10-16 ft 10-16 ft 

- Outside Shoulder Slope 2% 2% 2% 

- Inside Shoulder Width N/A N/A N/A 

- Sidewalks 5 ft (typical) 5 ft N/A 

- Auxiliary Lanes 12 ft   N/A 

- Bike Accommodations  N/A 4-5 ft  **N/A 

Posted Speed 35-40 MPH  35-40 MPH 

Design Speed Unknown 45 MPH 45 MPH 

Minimum Horizontal Curve Radius Unknown 711 Match Existing 

Maximum Superelevation Rate Unknown 4% 4% 

Maximum Grade Unknown 6% 6% 

Access Control By Permit By Permit By Permit 

Design Vehicle Unknown  WB-67 

Pavement Type HMA  HMA 

*According to current GDOT design policy if applicable 
**See Design Variances  
 
Is the project located on a NHS roadway?    ☒ No  ☐ Yes 
 
Design Exceptions/Design Variances to FHWA or GDOT Controlling Criteria anticipated: None. 
 
Design Variances to GDOT Standard Criteria anticipated:  
- Complete Streets Warrant for bicycles 
- Median Usage for substandard median width 
 
Lighting required:   ☒ No  ☐ Yes 
 
Project will not impact lighting on existing utility poles.  
 
Off-site Detours Anticipated:  ☒ No  ☐ Undetermined  ☐ Yes 
  
Transportation Management Plan [TMP] Required:    ☐ No  ☒ Yes 

If Yes: Project classified as:    ☒ Non-Significant  

TMP Components Anticipated:   ☒ TTC  
 

INTERCHANGES AND INTERSECTIONS 
 
Major Interchanges/Intersections:   

 SR 15 Alt./Prince Ave @ Sunset Drive 
 SR 15 Alt./Prince Avenue at Oglethorpe Avenue/Satula Avenue 
 SR 15 Alt./Prince Avenue at Talmadge Drive/Park Avenue 
 SR 15 Alt./Prince Avenue at King Avenue 
 SR 15 Alt./Prince Avenue at N. Chase Street 
 SR 15 Alt./Prince Avenue at Milledge Avenue 
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 SR 15 Alt./Prince Avenue at N. Finley Street/Barber Street 
 SR 15 Alt./Prince Avenue at Pulaski Street 

 
Intersection Control Evaluation (ICE) Required:    No   Yes  
ICE Waivers for Intersections SR 15 Alt @ Nacoochee Ave and SR 15 Alt @ Georgia Ave approved on 
12/12/2018. A complete ICE Report and updated traffic counts and analysis will be completed as part of 
Preliminary Engineering.  
 

Roundabout Peer Review Required:   ☒ No     ☐ Yes ☐ Completed – Date: 

 

UTILITY AND PROPERTY  
Railroad Involvement: None. 
  
Utility Involvements:  

 Athens Clarke County Sewer 
 Athens Clarke County Water 
 Atlanta Gas Light 
 AT&T Telecom 
 Charter Communications Telecom 
 Crown Castle 
 Georgia Power 
 Parker Fibernet LLC Telecom 
 University of Georgia Internet 

 
SUE Required:   ☐ No  ☒Yes 
 
Public Interest Determination Policy and Procedure recommended?  ☒ No  ☐ Yes 
 
Right-of-Way:  Existing width:  65-100 ft.  Proposed width:  65-100 ft. 
Required Right-of-Way anticipated: ☐ None  ☒ Yes  ☐ Undetermined 

Easements anticipated:  ☒ None  ☐ Temporary   ☐ Permanent   ☐ Utility ☐ Other 
 

Anticipated total number of impacted parcels:  13* 
Displacements anticipated: Businesses: 0 

 Residences: 0 
 Other: 0 

     Total Displacements:  0 
 
Permanent Easements will need to be bought with the right to place utilities.  
 
Impacts to USACE property anticipated? ☒ No     ☐ Yes    ☐ Undetermined 

 
CONTEXT SENSITIVE SOLUTIONS 
 
Issues of Concern:   According to Georgia’s Natural, Archaeological an Historic Resources GIS 
(GNAHRGIS) site, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and the Athens-Clarke County 
Planning Department, the project spans several historic districts: Oglethorpe Avenue Historic District, 
Buena Vista Heights Historic District, Cobbham Historic District, Boulevard Historic District, Brightwell 
Shotgun Row District, and Downtown Athens Historic District. Further, several properties along the 
corridor are specifically listed on the NRHP, including the President’s House, the Lumpkin House, 
and the Sorrells House. Aesthetic features pertaining to the installation of mast arms, lighting, 
pedestrian accommodations, and potentially the signage would need to be considered to maintain the 
setting of the historic area. 
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Context Sensitive Solutions Proposed: As a means to maintain the potentially historic setting of the 

area, any lighting and mast arms that would be included in the design may need to be painted or fluted, 

and lighting may need to be lower, soft lighting, as opposed to bright light-emitting diode (LED) lights. 

Further, the proposed project may need to include landscaping, sidewalks and crosswalks may need to 

incorporate brick features to keep with the setting of the corridor, and posted signage stating historic 

district designation would also need to be considered. Coordination and consultation regarding the design 

would need to be completed with local government for additional considerations that would need to occur.  

The local government (Athens-Clarke County) would be responsible for the funding for these project 

improvements. 

ENVIRONMENTAL AND PERMITS 
 
Anticipated Environmental Document:  
 NEPA:    ☐ PCE ☒ CE ☐ EA-FONSI 

 GEPA:   ☐ Type A ☐ Type B ☐ None 
 
Level of Environmental Analysis:  

☒  The environmental considerations noted below are based on preliminary desktop or screening level 

environmental analysis and are subject to revision after the completion of resource identification, 
delineation, and agency concurrence. 

☐  The environmental considerations noted below are based on the completion of resource 

identification, delineation, and agency concurrence. 
 
Water Quality Requirements: 
MS4 Compliance – Is the project located in an MS4 area? ☐ No  ☒ Yes 

Is Non-MS4 water quality mitigation anticipated?        ☒ No            ☐ Yes  
 
Environmental Permits, Variances, Commitments, and Coordination anticipated: Coordination with 
local hospitals, Landmark Hospital and Piedmont Athens Regional Medical Center, the University of 
Georgia (project abuts UGA Health Sciences campus) and Piedmont College would need to occur, as 
project construction could lead to traffic disruptions.   
 
Air Quality: 
Is the project located in an Ozone Non-attainment area? ☒ No ☐ Yes 

Carbon Monoxide hotspot analysis required? ☒ No  ☐ Yes   
 
NEPA/GEPA Comments & Information:  
 
NEPA/GEPA: Several historic districts, including individual properties listed on the NRHP are located 
throughout the project corridor. Should the project require a transportation use from a historic resource and 
the action is determined to be adverse by the SHPO, Section 4(f), which requires the consideration of public 
recreational lands, wildlife refuges, and historic sites in respect to transportation project development, would 
be applicable to the project. Further, if any trees located throughout the corridor that are deemed historic 
or contributing as a historic feature to a district or individually historic property, coordination and consultation 
with an arborist regarding any impact to the trees, including the critical root zone, would be required. Should 
ROW be required from any of the gas stations located within the corridor, a Phase I and II Environmental 
Site Assessment would be anticipated. 
  
Ecology: No ecological resources were observed upon desktop search; however, a field visit would be 
required to identify potential waters beyond the desktop search. 
 
History: According to GNAHRGIS, the NRHP, and the Athens-Clarke County Planning Department, the 
project spans several historic districts: Oglethorpe Avenue Historic District, Buena Vista Heights Historic 



Limited Scope Concept Report – Page 8     P.I. Number: 0013954 

County: Clarke 
 

District, Chobham Historic District, Boulevard Historic District, Brightwell Shotgun Row District, and 
Downtown Athens Historic District. Further, several properties along the corridor are specifically listed on 
the NRHP, including the President’s House, the Lumpkin House, and the Sorrells House. Historic markers 
are also placed at these locations and would need to be maintained or replaced in kind. If any trees located 
throughout the corridor that are deemed historic or contributing as a historic feature to a district or 
individually historic property, coordination and consultation with an arborist regarding any impact to the 
trees, including the critical root zone, would be required. A field survey will be needed to determine if there 
are additional historic resources in the area beyond the desktop search. 
 
Archeology:  According to a desktop survey, the Weir-Archer cemetery is within the project area; however, 
the cemetery does not abut the project corridor. A field survey will be needed to determine if additional 
archaeological resources exist in the area.  
 
Air Quality: Due to the project being limited to pedestrian and mast arm upgrades, no CO analysis would 
be required.  
 
Noise Effects: Due to the project being limited to resurfacing and restriping, and pedestrian and signal 
upgrades, the proposed project would be a Type III noise project.  
 
Public Involvement: The addition of mid-block crossing signals could be of public interest. Consultation 
regarding the need for a PIOH would be prudent. Coordination with local hospitals, Landmark Hospital and 
Piedmont Athens Regional Medical Center, the University of Georgia (project abuts UGA Health Sciences 
campus) and Piedmont College would need to occur, as project construction could lead to traffic disruptions.  
The proposed traffic control being considered for these mid-block crossings is Rapid Flashing Beacons 
(RFBs).  
 

COORDINATION, ACTIVITIES, RESPONSIBILITIES, AND COSTS 
 
Is Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) coordination anticipated? ☒ No     ☐ Yes 
 
Project Meetings:   
Coordination meeting with Athens-Clarke County on 3/12/18 
Concept Design and Traffic Meeting on 7/11/18 
Concept Team Meeting on 9/13/18 
 
Other coordination to date: 
 

Project Activity Party Responsible for Performing Task(s) 
Concept Development  Atkins/GDOT OPD 
Design Atkins/GDOT OPD 
Right-of-Way Acquisition GDOT ROW 
Utility Coordination (Preconstruction) GDOT Utility/Utility Companies 
Utility Relocation (Construction) Utility Companies 
Letting to Contract GDOT Construction 
Construction Supervision GDOT Construction 
Providing Material Pits N/A 
Providing Detours N/A 
Environmental Studies, Documents, & Permits Atkins/GDOT Environmental 
Environmental Mitigation GDOT Environmental 
Construction Inspection & Materials Testing GDOT Construction 

Note: Interconnect coordination will be needed as noted by the District.  
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Project Cost Estimate and Funding Responsibilities:   

 PE Activities 

ROW 
Reimbursable 

Utilities CST* Total Cost PE Funding 

Section 
404 

Mitigation 

Funded By GDOT N/A GDOT GDOT GDOT 
 

$ Amount $210,000.00 N/A $553,000 $753,000 $3,103,643.74 $4,619,643.74 

Date of 
Estimate 

2016 N/A 8/16/18 9/5/18 03/15/2019  

*CST Cost includes: Construction, Engineering and Inspection, Contingencies, and Total Liquid AC 
adjustment.  

 
ALTERNATIVES DISCUSSION 
 

No-Build Alternative:   

Estimated Property Impacts: N/A  Estimated Total Cost: $0 

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

Rationale:  This alternative does not fulfill the objectives of the Project Justification Statement. 
 

Preferred Alternative: Signal upgrades, pedestrian improvements including additional traffic control at 

midblock crosswalks, restriping, and the addition of medians along the SR 15 Alt./Prince Avenue corridor  

Estimated Property Impacts: 16  Estimated Total Cost: $4,619,643.74 

Estimated ROW Cost: $553,000 Estimated CST Time: 12 Months 

Rationale:  Based on the Road Safety Audit along SR 15 Alt./Prince Avenue from Sunset Drive to 

Pulaski Street in Clarke County, the improvements recommended including signal and pedestrian 

upgrades, installation of pedestrian midblock crossings, resurfacing and restriping, and the addition of a 

median along the SR 15 Alt./Prince Avenue corridor will improve pedestrian mobility along the corridor.  

Additional Comments/ Information: None. 
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS/SUPPORTING DATA  
 

1. Concept Layout 

2. Typical sections 

3. Cost Estimates 

a. Revision to Programmed Costs 

b. Georgia 411 Report 

c. Preliminary Utility Cost Estimate 

d. ROW Cost Estimate Summary Page 

e. Cost Increase Justification Letter 

4. Concept Utility Report 

5. Crash Summaries 

6. Traffic diagrams or projections – Pending Task Order 

7. Meeting Minutes  

a. Concept Team Meeting 

b. Concept Design and Traffic Meeting 

c. Athens-Clarke County Coordination Meeting 

8. ICE Waivers 

a. SR 15 at Nacoochee Avenue 

b. SR 15 at Georgia Avenue 

9. MS4 Concept Report Summary 
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FILE P.I. No. OFFICE

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

DATE March 18, 2019

From:

To: Erik Rohde, P.E., State Project Review Engineer 

via Email Mailbox: CostEstimatesandUpdates@dot.ga.gov

Subject: REVISIONS TO PROGRAMMED COSTS

MGMT LET DATE February 15, 2022

PROJECT MANAGER

MGMT ROW DATE February 15, 2021

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

CONSTRUCTION $ 625,000.00 DATE

RIGHT OF WAY $ DATE

UTILITIES $ DATE

REVISED COST ESTIMATES

CONSTRUCTION* $ 3,103,643.74                       

RIGHT OF WAY $ 553,000.00

UTILITIES $ 753,000.00

  *Cost Contains 5  % Contingency

REASONS FOR COST INCREASE AND CONTINGENCY JUSTIFICATION:

Page 1 REVISIONS TO PROGRAMMED COSTS TEMPLATE - REVISED SEP. 20, 2018

SR 15 Alt./CR 1228 from Sunset Drive to S of Pulaski Street

Office Of Program 
Delivery

Interoffice Memo

Concept level cost estimate for construction.  Additional scope to the project for resurfacing/restriping the entire 
length of the project corridor, adding raised median, and  adding 3 mid block RRFB crossings per Road Safety 

Audit (RSA) report recommendations.

0013954

Heidi Schneider

Kimberly W. Nesbitt, State Program Delivery Administrator



A.
CONSTRUCTION           
COST ESTIMATE:

$ Base Estimate From CES

B.
ENGINEERING AND 
INSPECTION (E & I):

$ Base Estimate (A)  x 5 %

C. CONTINGENCY: $ Base Estimate (A +  B) x 5 %

See % Table in "Risk Based Cost 

Estimation" Memo

D.
TOTAL LIQUID AC 
ADJUSTMENT:

$  Total From Liquid AC Spreadsheet

E. CONSTRUCTION TOTAL: $ (A + B + C + D = E)

ATTACHMENTS: (File Copy in the Project Cost Estimate Folder) 

Detailed Cost Estimate Printout From GDOT 411

Utility Cost Estimate

ROW Cost Estimate

Cost increase Letter

Liquid AC Adjustment Spreadsheet

REVISIONS TO PROGRAMMED COSTS TEMPLATE - REVISED SEP. 20, 2018 Page 2

UTILITY OWNER

REIMBURSABLE UTILTY COSTS

            3,103,643.74 

122,840.53

                141,943.01 

TOTAL  $                                                                           753,000.00 

CONTINGENCY SUMMARY

 $                                                                           665,000.00 

 $                                                                             88,000.00 

REIMBURSABLE COST

Georgia Power

AT&T

2,703,676.38 

                135,183.82 



COMPANY NAME:

PRINTED NAME:

TITLE:

SIGNATURE:

DATE:

 

REVISIONS TO PROGRAMMED COSTS TEMPLATE - REVISED SEP. 20, 201 Page 3

March 18, 2019

Consultant Validation of Final QC/QA for Construction Cost 
Estimate Used in This Revision To Programmed Costs

Atkins North America

VALIDATION OF FINAL QC/QA

 C. Chris King 

Project Manager



PROJ. NO. CALL NO. 0/00/2016

P.I. NO. 

DATE

INDEX (TYPE) DATE INDEX Link to AC Index:

REG. UNLEADED Mar-19 2.296$        

DIESEL 2.979$        

LIQUID AC 503.00$      

LIQUID AC  ADJUSTMENTS

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

Asphalt

Price Adjustment (PA) 119211 119,211.00$                 

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month placed (APM) Max. Cap 60% 804.80$             

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month project let (APL) 503.00$             

Total Monthly Tonnage of asphalt cement (TMT) 395

ASPHALT Tons %AC  AC ton

Leveling 2500 5.0% 125

12.5 OGFC 5.0% 0

12.5 mm 5400 5.0% 270

9.5 mm SP 5.0% 0

25 mm SP 5.0% 0

19 mm SP 5.0% 0

7900 395

BITUMINOUS TACK COAT

Price Adjustment (PA) 3,629.53$          3,629.53$                      

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month placed (APM) Max. Cap 60% 804.80$             

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month project let (APL) 503.00$             

Total Monthly Tonnage of asphalt cement (TMT) 12.02628258

Bitum Tack

Gals gals/ton tons

2800 232.8234 12.0262826

BITUMINOUS TACK COAT (surface treatment)

Price Adjustment (PA) 0 -$                               

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month placed (APM) Max. Cap 60% 804.80$             

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month project let (APL) 503.00$             

Total Monthly Tonnage of asphalt cement (TMT) 0

Bitum Tack SY Gals/SY Gals gals/ton tons

Single Surf. Trmt. 0.20 0 232.8234 0

Double Surf.Trmt. 0.44 0 232.8234 0

Triple Surf. Trmt 0.71 0 232.8234 0

0

TOTAL LIQUID AC ADJUSTMENT 122,840.53$                 

N/A

0013954

3/18/2019

http://www.dot.ga.gov/PS/Materials/AsphaltFuelIndex



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Georgia 411 Report 
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.+1. 0̂\*+... +Y.. BF Ẑ1[...Y..... $G2I�FL]K2B�LKF$2BB2$LEK�KE�*�̂ Ẑ1[...Y..
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Preliminary Utility Cost Estimate 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ROW Cost Estimate 

 

  





 

 

 

 

Cost Increase Justification Letter 

  



1600 RiverEdge Parkway, 
NW, Suite 700 
Atlanta, GA 30328-4612 
770.933.0280 
Atkinsglobal.com 
SNCLavalin.com 

 

H:\GDOT\Safety Projects 4\Proposals\0013788_TO13\SR 15 Alt Prince Ave (Sunset to Pulaski)\Concept\Cost Estimate\0013954_Cost Increase 
Justification Letter.docx 

 

March 18, 2019 

 

Heidi Schneider 
GDOT Project Manager 
GDOT OFFICE OF PROGRAM DELIVERY 
600 West Peachtree Street  
Suite 1550 
Atlanta, GA 30308 
 
SUBJECT:    Description of Cost Increase for PI No. 0013954; SR 15 ALT/CR 1228 from Sunset Drive to 
S of Pulaski Street; Clarke County, Georgia 
 
Dear Ms. Schneider: 
 
The intent of this letter is to provide justification to the increased construction cost shown in the current 

concept report compared to what’s shown in GDOT’s programmed cost database.  The current 

construction programmed estimate is $625,000.   

Scope was added to the project for resurfacing/restriping the entire length of the project corridor, 

adding raised median, and adding 3 mid-block crossings per the Road Safety Audit (RSA) report 

recommendations.  Also, as part of the conceptual layout, estimated quantities with associated costs 

were put into GDOT’s Cost Estimating System (CES) using the most recent construction bid item costs.  

As a result, the estimated construction cost (including E&I and contingencies) comes to $3,103,643.74. 

 
 
Sincerely, 

ATKINS North America, Inc. 

 
C. Chris King, PE 
Project Manager 
 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Concept Utility Report 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 







 

 

 

 

Crash Summaries 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Crash Summaries  

Crash data was pulled from the GEARS website for the eight intersections being evaluated in this 

project. Data was gathered from January 2014 to December 2018 for each intersection. The majority of 

crashes during this five year period were rear end or angle crashes. Of the 347 total crashes, 169 were 

rear end crashes and 97 were angle crashes. Most intersections had a majority of rear end crashes, with 

the exception of SR 15 Alt. at N. Finley St./Barber St., SR 15 Alt. at King Ave., and SR 15 Alt. at Oglethorpe 

Ave./Satula Ave., which had mostly angle crashes. Head on collisions, sideswipes combining both same 

and opposite direction, and accidents that did not involve a collision with a motor vehicle made up the 

remaining crashes. Of the 24 crashes that did not involve a collision with another motor vehicle, 9 

crashes involved a pedestrian and 3 crashes involved a bicyclist. The others were single car accidents. 

There were 28 crashes that involved injuries for all intersections over the 5 year period, and there were 

zero fatalities. 

At the midblock crossing locations, there was 1 incident of a pedestrian being struck by a car that failed 

to yield to the pedestrian signal. This incident occurred at the crossing just east of N Pope St. 

The tables below display the crash data from the eight intersections being evaluated.  

Table 1: Collision History SR 15 Alt. at Sunset Dr. 

 

Table 2: Collision History SR 15 Alt. at Oglethorpe Ave./Satula Ave. 

 

Year Angle Head On Rear 
End 

Sideswipe  Not a 
Collision 
with a 
Motor 
Vehicle 

Total Injury Fatality 

2014 0 2 7 1 0 10 1 0 

2015 1 0 13 1 0 15 4 0 

2016 2 0 11 3 2 18 0 0 

2017 5 0 15 1 0 21 1 0 

2018 6 0 11 2 0 19 1 0 

Total 14 2 57 8 2 83 7 0 

Year Angle Head On Rear 
End 

Sideswipe  Not a 
Collision 
with a 
Motor 
Vehicle 

Total Injury Fatality 

2014 0 1 1 0 1 3 2 0 

2015 2 0 3 1 0 6 0 0 

2016 2 1 0 2 1 6 1 0 

2017 3 0 2 2 0 7 0 0 

2018 2 0 0 1 1 4 0 0 

Total 9 2 6 6 3 26 3 0 



 

Table 3: Collision History SR 15 Alt. at Talmadge Dr./Park Ave. 

 

Table 4: Collision History SR 15 Alt. at King Ave. 

 

Table 5: Collision History SR 15 Alt. at N Chase St. 

 

 

 

Year Angle Head On Rear 
End 

Sideswipe  Not a 
Collision 
with a 
Motor 
Vehicle 

Total Injury Fatality 

2014 0 0 3 3 1 7 2 0 

2015 0 0 2 1 0 3 0 0 

2016 1 0 4 0 2 7 2 0 

2017 3 0 5 0 0 8 0 0 

2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 4 0 14 4 3 25 4 0 

Year Angle Head On Rear 
End 

Sideswipe  Not a 
Collision 
with a 
Motor 
Vehicle 

Total Injury Fatality 

2014 1 0 0 1 2 4 1 0 

2015 5 0 7 1 1 14 0 0 

2016 4 0 2 1 0 7 1 0 

2017 1 0 4 0 2 7 0 0 

2018 4 1 1 1 0 7 0 0 

Total 15 1 14 4 5 39 2 0 

Year Angle Head On Rear 
End 

Sideswipe  Not a 
Collision 
with a 
Motor 
Vehicle 

Total Injury Fatality 

2014 6 0 3 2 0 11 0 0 

2015 5 0 8 0 0 13 2 0 

2016 3 0 3 3 0 9 0 0 

2017 5 0 9 3 0 17 1 0 

2018 3 1 11 2 3 20 3 0 

Total 22 1 34 10 3 70 6 0 



 

Table 6: Collision History SR 15 Alt. at N Milledge Ave. 

 

Table 7: Collision History SR 15 Alt. at N. Finley St./Barber St. 

 

Table 8: Collision History SR 15 Alt. at Pulaski St. 

 

 

Year Angle Head On Rear 
End 

Sideswipe  Not a 
Collision 
with a 
Motor 
Vehicle 

Total Injury Fatality 

2014 2 0 5 0 0 7 0 0 

2015 3 0 2 1 0 6 0 0 

2016 3 1 3 3 0 10 0 0 

2017 2 0 7 0 0 9 0 0 

2018 1 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 

Total 11 1 18 4 0 34 0 0 

Year Angle Head On Rear 
End 

Sideswipe  Not a 
Collision 
with a 
Motor 
Vehicle 

Total Injury Fatality 

2014 2 1 5 3 2 13 2 0 

2015 4 0 2 1 1 8 1 0 

2016 4 1 2 1 1 9 0 0 

2017 4 1 2 1 1 9 1 0 

2018 5 0 1 0 2 8 2 0 

Total 19 3 12 6 7 47 6 0 

Year Angle Head On Rear 
End 

Sideswipe  Not a 
Collision 
with a 
Motor 
Vehicle 

Total Injury Fatality 

2014 0 0 5 3 0 8 0 0 

2015 0 0 2 1 1 4 0 0 

2016 1 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 

2017 2 0 3 0 0 5 0 0 

2018 0 0 2 1 0 3 0 0 

Total 3 0 14 5 1 23 0 0 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Concept Team Meeting Minutes 

 

  



 

2018.09.13_PI0013954_Concept_Team_Mtg_Minutes_FINAL.docx 

Meeting Minutes 
  

Project: PI 0013954, Clarke County 

SR 15 ALT/CR 1228 from Sunset Drive to Pulaski Street 

Subject: Concept Team Meeting 

Date and time: September 13, 2018 - 2:00pm 

Meeting place: District 1 Office Minutes by: C. King  

Action items in blue 

Attendees: C. Chris King – Atkins PM 

Heidi Schneider – GDOT PM 

Drew Raessler – Athens-Clarke 

Jonathon Dills – GDOT D1 R/W 

Terri Holbrook – GDOT D1 UTL 

Bobby Dollar – GDOT OES 

James Kirby – Spectrum 

Sue Anne Decker – GDOT D1 TO 

Omayra Comas – GDOT D1 TO 

 

 

 Shane Giles – GDOT D1 

Shannon Giles – GDOT D1 

Greg Jackson – Athens-Clarke 

Kelly Hairston – GDOT D1 

Brandon Kirby – GDOT D1 

Judy Prince – GDOT D1 

Harold Mull – GDOT D1 

Michael Turpeau – GDOT TMC 

 

1. Introductions and Project Overview   

Heidi began the meeting with introductions and followed up with a brief project overview. The 
scope of the project is to include signal upgrades, pedestrian improvements including additional 
traffic control at mid-block crosswalks, as well as the restriping and the addition of medians 
along the SR 15/Prince Avenue corridor to improve pedestrian and bicycle mobility. 

 

2. Review/Discussion of Concept Report   
Chris went through the draft Concept Report.  The following items were discussed in broader 
detail during the meeting: 

a. Other Projects in the area – Chris asked about the status of the Athens sidewalk 
improvement project and potential impacts to the PI 0013954 project scope.  Drew 
stated that the Athens project is under construction and should not impact scope of this 
project.  Improvements being done at the SR 15 and Sunset Drive intersection are 
minor.  Therefore, a full signal upgrade is still anticipated as a part of PI 0013954 scope. 
 

b. Projected Traffic –Updated traffic will be provided during preliminary design. The 
contract for the concept work does not include this work. There was discussion between 
Drew, Heidi and Brandon proposing the possibility of Athens-Clarke Co. performing the 
traffic analysis to determine feasibility of road diet along the corridor and proposed 
roundabouts at certain intersections (these items are not currently a part of PI 0013954 
scope). Roundabouts will not be part of PI 0013954. Further discussion between 
Athens-Clarke County and GDOT will need to take place after the updated traffic 
analysis is approved. 
 

c. Complete Streets – A comment was made to check the transit warrant box in the 
concept report since the corridor currently accommodates transit operations. 
 

d. Description of Proposed project – Chris noted that any reference proposing the addition 
of bike lanes will be removed from the project description.  The existing corridor width 
will not accommodate bike lanes.  Harold asked Athens-Clarke County about their 
desire for bike lanes along the corridor.  Drew confirmed that bike lanes or a multiuse 
path are desired and could likely be implemented in another project if a traffic analysis 
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confirmed that a road diet (reducing roadway section from 4 lanes to 2 lanes) would be 
feasible.  Drew also mentioned the possibility of including roundabout intersection 
control at certain intersections as a part of the future project.  However, the scope of this 
future project would be determined by traffic analysis results.  Brandon suggested the 
possibility of Athens-Clarke County collecting the traffic themselves and doing the 
analysis to better define their future project scope.  This could impact schedule and 
scope of PI 0013954 going forward.  Brandon suggested that PI 0013954 may need to 
pause design until more is known about the Athens-Clarke County project.  Further 
discussion between Athens-Clarke County and GDOT will need to take place during 
preliminary design. 
 

e. Context Sensitive solutions proposed – It was suggested to remove certain design 
features (fluted/painted mast arms, illumination on the mast arms, landscaping, brick 
features within crosswalks) or specify that these features would need to be paid for by 
Athens-Clarke County if there is a desire to include them as a part of this project to help 
maintain the historic setting along the corridor. 
 

f. Public Involvement – Bobby mentioned that FHWA is requiring public outreach for 
education on how to operate the Hybrid signals at the proposed mid-block crossings. 
Therefore, if hybrid signals are installed a Public Information Open House (PIOH) would 
be required.  There was also discussion concerning whether the mid-block crossing 
should be proposed with Rapid Flashing Beacons (RFBs) or Hybrid Signals (Hawk).  
Brandon suggested that a separate discussion/evaluation should take place within 
GDOT to determine the preferred design during preliminary design. 
 

g. Cost Estimate – It was suggested to increase the unit price for Traffic Signal installations 
($65,000/signal seemed low.)  {postscript: Atkins’ ITS group reviewed the cost estimate 
and determined that the unit price for traffic signals was not all inclusive.  Poles, mast 
arms, etc. were itemized out separately.  Therefore, the unit price of $65,000 per signal 
seems reasonable and will not be modified at this time.} 
 

h. Concept Display 
 
The below comments were made and will be addressed in the concept report update: 

 Add north arrows to displays 
 Label all streets 
 Add cross walk and wheel chair ramp (WCR) on sheet 7 (north of Newton 

Street) 
 Add proposed refuge islands at the mid-block crossings. 

 
The below comments made will be evaluated during preliminary design phase: 

 Harold mentioned that the proposed median areas may have potential drainage 
concerns. The use of leveling and cross slope correction will be evaluated by 
Atkins during the preliminary design phase. 

 Sue Anne raised concern about ending the medians without allowing for U-
turns.  This could create illegal U-turns impacting safety.  It was suggested to 
add 2-foot median strips at the left turn bay locations to allow for U-turns.  This 
would require additional width and potential need for additional R/W acquisition.  
This could also affect on-street parking south of the SR15 @ Oglethorpe 
Ave./Satula Ave.  Atkins was directed to leave on-street parking in current 
locations for now.  This will need further evaluation during design. 

 The use of U-turn eyebrows was suggested.  However, this was rejected due to 
additional R/W and a potential for utility relocations needed to accommodate.  
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 Brandon suggested that Atkins evaluate/implement turn bay storage lengths 

needed as a part of the traffic analysis.  
 Sue Anne mentioned that the mid-block crossings locations do not meet the 

design criteria requirement of a minimum 300 feet separation from any road or 
driveway due to right turn conflicts.  A 300-foot separation requirement will not 
be feasible along this corridor.  Atkins will verify the minimum requirement and 
write a design variance for approval as needed during the preliminary design 
phase. 

 A concern was raised about refuge islands not being proposed for the mid-block 
crossing locations.  It was mentioned that these exist at current mid-block 
crossing locations. {postscript: Atkins investigated the existing refuge islands 
through google earth and found them using street view.  However, the latest 
overhead aerial photography does not show them.  Therefore, the aerials will 
not be updated on the displays.}  However, Atkins will add the proposed refuge 
islands to the concept displays and evaluate their potential impacts to R/W and 
utilities during the preliminary design phase.  These will be implemented in 
accordance to latest design standards as feasible during the preliminary design 
phase. 

 Greg Jackson mentioned an existing waterline located in the northbound outside 
lane between Nacoochee Avenue and N. Chase Street that is planned for 
relocation.  Atkins will consider project impacts for this relocation during the 
preliminary design phase. 
 

i. ICE Waivers-  Heidi to check on approval of waivers for SR15 @ Nacoochee Avenue 
and SR15 @ Georgia Avenue. {postscript: The review and approval of the ice waivers 
will occur when the Concept Report is routed for signature/approval.} 
 

j. Other 
 Athens-Clarke County has requested that Park Avenue be evaluated for right-in 

and right-out only access.  
 King Avenue and N. Chase Street pedestrian ramps were upgraded to meet 

ADA requirements as part of the Safe Routes to School program (PI 0009447). 
Atkins is to verify during preliminary design whether ramp access updates are 
needed at these locations.  

 

This document represents Atkins’ interpretation of the meeting.  Please contact the GDOT project manager if 
you have any questions. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
C. Chris King, P.E. 

Atkins 
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PROJECT: SR 15 ALT/CR 1228 from Sunset Dr to 

Pulaski St 

 

PROJECT # & P.I. NO: PI No. 0013954, Clarke Co  

PURPOSE:  Concept Design & Traffic Meeting  

DATE: July 11, 2018  

TIME: 10:30 a.m.  

LOCATION: 
 

Phone conference  

   

ATTENDEES:  

Names Organization / Title Email Address 

Heidi Schneider 

Robert Reid 

Christina Barry 

Stenley Mack 

Lakeshia Osborn 

Ashlyn Morgan 

Chris King 

OPD/PM 

OPD 

TMC 

TMC 

TMC 

Atkins 

Atkins/PM 

hschneider@dot.ga.gov 

rreid@dot.ga.gov 

cbarry@dot.ga.gov 

smack@dot.ga.gov 

losborn@dot.ga.gov 

ashlyn.morgan@atkinsglobal.com 

Charles.c.king@atkinsglobal.com   

 

I. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss when the traffic study should be done and how it will 

affect the design of the project. The design should be noted in the concept report. 

 

II. Traffic Study  
a. The traffic study has been requested by TMC/Athens Clarke County (ACC) to analyze whether 

a road diet is operationally feasible.  

b. Atkins does not have capacity under their current MOS contract to collect the traffic data and 

analyze it.  

1. Therefore, the traffic work will be done under the task order for preliminary 

design.  

2. If the traffic analysis changes any of the roadway design (as stated in the 

approved concept report), a revised concept report would be required. 

a. The draft scope of work for the preliminary design will be updated to 

include a task for a revised concept report.  

3. TMC has agreed to this approach to prevent the project schedule from being 

delayed.   
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c. Atkins is going to evaluate, under the Concept Report, whether reducing the lane widths will 

provide enough space for bike lanes.  

1. Atkins will notify the GDOT PM, by Friday, if this is a viable option. If it is, 

then bike lanes will be added into the description for the concept report.  

*The roadway is not wide enough to accommodate the addition of bike lanes. 

The project will not include bike lanes.  

d. The updated draft concept report will be submitted to the GDOT PM by 7/20/18. 

III. Action Items 

No. Action Responsible Party Due Date 

1 Notify PM if the bike lanes can be added 

to existing roadway 

Atkins 7/13/18 

2 Revise the TO for preliminary design to 

include a revised concept report (if 

needed) 

GDOT PM 7/17/18 

3 Submit updated concept report to PM Atkins 7/20/18 

 

*information received after the meeting 
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PROJECT: SR 15 ALT/CR 1228/Prince Ave from  

Sunset Dr to S of Pulaski St 

 

PROJECT # & P.I. NO: PI No. 0013954, Clarke Co  

PURPOSE:  Local Coordination & Concept Meeting  

DATE: March 12, 2018  

TIME: 1:00 p.m.  

LOCATION: 
 

District 1, Area 2 office  

   

ATTENDEES:  

Names Organization / Title Phone Number Email Address 

See sign in sheet     

 

I. Proposed Scope of Work for PI 0013954 

a. PI 0013954 is in the concept development phase. The scope of work is based upon the 

recommendations that resulted from a roadside safety audit. The project corridor is 

located along Prince Avenue/SR 15 ALT/CR 1228 from Sunset Drive to south of 

Pulaski St. The project is proposing the signal and pedestrian upgrades, installation of 

the pedestrian midblock crossing, resurfacing (milling and overlay) and restriping and 

the addition of a median along the SR 15/Prince Avenue corridor to improve pedestrian 

and bicycle mobility. The intersection upgrades are proposed at: 

i. Sunset Dr @ SR 15 Alt 

ii. Oglethorpe Ave/Satula Ave @ SR 15 Alt 

iii. Talmadge Dr/Park Ave @ SR 15 Alt 

iv. King Ave @ SR 15 Alt 

v. N. Chase St @ SR 15 Alt 

vi. N. Milledge Ave @ SR 15 Alt 

vii. N. Finley St/Barber St @ SR 15 Alt 

viii. Pulaski St @ SR 15 Alt 

The midblock crossing are proposed at: 

ix. Piedmont College Driveway @ Prince Ave 

x. N. Pope St @ Prince Ave 
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xi. N. Newton St @ Prince Ave 

b. A traffic study to evaluate lane configuration and on-street parking will be prepared by 

Atkins during the preliminary design phase. 

i. GDOT will evaluate whether the existing on-street parking should remain or be 

removed. 

ii. Athens-Clarke County has requested a copy of the traffic study when it is 

complete. 

c. No right-of-way acquisition or reimbursable utilities are anticipated to be included with 

this project. 

d. An Intersection Control Evaluation (ICE) waiver will be requested due to the design not 

changing any of the existing traffic control. 

II. Proposed Local Projects by Athens-Clarke County (ACC) 

a. ACC received approval for T-SPLOST funding in November 2017. The list of T-

SPLOST projects includes the Prince Ave corridor.  

i. A sidewalk project is under design that would overlap PI 0013954. Construction 

is to be done in 2018. Therefore, the overlapping sections of sidewalk will be 

removed from PI 0013954’s scope of work. 

ii. ACC needs to prepare a transportation corridor study for Prince Ave to 

determine the exact type and cost of projects that may be included for the T-

SPLOST funding.  

iii. ACC has suggested the possibility of converting the intersection of N. Milledge 

Ave @ Prince Ave could be converted to a roundabout. 

1. Atkins has offered as part of the GDOT traffic study to analyze whether 

this would be a feasible design option. However, a roundabout design 

would not be part of the GDOT project. 

iv. There is existing signal interconnect from Milledge Ave to Sunset Dr. However, 

from Milledge Ave to Pulaski St, there isn’t any signal interconnect.  

III. Other 

a. GDOT and ACC will continue to coordinate as PI 0013954 progresses with the scope 

and preliminary design. 
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Schneider, Heidi

From: Raymond, Christopher

Sent: Thursday, March 7, 2019 2:57 PM

To: Schneider, Heidi; King, Charles C; Zehngraff, Scott  E.; Pate, Michelle

Cc: Brewer, Ossie; Pass, Daniel; Decker, Sue Anne; Anninos, Jack A; Harris, Darren S

Subject: RE: PI 0013954 Clarke - minimum spacing for mid-block crossing

Hello Heidi, 

 

As Michelle stated below (see highlighted text), a design variance will not be required.  

 

That being said, we would still need to see studies on each of these locations. That is with the assumption that these are 

to be RRFB crossings. 

 

We would not be in support of these being either uncontrolled or as pedestrian hybrid beacons. 

 

Chris Raymond, PE 
State Traffic Operations Manager 
 

 
 

Office of Traffic Operations 

935 United Avenue  

Atlanta, GA, 30316 

404.635.2809 
 

From: Schneider, Heidi  

Sent: Thursday, March 07, 2019 2:25 PM 

To: King, Charles C <charles.c.king@atkinsglobal.com>; Zehngraff, Scott E. <szehngraff@dot.ga.gov>; Pate, Michelle 

<mpate@dot.ga.gov> 

Cc: Brewer, Ossie <OBrewer@dot.ga.gov>; Pass, Daniel <dpass@dot.ga.gov>; Decker, Sue Anne <sdecker@dot.ga.gov>; 

Anninos, Jack A <JAnninos@dot.ga.gov>; Harris, Darren S <SHarris@dot.ga.gov>; Raymond, Christopher 

<cdraymond@dot.ga.gov> 

Subject: RE: PI 0013954 Clarke - minimum spacing for mid-block crossing 

Importance: High 

 

Hi Scott and Michelle, 
 
Design Policy has set a resubmission date of 3/8/19, tomorrow. Can we respond that a DV is not needed for 
the mid-block crossing? Let us know if there is specific language that you would like to have included in the 
Concept Report. 
 
Thanks, 
Heidi 
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Heidi Schneider 
Senior Project Manager 

 

GDOT | OFFICE OF PROGRAM DELIVERY 
600 West Peachtree Street 

Suite 1550 
Atlanta, GA 30308 
678.518.3677 office 
678.518.3677 cell 
 

From: King, Charles C <charles.c.king@atkinsglobal.com>  

Sent: Wednesday, March 6, 2019 4:12 PM 

To: Zehngraff, Scott E. <szehngraff@dot.ga.gov>; Pate, Michelle <mpate@dot.ga.gov> 

Cc: Schneider, Heidi <HSchneider@dot.ga.gov>; Brewer, Ossie <OBrewer@dot.ga.gov>; Pass, Daniel 

<dpass@dot.ga.gov>; Decker, Sue Anne <sdecker@dot.ga.gov>; Anninos, Jack A <JAnninos@dot.ga.gov>; Harris, Darren 

S <SHarris@dot.ga.gov>; Raymond, Christopher <cdraymond@dot.ga.gov> 

Subject: RE: PI 0013954 Clarke - minimum spacing for mid-block crossing 

 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Scott,  

See attached from the draft concept report.  

   

Michelle,  

Thank you for the quick response.  A lane diet is not proposed.  We looked into lane width effected by the mid-block 

crossings.  The N Newton Street crossing (sheet 7) will likely have an issue. The other two locations (sheet 6) should not 

have any problems.  We would restripe and utilize some of the extra existing paved shoulder width along both sides of 

SR 15.  This extra width is currently being utilized for on street parking; unstriped (however, this could pose a problem 

with City of Athens).  Once we get into preliminary design and have survey topo, we can better determine feasibility.  

   

Thanks,  

   

C. Chris King, PE  
Project Manager | Sr. Engineer, Transportation Design  
   
ATKINS  
Member of the SNC-Lavalin Group  
+1 678.247.2434  
   

From: Zehngraff, Scott E. <szehngraff@dot.ga.gov>  

Sent: Wednesday, March 6, 2019 3:09 PM 

To: Pate, Michelle <mpate@dot.ga.gov>; King, Charles C <charles.c.king@atkinsglobal.com> 

Cc: Schneider, Heidi <HSchneider@dot.ga.gov>; Brewer, Ossie <OBrewer@dot.ga.gov>; Pass, Daniel 

<dpass@dot.ga.gov>; Decker, Sue Anne <sdecker@dot.ga.gov>; Anninos, Jack A <JAnninos@dot.ga.gov>; Harris, Darren 

S <SHarris@dot.ga.gov>; Raymond, Christopher <cdraymond@dot.ga.gov> 

Subject: RE: PI 0013954 Clarke - minimum spacing for mid-block crossing  

   

Charles, can you send us the plans/layout you reference in your email? They were not attached in Michelle’s email  

   

Scott E. Zehngraff, PE, PTOE – Assistant State Traffic Engineer - (office)404-635-2848 – (cell)404-673-9521  
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From: Pate, Michelle <mpate@dot.ga.gov>  

Sent: Wednesday, March 6, 2019 2:45 PM 

To: King, Charles C <charles.c.king@atkinsglobal.com> 

Cc: Schneider, Heidi <HSchneider@dot.ga.gov>; Brewer, Ossie <OBrewer@dot.ga.gov>; Pass, Daniel 

<dpass@dot.ga.gov>; Zehngraff, Scott E. <szehngraff@dot.ga.gov>; Decker, Sue Anne <sdecker@dot.ga.gov> 

Subject: RE: PI 0013954 Clarke - minimum spacing for mid-block crossing  

   

Charles,  

I backed check the comment with our concept team to find out the background of the comment. It was originally made 

by Sue Anne at the CTM and your company’s response is as written below. Design Policy questioned the variance need 

based on a comment from a reviewer referencing the CTM minutes.  

This is not a requirement listed in chapter 2 of the Design Policy Manual; therefore, no design variance is required. As 

Jack pointed out this guideline comes from the Pedestrian and Streetscape Guide owned by the Office of Traffic 

Operations. TMC Traffic Operations will have to make the call on whether the location of the crossing makes sense or 

not. I am copying in others to let them know I defer to the subject matter experts regarding this comment and to let 

them know this is not a variance.  

   

 
   

I would like to discuss with someone else regarding the variances and what did GDOT intend on chapter 11. (If only to 

meet AASHTO?) I feel this project would fall under chapter 11 and not the entire DPM. If you do the lane diet, that is 

another story. I do question your midblock median width effects on lane width. Do the median installations make the 

lane width not meet AASHTO current standard?  

   

Thanks.  

   

   

G. Michelle Pate, PE  
Senior Policy Engineer  
   

 
   

Office of Design Policy and Support  

600 West Peachtree St NW  

26th Floor  

Atlanta, GA, 30308  

404.631.1771 office  

404.227.1914 cell  
   

   

   

From: King, Charles C <charles.c.king@atkinsglobal.com>  

Sent: Wednesday, March 6, 2019 5:42 AM 

To: Pate, Michelle <mpate@dot.ga.gov> 
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Cc: Schneider, Heidi <HSchneider@dot.ga.gov> 

Subject: RE: PI 0013954 Clarke - minimum spacing for mid-block crossing  

   

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe.  

   
Heidi,  

This is good information, but still does not give me definitive direction.  

   

Michelle,  

Could you please read the email string below and let me know whether a design variance would be required for mid-

block crossings that are proposed within 300 feet of an existing roadway crossing?  We are proposing protection (Hybrid 

Signal or Flashing Beacons) as a part of the subject project at three existing unprotected locations (one slightly 

relocated).   

   

Attached is the concept layout for your information.  The project is in Athens (SR 15/Prince Ave) and includes 8 signal 

improvements, 3 midblock crossing upgrades (sheets 6 and 7 of attachment 1), median additions, and 

mill/overlay/restriping.  

   

Would you recommend any other design variances to include as possibilities in our concept report based on a quick 

look?  Intersection skew angle, lateral offset, etc.?  This is similar to a project you recently reviewed on Buford Hwy 

(0009400).  I just want to make sure we have all bases covered here so we can properly scope preliminary plans 

phase.  It seems like based on project type, these would not be required, but I thought the same for 0009400.  

   

Thanks,  

   

C. Chris King, PE  
Project Manager | Sr. Engineer, Transportation Design  
   
ATKINS  
Member of the SNC-Lavalin Group  
+1 678.247.2434  
   

From: Schneider, Heidi <HSchneider@dot.ga.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, March 5, 2019 6:23 PM 

To: King, Charles C <charles.c.king@atkinsglobal.com> 

Subject: FW: PI 0013954 Clarke - minimum spacing for mid-block crossing  

   

Hi Chris,  
   
Does this help? Sorry I was out all afternoon or I would have sent it sooner.  
   
Heidi  
   

Heidi Schneider 
Senior Project Manager 

 
GDOT | OFFICE OF PROGRAM DELIVERY 
600 West Peachtree Street  
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Suite 1550 
Atlanta, GA 30308 
678.518.3677 office  
678.518.3677 cell  
   

From: Anninos, Jack A  

Sent: Tuesday, March 5, 2019 11:34 AM 

To: Schneider, Heidi <HSchneider@dot.ga.gov>; Busby, Jeremy <JBusby@dot.ga.gov>; Reid, Robert 

<RReid@dot.ga.gov>; Perry, Landon <laperry@dot.ga.gov>; Decker, Sue Anne <sdecker@dot.ga.gov>; Peevy, Jonathan 

<jpeevy@dot.ga.gov> 

Subject: FW: PI 0013954 Clarke - minimum spacing for mid-block crossing  

   

Hello –  

   

Looking at the manuals and guidance the only clarification I could find is in the current (soon to be updated) Pedestrian 

and Streetscape Guide.  

   

Pedestrian and Streetscape Guide  

10. Toolkit 7 – Crossings  

Page 10-3  

   

“ Mid-block crosswalks should generally be avoided under the following circumstances (unless they are stop controlled):  

• Immediately downstream (less than 300 feet) from a traffic signal or bus stop where motorists are not expecting 

pedestrians to cross;  

• Within 600 feet of another crossing point (Knoblauch et. al.), except in central business districts or other locations 

where there is a well-defined need. The recommended minimum separation in most cases is 300 feet; and  

• On high speed streets with speed limits above 45 mph. “  

   

   

This states that is generally bad practice to have midblock less than 300 feet from an intersection because cars are not 

expected to stop such a short distance before an intersection.  

   

Link to Current Ped Streetscape Guide  

http://www.dot.ga.gov/PartnerSmart/DesignManuals/TrafficOps/GDOT%20Pedestrian%20and%20Streetscape%20Guid

e.pdf  

   

   

Please let me know if you have any further questions!  

   

Best,  

Jack Anninos  

State Bicycle and Pedestrian Engineer  
Traffic Operations  
Georgia Department of Transportation  
(404) 635-2834  | JAnninos@dot.ga.gov  

<image001.png>  

   

   

   

From: Zehngraff, Scott E.  

Sent: Friday, March 01, 2019 11:37 AM 

To: Anninos, Jack A <JAnninos@dot.ga.gov> 
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Cc: Perry, Landon <laperry@dot.ga.gov>; Harris, Darren S <SHarris@dot.ga.gov> 

Subject: Fwd: PI 0013954 Clarke - minimum spacing for mid-block crossing  

   

Another item for you to look for... this one has a more defined timetable (Tuesday).   

Sent from my iPhone  

 

Begin forwarded message:  

From: "Schneider, Heidi" <HSchneider@dot.ga.gov> 

Date: March 1, 2019 at 10:17:06 AM EST 

To: "Zehngraff, Scott  E." <szehngraff@dot.ga.gov> 

Cc: "Reid, Robert" <RReid@dot.ga.gov>, "Busby, Jeremy" <JBusby@dot.ga.gov>, "Perry, Landon" 

<laperry@dot.ga.gov> 

Subject: FW: PI 0013954 Clarke - minimum spacing for mid-block crossing  

Hi Scott,  

   
A statement regarding the required minimum distance requirement for a mid-block crossing 
was recorded during the CTM for PI 0013954. Design Policy has reviewed the report and the 
meeting minutes and asked if a Design Variance will be needed for this.  
   
The designer has been unable to locate any guidance that states the design distance minimum 
requirement. Can you please let me know if a Design Variance is required if it is located less 
than 300’ from a driveway or roadway?  

   
If this is the case, please let me know where to direct the designer to this information.  

   
I have to have the report updated by Tuesday. I appreciate your help with this question.  

   
Have a good weekend,  

Heidi  
   

Heidi Schneider 
Senior Project Manager 

The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.

 
GDOT | OFFICE OF PROGRAM DELIVERY 
600 West Peachtree Street  

Suite 1550 
Atlanta, GA 30308 
678.518.3677 office  

678.518.3677 cell  
   

From: Decker, Sue Anne  

Sent: Friday, March 1, 2019 9:24 AM 

To: Schneider, Heidi <HSchneider@dot.ga.gov> 

Cc: Peevy, Jonathan <jpeevy@dot.ga.gov>; King, Charles C <charles.c.king@atkinsglobal.com> 

Subject: RE: PI 0013954 Clarke - minimum spacing for mid-block crossing  

   

Scott Zehngraff or Landon Perry may be able to tell you where it is.  
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SueAnne Decker, P.E.  
District Traffic Engineer  
   

The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.

 
   

District 1 Office  

1475 Jesse Jewell Parkway NE  

Suite 100  

Gainesville, GA 30501  

770.533.8490 office  
The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.

 
   

From: Schneider, Heidi <HSchneider@dot.ga.gov>  

Sent: Thursday, February 28, 2019 2:47 PM 

To: Decker, Sue Anne <sdecker@dot.ga.gov> 

Cc: Peevy, Jonathan <jpeevy@dot.ga.gov>; King, Charles C <charles.c.king@atkinsglobal.com> 

Subject: PI 0013954 Clarke - minimum spacing for mid-block crossing  

   

Hi Sue Anne,  

   

When the CTM was held, a statement was made that the proposed midblock crossing may not meet the 

requirement of 300’ from a driveway or roadway due to right turn conflicts. Design Policy made a 

comment when reviewing the Concept Report asking if a design variance would be needed for the mid-

block crossings.  

   

The designer has reviewed PROWAG and was unable to locate a requirement for a mid-block crossing.  

   

Can you please tell the designer where else to look for this requirement?  

   

Thanks,  

Heidi  

   

Heidi Schneider 
Senior Project Manager 

The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.
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MS4 Concept Report Summary 

 



MS4 Concept Report Summary 

Attach the following checklist information to the Concept Report Template: 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Is there a Project Level Exclusion that applies to this project:    ☐ No  ☒ Yes 
 If yes, please indicate which of the following exclusions apply: 

☐  Roadways that are not owned or operated (maintained) by GDOT may not require post-construction BMPs. 

Coordinate with the appropriate local government or entity to determine stormwater management 
requirements. 

☐  The project location is not within a designated MS4 area.  

☒  Maintenance and safety improvement projects whereby the sites are not connected and disturbs less than 

one acre at each individual site. This includes projects such as repaving, shoulder building, fiber optic line 
installation, sign addition, and sound barrier installation. 

☐  Projects that have their environmental documents approved or right-of-way plans submitted for approval on 

or before June 30th, 2012. 

☐  Road projects that disturb less than 1 acre or for site development projects that add less than 5,000 ft2 of 

impervious area. 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

If the project has a Project Level Exclusion nothing further is needed.  

If the project does not have a Project Level Exclusion use the MS4 Concept Level Design Spreadsheet to 
estimate the treatment volumes and flow rates, size the BMP’s, complete the tables below, and include as an 
attachment to the Concept Report. Add additional rows, if necessary.  It is understood that this information will be 
approximate based on available information at the time of the concept. 
 

In MS4 designated areas, water quantity requirements may be waived for drainage areas that flow directly into 

surface waters that have a drainage area greater than 5 square miles.  
 

 

BMP Selection and Feasibility Summary 

  

Outfall Level Exclusion? 

BMP 
Selected 

Is the BMP Feasible? 

Y/N Exclusion No. Y/N 
Infeasibility Criteria 

No. 

1Feasibility of an 
Infiltration BMP   

Outfall Area            

1            

2            

3            

1 - For outfall areas considering an infiltration BMP indicate if an infiltration BMP is well-suited, potentially suitable, has limited suitability, 
or is unsuitable for the outfall area. 

In addition to the above charts, attach the Drainage Area Map, drainage basin summary spreadsheets, and cost 

estimates (if required) to the Concept Report. For outfall areas considering an infiltration BMP, attach Worksheet 
J-1. See Appendix J of the GDOT Drainage Design for Highways Manual (Drainage Manual).  

Drainage Area Summary 

  Pre-Development Post-Development 

Water 
Quality 
Volume 

Channel 
Protection 
Volume 

Required 
Detention 
Volume 

Outfall 
Area Tc 

Weighted 
CN 

Area 
(Acres) Tc 

Weighted 
CN 

Area 
(Acres) 

(Cubic 
Feet) 

(Cubic 
Feet) 

(Cubic 
Feet) 

1                   

2                   

3                   




