APPENDIX B:

Correspondence
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From: Steven_M_Wright@nps.gov [mailto:Steven_M_Wright@nps.gov]
Sent: Thursday, January 27, 2011 8:51 AM

To: Hart Bruce

Cc: Jim_David@nps.gov

Subject: RE: Ocmulgee Heritage Trail: Walnut Creek Extension

Bruce,

Due to the low level of anticipated controversy, a hearing or public meeting will not be necessary. In
cases similar to this we issue a scoping newsletter and press release in a major newspaper along with the

typical regulatory agency scoping letters. Attached are two examples we recently issued.

Steve

Steven M. Wright

National Park Service
Southeast Regional Office
Planning & Compliance Division
(404) 507-5710

(678) 428-8982 cell

(404) 562-3257 fax

{See attached file: draft_CARI news release_03june2010 - SER Comments

6-07-10.doc)

(See attached file: CARI Newsletter - Final.pdf)
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"Bruce Hartbhart@keagroup.com

ToSteven M Wright@nps.gov 01/26/2011 03:19 PM <TEProjects@maai.net>
Subject RE: Ocmulgee Heritage Trail: Walnut Creek Extension

Steven,

We will add the appropriate detail of the NPS wetiands to the EA. As we are moving forward with the
development of the EA, | wanted to inquire if NPS has a preferred public outreach mechanism for this
project. As | indicated below, previously Anita Barnett had indicated that NPS would not require a public
hearing but that the EA would need to be made available to the public for review. One of the possibilities
for public involvement that had been floated was the publication of a project article in the Ocmulgee
National Monument's newsletter. If NPS feels this is appropriate, | will coordinate with the design
consultant to develop an article for publication.

Thanks,

Bruce Hart

Ecology Group Leader

Kennedy Engineering & Associates Group LLC
678-904-8591 x26 Office

678-904-8596 Fax

bhart@keagroup.com
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£4GEORGIA

[YEPARTMENT OF NATURAL

HISTORIC PRESERVATION DIVISION
CHRIS CLARK DR DAVID CRASS
COMMISSIONER ACTING DIVISION DIRECTOR

Aptil 29, 2010

Glenn Bowman, PE

State Environmenta! Adminiseator
Georgia Deparment of Transportation
One Geosgr Center

600 West Peachiree Street, NW

16th Floor

Athaats, Georgia 30308

RE:  Tmasporttion Enhancement Project
Oemulgee Herimage Tml Walnue Creek Extension
Bibb County,
CSTEE 0008-00 (986): PI 0008986: TE 090811-001

Dear Mr. Bowman:

The Historic Prescrvation Division (HPD) has reviewed the Histotic Resources Survey Report submitted to
our office concetning the proposed Ocmulgee Heritage Trail ~ Walnut Ceeek Extension project in Bibb
County, Georgia, as referenced shove. Our comments are offered to advise on the effects of this undectaking
for compliance with Section 106 of the National Histotic Preservation Act of 1966, 28 amended.

Based oa the information provided, it appeass that no historic or srchacological sesoutces are located within

the proposed project'tAmofPotmml Effects (APE) duc to a survey of the project area. However, should
;:bedcc:dcdthnahnﬂgéwﬂlbcnmuyfo:mpleaonofdxctnﬂ.addlmalmungmybcwqmndm

determing if bridge footing placement will have any impact on the deeply buried archacological site.

Please refer to project number TE 090811-001in any future cozespondence concerning this project. If we
may be of further assistance, please contact Dean Baker, Transportation Enhancements Reviewer, at 404-
657-1043 or dean_baker(@dnr.state.gavs,

Sincercly,

Aieand (s

Deputy Starc Histosic Preservation Officer

RC:db

S Rodney N. Barry (Attn: Chetna Dixon)
Ehine Armster, Office of Program Delivery (Actn: Kelvin Mullins)
Mclanic Nable, GDOT Office of Eavitonmental Servicts
Tom Queen, District 3 Planning and Programming Engineer
Allison Slocum, River Valicy Regiona] Commission
Linda Cooks, Moreland Altobelli and Assoc.

254 WASHINGTON STREET, SW | GROUND LEVEL | ATIANTA, GEORGIA 30334
404.656.2840 | FAX 404.657.1368 | WWW.GASHPO.ORG

173



Tori Wheeler

From: Jirn_David@nps.gov

Sent: Wednesday, November 04, 2009 4:13 PM
To: mnabie@dot.ga.gov

Ce: Scott Williams; Larry Mills; Tori Wheeler
Subject: Re; OHT Walnut Creek (CEG #2008-0080)

We have reviewed the History Report for the Walnut Creek project and have no comments. We
felt the document was fine as written.

Jim David

Superintendent

Ocmulgee National Monument
Phone 478-752-8257 ex 211
Fax 478-752-8259

jim david@nps.gov
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

FILE Pi## 008986 OFFICE Environment/Location
DATE  April 30,2010

FROM  Euvironmental Services, Ine.

TO Files

SUBJECT GDOT Project CSTEE-0003-00(986), Bibb County;
P.1. # 0008986 and HP #:
Finding of No Historic Properties Affected.

Altached is the Finding of Mo Historic Properties Affected document for the subject project,
This finding fulfills the Department's responsibilitiss under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 and subsequent amendments OR the Geoigia Environmental
Policy Act (GEPA) for histaric districts, buildings, structures or objects. A veport which fulfills
the Department’s responsibilities under Section 106 for archacologieal sites will be submitied
separately,

/

ce: Rodney N, Barry, P.E., PHWA, wiattachment (Atin: Jennifer Gicrsch OR Michele Lindberg
OR Clwina Dixon OR Kclly Wade)
David Crass, Depuly SUPQ, w/altachment
Regiona! Conunission, w/attachment
ANY OTHRER CONSULTING PARTY, w/attachment

Willard eiginole Tyile of Florida, w/attachmeni
CONCUR; patn:__ - is-/0
CONCUR: DATE:
Name: Title:

National Park Scrvice

¢c: Melanie Nable, GDOT NEPA
Consultant
Project Munager
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£« GEORGIA

q‘u% DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

HISTORIC PRESERVATION DIVISION
CHR1S CLARK DR. DAVID CRASS
COMMISSIONER = ACTING DIVISION DIRECTOR

Dece_mber 18, 2009

Glenn Bowman, PE

Statc Eavi 1 Admini
Aun: Jonathan Cox

Georgia Deg of T
One Georgia Center

600 West Peachtree Street, NW
16th Ploor

Atlanta, Georgia 50308

L

RE: T ion Enk Project
Ocmulg:e Heritage Trnil Walnut Creek Extension
Bibb County, Geo:
CSTEE 0008-00 (986): PI 0008986: TE 0%0811-001

Dear Mr. Bowman:

The Historic Presesvation Division (HPD) has reviewed the archacological survey seport submitted to ous office
conceming the proposed Ocmulgee Heritage Trail - Walnut Creck Extension pxo;ccthxbb County, Georgia, a5

referenced above. Our comments are offered to advise on the effects of this vad g for compliance with Section
106 of the National Historic P: tion Act of 1966, as amended.
Based on the information provided, it appears that no archaeological £5 are ) d within the proposed project’s

Area of Potential Effects (AP[-.) duc 10 a survey of the project area. Howeves, should it be decided that 2 brdge will be
y for campletion of the trail; additional testing may be diod ine if budge & t will
hnvesny' pact on the deeply buried archacological site.

9 (1
'S P

3

Plensc :cfc: to project aumber 'TE 090811-001in any fture correspondence conceming this project. If we may be of

) , please Ryan Keanedy, Review Archaeologist, at 404-651-6433 or
ryankeanedy@dac.state.ga.us or Dean Baker, Archiitectural Review Officer, at 404-657-1043 ot

dean_bakei@dns state.gaus,

Sincerely,

Ve (L&

Richard Cloves
Depury Swate Histodc Preservation Officer

RC:db

cc: Rodocy N. Barry {Attn: Chetna Dixon)
Elgine Ammster, Office of ngnm Dehve.ry (Attn Kclvm 2Mulling}
Tom Quecn, District 3 P) g and P;
Allison Slocum, River Valley Regional Commxssnon
Linda Cooks, Mozeland Altobelli and Assoc.

254 WASHINGTON STREET, SW | GROUND LEVEL | ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30334
404.656.2840 | FAX 404.657.1368 | WWW.GASHPO.ORG
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From: Scott Williams

To: Tori Wheeler;
Subject: PW: Heritage Trail Archeologica!l Report
Date: Thursday, August 06, 2009 11:50:02 AM

Attuéhmenbs: trip report redacted.pdf

See attached and let's discuss.
Thanks,

D. Scott Williams, P.E.
Design Group Manager

Cranston Engineering Group, P.C.

452 Ellis Street — Augusta, Georgia 30901
Phone: 706-722-1588

Fax: 706-722-8379
www.aranstonengineering.com

-----Original Message-----

From: Guy_LaChine@nps.gov [mailto:Guy LaChine@nps.gov]

Sent: Thursday, August 06, 2009 10:29 AM

To: Scott Williams

Cc: Jim_David@nps.gov; Lonnie_Davis@nps.gov; DCLARK@OUTOFTHESKY.COM
Subject: Heritage Trail Archeological Report

Attached please find the report of NPS Archeologists regarding the construction
of the Heritage Trail within the Oanulgee National Monument.

Please note that if the project does include the proposed pedestrian bridge over
the small stream, NPS requests a review opportunity of all engineering design/
drawings. Assuming that footers go no deeper then five and a half feet, there
are no archeological issues.

(See attached file: trip report redacted.pdf)

Guy L. LaChine

Chief Ranger

Ocmulgee National Monument
1207 Emery Highway

Macon, GA 31217
478-752-8257 x213

FAX 752-8259
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From: Scott Williams

To: Tori Wheeler;
Subject: FW: Ocmulgee Heritage Trail
Date: Monday, August 03, 2009 3:26:45 PM

D. Scott williams, P.E.
Design Group Manager

Cranston Engineering Group, P.C.

452 Hiis Street — Augusta, Georgia 30901
Phone: 706-722-1588

Fax: 706-722-8379
www.cranstonengineering.com

--—--Qriginal Message---—

From: Scott Williams

Sent: Thursday, July 23, 2009 10:19 AM
To: guy_lachine@nps.gov

Cc: Scott Williams

Subject: PW: Oamuigee Heritage Trail

Guy,

Please see the email below that we discussed on Tuesday conceming the depth
of the footings for the pedestrian bridge associated with the Walnut Creek Trail.
If you should have any guestions or need anything further, let me know.

Thanks,

D. Scott Williams, P.E.

Design Group Manager

Cranston Engineering Group, P.C.

452 Ellis Street — Augusta, Georgia 30901
Phone: 706-722-1588

Fax: 706-722-8379
www.aranstonengineering.com

NOTICE: This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are the property of
Cranston Engineering Group, P.C..

All rights, induding without limitation copyright, are reserved. The proprietary
information contained in this

e-mail message, and any files transmitted with it, is intended for the use of the
recpient(s) named above.
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If the reader of this e-mail is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified
that you have received this

e-mail in error and that any review, distribution or copying of this e-mail or any
files transmitted with it is

strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the
sender immediately and delete

the original message and any files transmitted. The unauthorized use of this e-
mail or any files transmitted

with it is prohibited and disclaimed by Cranston Engineering Group, P.C.

---—-Original Message-----

From: Scott Williams

Sent; Thursday, July 10, 2008 3:3% PM
To: Steven_Kidd@nps.gov

Subject: RE: Ocmulgee Heritage Trail

Steven,

After speaking with our structural engineer further, the depth of the footing will
be more like 4-5' deep instead of 6-8'. The original number I gave you was from
the bridge deck not the ground elevation. Please take this into consideration on
the estimate which your are sending.

Thanks;

D. Scott Williams, P.E.

Project Engineer

Cranston Engineering Group, P.C.

452 Ellis Street — Augusta, Georgia 30901
Phone: 706-722-1588

Fax: 706-722-8379
www.cranstonengineering.com

NOTICE: This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are the property of
Cranston Engineering Group, P.C..

All rights, induding without limitation copyright, are reserved. The proprietary
information contained in this

e-mail message, and any files transmitted with it, is intended for the use of the
recipient(s) named above.

If the reader of this e-mail is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified
that you have received this

e-mail in error and that any review, distribution or copying of this e-mail or any
files transmitted with it is
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strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mall in error, please notify the
sender immediately and delete

the original message and any files transmitted. The unauthorized use of this e-
mail or any files transmitted _

with it is prohibited and disclaimed by Cranston Engineering Group, P.C.

--~--QOriginal Message-----

From: Steven_Kidd@nps.gov [mailto:Steven_Kidd@nps.gov]
Sent: Monday, June 30, 2008 1:07 PM

To: Scott Williams

Subject: Ocmulgee Heritage Trail

Hi Scott,

Thank you for the information regarding the footers for the bridge. One
other question that I forgot to raise was the centerline of the proposed
trail. Would you guys consider the bushhogged corridor that currently
exists the actual route of the proposed trail? If not do you anticipate
deviating from the cut trail considerably? Thank you for your time in this
matter.,

Steve

R. Steven Kidd

Section 106 Compliance
Southeast Archeological Center
Tallahassee, Forida 32310
(850)-580-3011 x141
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From: Eomfret. ki

Yoo ~lenor Brombeng”
Subject: FW: 106 Consultation for GDOT Project CSTEE-0008-00(386), P.1. No, 0008286
Date: Wednesday, October 17, 2012 9:51:05 AM

Attachments: 0008986 CR NHPAaddendum 2012.08.17.ndf
0007650 ARCH SFNF 2008.05.13.0df
0008986. Bibb, Aooroved Conceot Reoort 7.29.10.odf
P1000B986 ARCH NPS archeo report 2010.03.25.odf
0007636 CR 106Noufication 2008.01.18.0df
P1ODOSYSE Hist NHPA 2010.05.13.odf
0007636 ARCH SHPO 2008.07.18.odf
0007636 ARCH PhiSHPO 2008.07.08.pdf

fyi

Jim Pomfret

Archaeology Team Leader

Georgia Department of Transportation
Office of Environmsntal Services

600 West Peachtree Street, NW
Atlanta, GA 30308

Phone: 404.631.1256

Cell: 404.314.0669

Fax: 404.631.1918

From: Pomfret, Jim

Sent: Tuesday, August 21, 2012 4:39 PM

To: ‘Emman Spain’; Sam Alexander; Eddie LaGrone; Robert Deere Jr.; Thomas Yahola; Anne Mullins
(annemullins@semtribe.com); Elliott York; ‘alisonswing@semtribe.com’; rthrower@pcl-nsn.gov; Charles
Coleman {chascoleman@prodigy.net); aqttcuttural@yahoo.com; Richard Allen (Richard-
Allen@cherokee.org); John Zachary (johnjzachary@me.com); Tiger Hobia (tigerhobia@yahoo.com);
Natalie Harjo {harjo.n@®sno-nsn.gov)

Cc: Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov; “TEProjects@maai.net’; Peek, Tyler

Subject: 106 Consultation for GDOT Project CSTEE-0008-00(986), P.1. No. 0008986

Dear Tribal Partners,

On behalf of the Federal Highway Administration Georgia Division {FHWA), in keeping with a
government-to-government relationship, | am forwarding Section 106 documentation for the
above project. Project CSTEE-0008-00{986), P.I. No. 0008986 would construct an extension to the
existing Ocmulgee Heritage Trail in Macon, Georgia, The proposed project would be built using
Transportation Enhancement and local funds and would extend the current Ocmulgee Heritage
Trail from Walnut Creek to the Otis Redding Bridge {concept attached). The trail would be 6,500
feet long, 10-foot wide concrete, asphalt, or gravel, and will meander generally 30-100 feet from
the Ocmuigee River bank. The trail would consist of 1.5-2 inches of asphalt over 4-6 inches graded
aggregate base. Due to the sensitivity of the Ocmuigee National Monument, construction will
primarily be tied to existing grades, minimizing areas of cut and fill. Approximately one mile of the
project would be on Ocmulgee National Monument {National Park Service [NPS]) and
approximately 0.25 mile would be on City of Macon and Norfolk Southern Raillroad Company
property. The portion of the project within the Ocmulgee National Monument is also within the
Ocmulgee Old Fields Traditiona! Cultural Property (TCP) boundary.
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The project was fully surveyed for archaeologicai resources in 2008 and 2009. The Otis Redd!ng
Loop portion of the trail {non-NPS portion) was surveyed in 2008 under GDOT Pi Nos. 0007636 and
0007650, The Section 106 Notification from 2008, under Pi No. 0007636 was sent on January 18,
2008 {attached). iIn July 2008, the draft report was sent to you, SHPO, and all consulting parties. A
Short Form for Negative findings (attached) was included in the report as an appendix and under
Pi No. 0007650. The transmittal letters associated with this portion of the project are attached.

In 2009 project Pl No. 0008986 was developed as a Transportation Enhancement project to include
both the Otis Redding Loop as well as an extension through NPS property to Wainut Creek. The
NPS conducted thelr own archaeological survey of the portion of trail on thelr property. This
report {attached) was concurred with by SHPO {attached), however it was never sent to the tribes
for review and comment.

In 2009 a No Historic Properties Affected document (attached} was also submitted to SHPO and
covered the entire project corridor {P1 Nos. 0007636, 6007650, and 0008969). While this
document identified five historic properties listed on the National Register of Historic Places
{NRHP), it failed to mention the NRHP etigible Ocmulgee Old Fields TCP. Due to this omission, an
addendum No Historic Properties Affected document is being submitted for review {draft
attached).

The FHWA and GDOT look forward to continued consultation with you on the above project and we
believe you should now have all required documentation associated with Pi No, 0008986. Please
review the enclosed Section 106 documentation and provide comments or concerns you may have
with regard to the information contained therein. Your continued consultation in this project is
appreciated. If you have any questions concerning the enclosed material or need additional
information please contact the GDOT Tribal Liaison, Jim Pomfret at 404.631.1256 or
ipomfret@dot.ga.gov .

Jim Pomfret

Archaeology Team Leader

Georgia Departrmant of Transportation
Office of Environmental Services

600 West Peachiree Street, NW
Atlanta, GA 30308

Phone: 404.631.1256

Cell:  404.314.0669

Fax: 404.631,1916

the maintenance and improvement of local roads. For more information on our current Local
Mamntenance and improvement Grant (LMIG) program.

Visit us at http:/Avww.dot.ga.govALMIG; or follow us on hitp:/Avww facebook com/GeorgiaDOT and
hitp /Awitter.com/gadeptoftrans
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From: EBomfret I

Te: Zlenor Brmbeng”

Subject: FW: 106 Consulation for GDOT Project CSTEE-0008-00(386), P.1. No, 0008986
Date: Wednesday, October 17, 2012 9:54:05 AM

Jim Pomfret

Archaeology Team Leader

Georgia Department of Transportation
Office of Environmental Services

800 West Peachtree Street, NW
Atlanta, GA 30308

Phone: 404.631.1256

Cell:  404.314.0669

Fax: 404.631.1818

From: Richard Allen [mailto:Richard-Allen@cherokee.org]

Sent: Friday, September 14, 2012 5:19 PM

To: Pomiret, Jim; ‘Emman Spaln’; Sam Alexander; Eddie LaGrone; Robert Deere Jr.; Thomas Yahola;
Anne Mullins (annemullins@semtribe.com); Eliiott York; ‘alisonswing@semtribe.com®; rthrower@pcl-
nsn.gov; Charles Coleman {chascoleman@prodigy.net); agttcuitural@yahoo.com; John Zachary
(iohnjzachary@me.com); Tiger Hobia (tigerhobla@yahoo.com); Natalle Harjo (harjo.n@sno-nsn.gov)
Ce: Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov; ‘TEProjects@maai.net’; Peek, Tyler

Subject: RE: 106 Consultation for GDOT Project CSTEE-0008-00{986), P.I No. 0008986

Jim,
The Cherokee Nation defers to the Muscogee and Seminole Nations regarding this project.
Thank you,

Dr. Richard L. Allen

Policy Analyst
NAGPRA/Section 106 Contact
Cherokee Nation

P.O. Box 948

Tahleguah, Oklahoma 74465
{918) 453-5466 {office)

{918) 822-2707 {cell)

{918) 458-5898 (fax)

From: Pomfret, Jim :

Sent: Tuesday, August 21, 2012 3:39 PM

To: ‘Emman Spaln’; Sam Alexander; Eddie LaGrone; Rabert Deere Jr.; Thomas Yahola; Anne Mullins
E!Ilott York; "alisonswing@semtribe.com’; nhm:@ml_nsn.m Charles

Coleman (chascoleman@prodigy net); mmmmm. Richard Allen; John Zacharv

(ichnizachary®me,com); Tiger Hobia (tigerhobia@yahoo.com); Natalie Harjo

Ce: Chetna,Dixon@dot.gov; ‘TEProjects@maal.net’; Peek, Tyler

Subject: 106 Consultation for GDOT Project CSTEE-0008-00(986), P.1. No. 0008986

Dear Tribal Partners,
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On behalf of the Federal Highway Administration Georgia Division {FHWA), In keeping with a
govemment-to-government relationship, { am forwarding Section 106 documentation for the
above project. Project CSTEE-0008-00{986), P.i. No. 0008986 would construct an extension to the
existing Ocmulgee Heritage Trail in Macon, Georgia, The proposed project would be built using
Transportation Enhancement and local funds and would extend the current Ocmulgee Heritage
Trail from Walnut Creek to the Otis Redding Bridge {concept attached). The trail would be 6,500
feet long, 10-foot wide voncrete, asphalt, or gravel, and will meander generally 30-100 feet from
the Ocmulgee River bank. The trall would consist of 1.5-2 Inches of asphalt over 4-6 inches graded
aggregate base. Due to the sensitivity of the Ocmulgee National Monument, construction will
primarily be tied to existing grades, minimizing areas of cut and fill. Approximately one mile of the
project would be on Ocmulgee National Monument {National Park Service [NPS)) and
approximately 0.25 mile would be on City of Macon and Norfolk Southern Railroad Company
property. The portion of the project within the Ocmulgee National Monument is also within the
Ocmulgee Old Fields Traditional Cultural Property {TCP) boundary.

The project was fully surveyed for archaeological resources in 2008 and 2008. The Otis Redding
Loop portion of the trail (non-NPS portion) was surveyed in 2008 under GDOT Pl Nos. 0007636 and
0007650. The Section 106 Notification from 2008, under Pl No. 0007636 was sent on January 18,
2008 {attached). in July 2008, the draft report was sent to you, SHPO, and all consuiting parties. A
Short Form for Negative Findings {attached) was included in the report as an appendix and under
Pl No. 0007650, The transmittal letters associated with this portion of the project are attached.

In 2009 project Pl No. 0008986 was developed as a Transportation Enhancement project to include
both the Otis Redding Loop as well as an extension through NPS property to Walnut Creek. The
NPS conducted their own archaeological survey of the portlon of trall on their property. This
feport {attached) was concurred with by SHPO (attached), however it was never sent to the tribes
for review and comment.

in 2009 a No Historic Properties Affected document (attached) was also submitted to SHPO and
covered the entire project corridor (Pl Nos. 0007636, 6007650, and 0008369). While this
document identified five historic propertles listed on the National Register of Historic Places
{NRHP), it failed to mention the NRHP eligible Ocmulgee Old Fields TCP. Due to this omission, an
addendum No Historic Properties Affected document is being submitted for review (draft
attached).

~ The FHWA and GDOT look forward to continued consultation with you on the above project and we
believe you should now have all required documentation associated with Pl No. 0008986. Please
review the enclosed Section 106 documentation and provide comments or concerns you may have
with regard to the information contained therein. Your continued consultation in this project Is
appreciated. if you have any questions concerning the enclosed material or need additional
information please contact the GDOT Tribal Liaison, Jim Pomfret at 404.631.1256 or
Ipomfret@dot.za.gov .

Jim Pomfret
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Southeast Regional Office
Atlanta Federal Center
1924 Building
100 Alabama St., S.W,
Atlanta. Georgia 30303

SER-PC
APR 29 201

Mr. Rodney Barry

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
61 Forsyth Street, SW

Suite 177100

Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Dear Mr. Barry:

As requested, the National Park Service (NPS), Southeast Regional Office (SERO) has reviewed
the proposed Ocmulgee Heritage Trail, Walnut Creek Extension, CSTEE-0008-00(986), P.1.
Number 0008986, located in Bibb County, Georgia, as detailed in Georgia Department of
Transportations’ (GDOT) correspondence dated April 1, 2011. The NPS SERO offers the
following comments for your consideration:

General Comments

We welcome this opportunity to cooperate with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
and the GDOT in evaluating the proposed Ocmulgee Heritage Trail, Walnut Creek Extension
project. The Walnut Creek- Extension would begin approximately 950 feet east of the Otis
Redding Bridge at the future terminus of the Otis Redding Loop and would terminate
approximately 670 feet from the intersection of Walnut Creek and the Ocmulgee River. The
total length of the proposed trail is approximately 6,500 feet. The Walnut Creek Extension
would serve to improve visitor access and recreational opportunities by providing continuity in
the Ocmulgee National Monument (OCMU) truil system.

Section 4(f) Comments

The proposed project would convert approximately 52,800 square feet (1.21 acres) of the
property within the boundaries of the OCMU to a multi-use trail. Through subsequent
correspondence with the NPS OCMU Superintendent, mitigation requirements have been
tentatively agreed to. We have also received assurances that this project will comply with the
National Environmental Policy Act, Section 106 of the Nationa! Historic Preservation Act,

TAKE PRIDE@E=
AMER AR
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Section 7 under the Endangered Species Act, Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act, and Section
4(f) of the Depariment of Transportation Act.

Summary Comments

As a result, the NPS concurs that this project meets the impact criteria and associated
determination requirements for a Section 4(f) de minimis finding in accordance with the Safe,
Accountable, Flexible, Efficicnt, Transportation Equity Act as the proposed transportation usc of
the Section 4{f) resource, including counsideration of impact avoidance, minimization, and
miligation or ¢nhancement measures; does not adversely affect the activities, features, and
attributes that qualify the resource for protection under Section 4(f).

The NPS has a continuing interest in working with the FHWA and GDQT 1o ensure that project
impacts 1o resources of concern to NPS are adequately addressed. For continued consultation
and coordination with the issues concerning the subject Section 4(f) resources, please contact Jim
David, Superintendent, Ocmulgee National Monument, at 478-752-8257, extension 211.

Sincerely,

& David Vgld
Regi Director

Southeast Region
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GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
One Beorgla Center, 500 Wast Peachires Sireet, NW

Altanis, sa% 30308
Tolephana: (404) 631-1000

Vance C. Smith, Jr., Commissioner

Mr, Rodney N. Barry, P.E., Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration

Atlanta Federat Centor

61 Forsyth Street, S.W., 17th Floor

Atlanta, Georgia 30303-3104

Attentlon: Chetna Dixon

Re:  Coordination for Phase 1 Bcology Assessment; GDOT Project CSTEE-0008-00{986), Blbh County, FI # 6008986;
Ocmulgee Heritage Tiail — Walnut Creek Extension

Dear Mr. Barry:

Please find attached the Phase | Ecology Asscssment for the referenced project. The proposed project would consist of the
construction of Ocmulgee Heritage Tr% (OHT) ~ Walnut Creek Extenslon: This scction-of the OHT Is Intended to connect {he
propused Otis Loop Trail section with a trall located in the Ocmulgee National Monument Park. The trail would be 10-ft wide end
built oF concrete, 1t would be located in the Upper Ocnmiges River watershed (HUC 03070103). Because the majority of the project
falls on National Park Service (NPS] land, wetlands were delineated according the NPS definition as well as according to the US
Army Corps of Engineers (Carps) definition,

‘The attached report describes the following findings with regard to ecological resourees:

»  Project area is dominated by hardwood forest, but also gontains il areds 6f maintained grass and pillity casement.

¢ Two wetlands are' pieaent within the project corrldor according 1o the NPS definition; neither one of these Is
Jjurisdictional acebrding to the Corps.

s Oné stréatn is presént within the project corridor and two stréams ate Hdjacent ¥4 the project corridor, but outside the
proposed project limits,

»  Alhough biological effect determInations are not made In Phasz ] Ecology Assessments, the report Indicates that
habitat is not present for the federally endengered red-cockaded woodpecker, wood stark, green pitcher plant, relict
{¥illium; nor is hobltat presant for the sweet pitcher plant (state endangered), yellow (ytrap (state rare); habitat i
present fof the finged camplon {federally endangered), but no individuals were observed on surveys conducied
diiring the flowering perlod; habitat is present for Rafinesque’s big-cared bat (state rare),

“This Phase | tepoit Is being provided for your information and files. Quantified impacts (o Waters of the US and biological effect
determinations wlll be provided in the Phase I Boology Assessment, At that time, cofcurrence on biological effect determinations wili
be requested under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. If you have any quéstioiis or neéd additiona) information, please contact
Doug Chamblin at 404-631-1447 or Lisa Westberry at 404-631-1772.

Sincerely,

P ﬁ"‘““ﬁ\

Glenn Bowman, P.E.
State Environment/Location Engineer

GB/RIWMhde
Attachments

Ce: Brandon F. Smith, Environmental Servloes, fnc.

Leigh Priestley, GDOT Environmental Compllance Bureau
Kelvin Mullins, GDOT Project Manager
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Vance C. Smith, Jr., Commissioner GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

One Georgla Canter, 500 Wasl Peachtree Streat, NW
Atlanta, Georgla 30308
Telephone: {404) 631-1000

November 5, 2010

Mr. Rodney N. Barty, P.E.

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
Atlanta Federal Center

61 Forsyth Street, S.W., Suite 17" Floor
Atlanta, Georgia 30303-3104

ATIN: Chetna Dixon

Re: Ecology Transmittal, GDOT Project CSTEE-0008-00(986), Bibb County, P.L No. 0008986, Ocmulgee
Heritage Trail: Walnut Creek Extension

Dear Mr. Barry:

Please find attached the ecology report for the above referenced project. GDOT Project #CSTEE-0008-00(986)
would consist of the construction of the Ocmulgee Heritage Trail (OIIT): Walnut Creek Extension. This section
of the OHT is intended to connect the proposed Otis Loop Trail section with a wai! located in the Ocmulgee
National Monument Park. The 10-foot wide trail would extend for 6,500 feet in length and would be constructed
of either concroete, asphalt or gravel, dependent on budget limitations. The approximate midpoint of the project is
located at latitude 32.834163° N and -83.611277° W. The project is located in the Upper Ocmulgee watershed
(HUC 03070103). Because the majority of the trail lies on National Park Service {NPS) land, wetlands were
delineated according to the NPS rcgulations. In addition, jurisdictiona! waters of thc US were delincated
according to the US Army Corps of lingincers (USACKE) Wetiands Delineation Manual,

"Ihe attached report describes the following findings:

¢ The project would utilize a bridge structure in order to cross one unnamed perennial stream, resulting in
minor impacts (12 linear fee() as a result of bridge footers being placed below the lop of bank. A Clean
Water Act Section 404 pre-construction notification (PCN) would be required under Regional Condition
AG due to the location of the project on NPS land. Additionally, the project’s impacts would be within
the allowable thresholds for a Scction 404 Nationwide Permit 18, which would be sought in the PCN;

o The project would place a culvert in 8 NP'S Wetland (W1) in order to cross the feature, resulting in 350
square fecet of temporary construction impacts and 350 square feet of permanent impacts for o total of 700
square feet of wetland impacts. Based on the NPS's concvrrence of the identification of this feature as a
NPS wetland, NPS wetland impacts would be excepted from mitigation under the guidance set forth in
the National Park Service Procedural Manual #77-1: Wetland Protection; February 2008;

» There would be one streamn buffer encroachment, however, since it would be for the construction of a
bridge structure over one unhamed perennial strean, this would be exempt from requiring a stream buffer
variance under provisions set forth in the Georgia Erosion and Sedimentation Act of 1975 for “roadway
drainage structures™,
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Bibb County, P.1. No. 0008986
November §, 2010

s Under thc Endangoered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), the project would have no effect on any federal
threatened or endungered species, or federal candidate species;

¢ Under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, the project would have no significant impact on interior dwelling
species, nor any nesting habitat related 10 bridges or culverts as the four bridges and one culvert identified
arc cither hot affected by the project or outside of the area of potential impacts;

¢ Undor the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, the projeet would have no effect on the bald eagle.

The mosi current listings of threatened and endangered specics were used during the ecology survey. The
Department respectfuily requests concurrence of the no effects determination,

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 1f you should have any questions or need additional information, fecl
free to contact Rich Williams at (404) 631-1084

Sincerely,

Glenn Bowman, P.B,
State Environmental Administrator

GB/RIW/bh
Attachment
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From: Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov [mailto:Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, November 24, 2010 7:21 AM

To: Chamblin, Douglas; Westberry, Lisa; Pete_Pattavina@fws.gov; Williams, Rich
Cc: Chetna.Dixon@dot.gov

Subject: No Effect Determination: CSTEE-0008-00(8986), PI 0008986-Ocmuigee Heritage Trail-
Walnut Creek Extension

GDOT is pursuing the above referenced project. The proposed project would consist of connecting the
proposed Otis Redding Loop Trail Loop section with a trail located in the Ocmulgee National Monument
Park. Based on the information presented in the September 2010 Ecology Assessment, FHWA has
determined that the proposed action would have no effect upon federally listed species for Bibb County,
Georgia. If you have any comments or questions, please advise.

Thanks-

Chetna P. Dixon
Environmental Coordinator
FHWA-GA Division

61 Forsyth Street, Suite 177100
Atianta, GA 30303

404.562.3655 (phone)

404.562.3703 (fax)

email: Chetna.Dixon@dot.qov

ﬁ Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail
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www.keagroup.com

From: Steven_M_Wright@nps.gov [mailto:Steven M_Wright@nps.qgov]

Sent: Tuesday, January 25, 2011 2:07 PM

To: Hart Bruce

Cc: rwilliams@dot.ga.gov; Chetna.Dixon@fhwa.dot.gov; Jim_David@nps.gov
Subject: Re: Ocmulgee Heritage Trail: Walnut Creek Extension

Bruce,

A review was conducted of the Ecology Assessment Phase | and Phase Il Reports dated November 5,
2009, and September, 2010, respectively; for compliance with the National Park Service's (NPS) Director's
Order 77-1, Wetland Protection. Based on the information provided in these reports, we concur that the
project will be an excepted action and therefore excepted from NPS Wetlands Statement of Findings and
related compensation requirements.

We request that the NPS wetlands discussion in the Phase |l report be incorporated into the
Environmental Assessment for the subject project to meet our obligations under Executive Order 11990,
Protection of Wetlands.

If you have any additional questions, please contact me at 404-507-5710.

Steven M. Wright

National Park Service
Southeast Regional Office
Planning & Compliance Division
(404) 507-5710

(404) 562-3257 fax
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Vance C. Smith, Jr., Commissioner GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

January 4, 2011

Mr. Steven Wright
National Park Service
100 Alabama Streci
1924 Building

Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Re: Ecology Assessment Phase I and Phase | Report Transmittal, GDOT Project CSTEE-0008-D0(986),
Bibb County, P.1. No. 0008986, Ocmuigee Heritage 1'rail: Walnut Creek Extension

Dear Mr. Wright:

Please find attached the two ccology reports for the above referenced project. GDOT Project #CSTEE-0008-
00(986) would consist of the construction of the Qcmulgee lHeritage Trail (OHT): Walnut Creek Extension.
This section of the OHT is intended to connect the proposed Otis Loop Trail section with a trail located in
the Ocmulgee National Monument Park. The 10-foot wide trail would extend for 6,500 feet in length and
would be constructed of concrete, asphalt or gravel, dependent on budget limitations. The approximate
midpoint of the project is focated at laiitude 32.834163° N and 83.611277° W, The project is Jocated in the
Upper Ocmulgee watershed (HUC 03070103). Because the majority of the trail lies on Nafional Park
Service (NPS) land, wetlands were delineated according to the NPS regulations. In addition, jurisdictional
waters of the US were delineated according to the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Wetlands
Delineation Manual.

The attached Phase {1 Ecology Assessment report describes the following findings:

»  The project would utilize a bridge structure in order to cross one unnanied percnnial stream, resulting
in minor impacts (12 linear feet) as a result of bridge footers being placed below the top of bank. A
Clean Water Act Section 404 pre-construction notification (PCN) would be required under Regional
Condition A6 due to the location of the project on NPS land. Additionally, the project’s impacts
would be within the allowable thresholds for a Section 404 Nationwide Permit 18, which would be
sought in the PCN;

¢ The project would place a culvert in a NPS Wetland {W1) in order to cross the feature, resulting in
350 square feet of temporary construction impacts and 350 square feet of permanent impacts for a
total of 700 square feet of wetland impacts. Based on the NPS’s concurrence of the identification of
this feature as a NPS wetland, NPS wetland impacts would be excepted from mitigation under the
guidance set forth in the National Park Service Procedural Manual #77-1: Wetland Protection;
February 2008;

e There would be one stream buffer encroachment, however, since it would be for the construction of a
bridge structure over onc unnamed perennial stream, this would be exempi from requiring a stream
buffer variance under provisions set forth in the Georgia Erosion and Sedimentation Act of 1975 for
“roadway drainage structures”;

¢ Under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), the project would have no effect on any federal
threatened or endangered species, or federal candidate species;
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Bibb County, P.1. No. 06008986
January 4, 2011

s Under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, the project would have no significant impact on interior
dwelling species, nor any nesting habitat related to bridges or culverts as the four bridges and one
culvert identified are either not affected by the project or outside of the area of potential impacts;

®  Under the Bald und Golden Eugle Protection Act, the project would have no effect on the bald eagle.

The most current listings of threatened and endangered species were used during the ecology survey.

The Georgia Department of Transportation (Department) respectfully requests NPS concurrence of the
wetlands delineated according to NPS regulations. In addition, the Department requests NPS concurrence
that the proposed impacts to NPS W1 would not require mitigation under the guidance set forth in the
National Park Service Procedural Manual #77-1: Wetland Protection; February 2008,

Thank you for your attention to this matter. If you should have any questions or need additional information,

feel free to contact Doug Chamblin at (404) 631-1447 or Rich Williams at (404) 631-1084,

Sincerely,

Glenn Bowman, P.E.
State Environmental Administrator

GB/RIW/bh
Attachment

cc: Rodney Barry, P.E., FHWA (Antn: Chetna Dixon)
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From: Mark McClain

To: “Brandon Smith”

Ca Tori Whaeler”s Hirt Bruces “Tish Shits”s "Reqina Scwster”; “Jeamne Kerney”
Subject: RE: Bibb PI# 0003986 Ecology Addendum Approval

Date: Monday, June 20, 2011 12:45:36 PM

Artachmentst imaqe00 1.0rq

Hello Branden and Bruce,
For darification, the approval Is for the Ecology Adderndum only.

Mark

From: Mark McClain [mailto: mmcclain@maai.net]
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2011 11:57 AM

To: Brandon Smith’; ‘teprojects®maai.nst’

Cc: "Torl Wheeler’; Bruce Hart'

Subject: RE: Bibb PI# 0008986

Hello Brandon and Bruce,

The Addendum for the Bibb 8985 Ocmulgee Herit age Trall: Walnut Creek Extension project has
been approved by GDOT and forwarded to FHWA for their review and approval. if you have any
guestions, please do not hesitate to contact me. Thank you.

Mark
From: Brandon Smith [mailto:bsmith@ESINC.CC]
Sent: Friday, June 10, 2011 10:07 AM

To: teprojects@®maai.net
Cc: mmcclain®maai.net; Tori Wheeler; Bruce Hart
Subject: Bibb PI# 0008986

Please find attached the Ecology Phase Il addendurm, QAQC ferm, and FHWA transmittal letter for
your review and use. This package has been reviewed by Bruce Hart of KEA Group. Thanksiet rme
know if you require any modifications.

ENVIRONMENTAL
SERVICES, INC.
Brandon Smith | Senior Manager / Asst. Vice President

PLEASE NOTE OUR NEW ADDRESS, EFFECTIVE MONDAY, JANUARY 30, 2011:
Malling Address - P.O. Box 2383, Savannah, GA 31402
Physical /Shipping Address ~ 131 Hutchinson Island Road, Suite 100, Savannah, GA 31421

912-236-4711 Phone | 912-236-3668 Fax | 912-596-3743 Cell

ESiWebsite | Read ES| News | Followlls on Twitier | ESI Green News Blog
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PHASE II: ECOLOGY ADDENDUM

CSTEE-0008-00(986)

BIBB COUNTY
OCMULGEE HERITAGE TRAIL IMPROVEMENTS
WALNUT CREEK EXTENSION
P.1. #0008986
PREPARED BY:
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC. (ESI)
PO BOX 2383
SAVANNAH, GEORGIA 31402
JUNE 10, 2011
PREPARED BY
BRANDON F. SMITH, ES1
REVIEWED BY:
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Introduction

The Phase 11 Ecology Report for CSTEE-0008-00(986), BIBB COUNTY, P.I. NO.
0008986 was prepared in September 2010 and subsequently transmitted to the Federal
Highway Adminisiration (FHWA) in November 2010 and to the National Park Service
(NPS) in January 2011. The below summarized clarification for Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act (FWCA) need, or lack thereof, serves as an addendum to the
September 2010 Phase II Ecology Report. All other information including project design
plans, outlined within the September 2010 Phase 11 Ecology Report remains valid. This
addendum serves only to specifically state FWCA coordination needs nccessitated by the
project with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).

Project Description

The Walnut Creek Extension project is the second phase of the Ocmulgee Heritage Trail
{OHT) improvements located between Otis Redding Bridge and the Ocmulgee National
Monument Park (ONMP), adjacent to the northeast bank of the Ocmulgee River, in the
eastern part of the City of Macon, Bibb County, Georgia. The Walnut Creek Extension
would begin approximately 950 feet east of the Otis Redding Bridge at the future
terminus of the Otis Redding Loop Trail and would terminate approximately 670 feet
from the intersection of Walnut Creek and the Ocmulgee River. The total length of the
proposed trail is approximately 6,500 fect. The OHT is a riverside frail and park system
designed to provide a recreational resource within a setting suitable to enjoy the natural
and culturally significant surroundings. This section of the OHT is intended to connect
the proposed Otis Loop Trail section with a trail located in the ONMP.

FWCA Coordination

The FWCA provides the basic authority for the USFWS’s involvement in cvaluating
impacts to fish and wildlife from proposed water resource development projects. It
requires that fish and wildlife resources receive equal consideration to other project
features. It also requires Federal agencies (i.e., NPS and FHWA) that construct, license or
permit water resource development projects to first consult with the Service (and the
National Marine Fisheries Service in some instances) and State fish and wildlife agency
regarding the impacts on fish and wildlife resources and measurés to mitigate these
impacts.

Stream 1 (S1) is a low quality, warm water, unnamed perennial stream that is primarily
fed by storm water conveyance structures associated with Interstate 16 and other
upstream developments. S1 flows directly into the Ocmulgee River in the northemn
portion of the project. The proposed project includes a pedestrian bridge that would cross
over S$1. Coordination nnder the FWCA is not required for this stream as the proposed
bridge construction would result in channel loss less than 100 feet.

Stream-2 (S2): S2 is the Ocmulgee River and is located just outside and to the
southwest of the limits of study; however given its proximity to the project it is described

Phasc {§ Ecology Repori Addendum

PLIOB0898S

Bibb County

Jue 09,2001 -2-
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and included in the Phase II report.  The Ocmulgee River is a warm water, perennial and
traditionally navigable water (TNW) by USACE standards. S2 is the receiving water for
the above referenced onsite S1. The proposed project does not propose any impacts to
the waterway or its’ associated 25" riparian buffer. Coordination under the FWCA is not
required for this stream as no impacts are proposed.

Stream-3 (S3): S3 is Walnut Creek and is located just outside and to the southeast of the
southeastem most project study area terminus. However, given its proximity to the
project it is described and included in the Phase II report. Walnut Creek is a warm water,
perennial stream by USACE standards and could be considered a TNW during normal to
above normal flow periods. S2 is the receiving water for S3. The proposcd project does
not propose any impacis 10 the waterway or its’ associated 25’ riparian buffer.
Coordination under the FWCA 1is not required for this stream as no impacts are proposed.

Phase H Ecology Repont Addendum

Pit0008986

Bibb County

June 09, 2011 -3-
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Blbb County

*
Engineering Department
DAYID P. FORTSON, P.E. . 780 THIRD STREET JEFFERY D. SMITH, E.LT, CPESC,
COUNTY ENGINEER MACON, GEORGIA 31201 ENGINEER HI
PHONE: 478-621-6660
F. CHARLES BROOKS, P.E., RL.S. FAX: 478-621-6666 WILLIAM C. CAUSEY, R.LS.
ENGINEER IV wwiv.co.bibb.ga.us ENGINEER 111
WM. KEITH BRASWELL, RLS. JAMES L. JOIINSON, E.LT.
ENGINEER Il ENGINEER 1
DANNY TAVAKOL
ENGINEER I

February 13, 2013

Mitchell B. Murchison

Cranston Engineering Group, P.C.
452 Ellis Street

Augusta, Georgia 30901

RE: Hydraulic and Hydrological Study for OHT - Walnut Creek
Proposed pedestrian bridge

Dear Mr. Murchison,

Bibb County hereby concurs with the findings of the hydrology/hydraulic study of the effects
resulting from the construction of the project referenced above. We understand the findings of
the study indicate| there will be no significant rise in the existing base flood elevation!of Walnut
Creek, within Bibb County.

Please let me know if you have any questions regarding this matter.

(ol Dl —

Charles Brooks, P.E., R.L.S.
Engineer IV

‘Sincerejy,

Cc: Chairman Sam Hart

Providing Engineering Services for Bibb County and the City of Macon

198



Cranston Engineering Group, P.C.
. ENGINEERS - PLANNERS - SURVEYORS

452 FLLIS STHLET ALRCL-STA, BRORGLA Dt
TOST OFFICE BOX 2546, AUGUSTA. GENRGIA 5003
THLEMIONE 700792 1548
FAUSIMLE 206.722R370
mafernastonengiicuring.cnn

M EMORANDUM

TO: File (CEG # 2008-0080)

FROM:  D. Scott Williams™ 1=

DATE: November 21, 2011
SUBJ;  Ocmulgee Heritage Trail: Walnut Creek Extension; Bibb Pl 0008986; CEG# 2008-0080

A survey of the corvidor for this projeet has identificd a runsverse crossing of the 100-ycar Nowdplain
associated with the Ocmulgee River. The proposed project is entirely within the 100-vear floodplain,

The proposed projeer would involve activities in the regulatory floodplains of the Oemulgee River, These
activilies are defined as the construction of approximately 1.2 miles of trail. a footbridge, and a culvert,
Construction of the project could require the placement of a negligible amount of {ill matecial, in the
floodpiain. but the project would primarily be closcly tied to existing grades. The project would be designed
to have negligible elfet on the Moodplain. Procedures for Coordmating Highway Encroachments on
Floodplains with the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) are being followed, and the Bihb
County Engineering Depariment (local floodplain management} is aware of the projeet. 'This project will
involve coordination with Bibb County Engincering Department and possibly

FEMA in order to obtain a No-Risc Certificate. Again, this coordination will follow “Procedures

for Coordinating Highway Fncroachment on Floadplains.”

Cransion Engincering Group has hegun coordination on this floodplain issue and wili be complering o
quantitative cvaluation in the future. With neuligible alteration of existing grades, it is the engineer's opinion
that the project would not represent a substantial risk to life or propenty: it would not have a substantial
impact on aatural and beneficial Noodplain values: it would ot support incompatible flondplain
development; and it would not interrupt or iermiinate a ransportaiion facility that is needed for ecmergency
vehicles or provides a community*s only cvacuation roule, as the project is in an undeveloped area along the
Ocmulgee River, mostly within a national park.
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FEMA “NO RISE” CERTIFICATION
FOR
OHT - WALNUT CREEK

BIBB COUNTY, GEORGIA

Prepared for

City of Macon
Parks and Recreation Department
150 Willie Smokey Glover Drive
Macon, Georgia 31201

Prepared by

Cranston Engineering Group, P.C.

ENGINEERS - PLANNERS - SURVEYORS

452 ELLIS STREET, AUGUSTA, GEORGIA 30901
POST OFFICE BOX 2546, AUGUSTA, GEORGIA 30908
TELEPHONE 706-722-1588
FACSIMILE 706-722-8379
mail@cransteonengineering.com

December 11, 2012
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ENGINEERING “NO-RISE” CERTIFICATION

This is to certify that I am a duly qualified engineer licensed to practice in the State of Georgia.

It is to further certify that the attached technical data supports the fact that proposed
improvements within the 100-year floodplain associated with the OHT Walnut Creek project,
will not increase the 100-year flood elevations, floodway elevations and floodway widths on the
Ocmulgee River, Bibb County, Georgia at published sections in the Flood Insurance Study for
Bibb County, Georgia dated April 2, 2007 and will not increase the 100-year flood elevations,

floodway elevations, and floodway widths at unpublished cross-sections in the vicinity of the

proposed development.
2/ [zo12- [fpditr L L
(Date) T (Signature) ~

PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER
(Title)
SEAL: 452 ELLIS STREET
(Address)
AUGUSTA GA 30901
(City) (State) (Zip Code)

706-722-1588
(Phone)
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“No Rise” Certification — Description 2008-0080
12/11/2012

To model the hydraulic effect of the proposed fill within the floodway, the original HEC-
2 runs were obtained from the FEMA archives. This archived data was input into HEC-2 and the
output was checked against the published FIS profiles dated April 2, 2007 and the Floodway
Data tables. The existing data was checked and re-checked with no input errors found, but the
results data for sections 16.5 and 16.6 calculated different from the published results. The
proposed improvements will be located betwcen sections ‘H’ and ‘I’ as identified in the
published profiles for the Ocmulgee River. This portion of the HEC-2 model was used as a basis
for the corrected effective model and the proposed conditions model.

It is widely known that field cross-sections and topographical information was not easily
obtainable for the original hydraulic runs of the majority of the studied rivers and creeks. A
significant portion of this information was gathered using the best available information
including USGS Quadrangle maps and other forms of data. Therefore, new and updated cross-
sections were generated using topographical information obtained from field survey information
and Bibb County GIS data where needed. Existing cross-sections 14, 15, 16, 16.5, and 16.6 are
sections in the HEC-2 model. Section 16 corresponds to ‘H’ on the profile and 16.5 corresponds
to ‘. These two sections were updated with new topography and kept at approximately the
same river location. The reach length distances were updated based on scaled distances from the
published FEMA FIRM maps for these and adjacent sections. Section 16.3 represents the
location of the proposed pedestrian bridge. The bridge was modeled as a section of fill within

the 16.3 cross-section.
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After input of the new information the results from HEC-2 for the 100 and 500-year
storm events are considered to be actual condition elevations and are the points of comparison
for the proposed conditions.

The proposed improvements are located within the regulated floodway of the Ocmulgee
River. Due to regulations on the improvements within this regulated area, the proposed
improvements can not create a rise greater than 0.1 foot in the 100-year WSEL or an increase in
floodway width of more than 1 foot. The pedestrian bridge was modeled in Section 16.3 as
inundated fill. It was done this way knowing that it would be inundated by approximately 10
feet during the 100-year storm event and the open areas would be negligible. Table 1 shows the
WSEL comparison between actual field conditions and the proposed conditions for the 100-year
storm event.

The regulatory floodway is generated by the HEC-2 program through the implementation
of user input encroachments. The previous method used to set the encroachments was Method 4
which allows the user to set a maximum target rise in the WSEL and uses equal conveyance for

cach overbank. Method 4 was also used for the proposed conditions in this. model and the results

comparison can be seen in Table 1 below.

Table 1
Corrected Effective Model Proposed Mode!

X-Section | Natural Floodway | Floodway Natural Floodway | Floodway
ID WSEL WSEL Width WSEL WSEL Width
14.0 (F) 297.06 297.06 783.80 297.06 297.06 783.80
15.0 (G) 300.21 300.55 4286.89 300.21 300.55 426.89
16.0 (H) 301.72 302.13 2624.08 301.72 302.13 2624.08
16.3 301.94 302.46 678.90 301.92 302.41 678.74
16.5 () 301.72 302.25 386.07 301.75 302.25 386.08
16.6 302.16 302.76 419.81 302.19 302.76 419.82
Note: HEC 2 Output from 100-YR Flow Calculations

(All Elevations are shown in NGVD 1929)
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Keith Golden, P.E., Commissioner DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

One Georgia Center, 500 West Peachiree Street. NW
Allanta, Georgia 30308
Telephona: {404} 631-1000

May 1, 2012

Mr. Rodney N. Barry, P.E.
Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
Atlanta Federal Center

61 Forsyth Street, S.W.

Suite 17 T100

Atlanta, Georgia 30303-3104

ATTN: Chetna Dixon
Dear Mr. Barry:

Re: Project CSTEE-0008-00(986), Bibb County, Ocmulgee Heritage Trail - Walnat Creek
Extension

Dear Mr. Barry:

Please find enclosed the revised air assessment for the above referenced project. These are being sent to
you for your information and files.

Should you need further information, please contact Keisha Jackson at (404) 631-1160 or Amber Phillips
at (404) 631-1117.

Sincerely,

B0 Bt

Glenn Bowman, P.E.

State Environmental Administrator
GB/k/rs
Enclosures

cc: Elaine Armster (letier only)
General File (letter, report)
Pragect File (etter, report)
Reading File (letter only)
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AIR QUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT ADDENDUM
CSTEE-0008-00(986), BIBB COUNTY
OCMULGEE HERITAGE TRAIL — WALNUT CREEK EXTENSION
PI # 0008986
September 2011

Introduction

The Clean Air Act section 176(c) requires that Federal transportation projects are consistent with
state air quality goals, found in the State Implementation Plan (SIP). The process to ensure this
consistency is called Transportation Conformity. Conformity 1o the SIP means that transportation
activitics will not cause new violations of the national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS),
worsen existing violations of the standards, or delay timely attainment of the relevant standard.

Transportation conformity is required for Federal transportation projects in areas that have been
designated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as not meeting the NAAQS. These
arcas are called nonattainment arcas if they currently do not meet air quality standards or
maintenance areas if they have previously violated air quality standards, but currently meet them
and have an approved maintenance plan. On January 5, 2005, The US EPA designated a 20+
county metro Allanta non-altainment area for fine particular matter, called PM 9 5. This
designation became effective on April 3, 2005, 90 days afier EPA’s published action in the Federal
Register. Transportation Conformity for the PM o 5 standards applies as of April 5, 2006, afier the
one year grace period provided by the Clean Air Act. Metropolitan PM 2 5 nonattainment areas are
now required to have a transportation improvement program (TIP) and long range transportation
plan (LRTP) that conforms to the PM 3 3 standard.

In addition to PM 7 5 assessments. Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) assessments are required
statewide for most federal transportation projects. Based on the example projects defined in the
FHWA guidance “Interim Guidance Update on Mobile Source Air Toxic Anulysis in NEPA
Documents,” dated September 30, 2009, the construction of a multi-use trail would be classified
as a project with No Meaningfil MSAT Impacr.

Project Description

The proposed project would construct a 10-foot wide concrete or asphalt trail approximately 6,500
feet long within the Ocmulgee Heritage Trail (OHT). OHT is a riverside trail and park system
owned by the NPS and located approximately 1 mile southeast of Macon, Georgia. The purpose of
this phase of the trail system is 1o extend the trail from the proposed Otis Loop section of the
Ocmulgee Heritage Trail to connect with existing trails of the Ocmulgee National Monument. The
proposed project would require no right-of-way or eascment.
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Project CSTEE-0008-00(986), Bibb County
P1 No. 0008986

September 2011

Air Quality Assessment
Ozone

This project is in an area where the State Implementation Plan contains transporiation control
measures. The Clean Air Act requires Transportation Plans and Transporiation Improvement
Programs in areas not mecting the National Ambient Air Quality Standards to conform to the
emissions budget of the State Implementation Plan for air quality. The FY 2012-2015 TIP is the
current adopted plan for the Atlanta region showing the region's highest transportation priorities.
It was adopted by the Macon-Bibb County Planning and Zoning Commission (MBCPZC) on
June 1, 2011 and was approved by US DOT on June 30, 2011,

This project is identified in the Macon MBCPZC Fiscal Year 2012-2015 TIP by reference
number MCN-TEA-1 with PI # as “Lump Sum”.

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

The project was evaluated for the potential to result in increased CO concentrations in the project
area. Based on project type it has been determined that this project would not increase traffic
congestion or increase idle emissions and CO concentrations therefore the project is consistent
with state and federal air quality goals for CO.

PM 3 5 Qualitative Analysis

This project has been evaluated by an interagency group consisting of FHWA, EPA, EPD and the
MPO and was found to be exempt from the PM2.5 hot spot requiremenis on June 12, 2009,
Documentation and correspondence are included in Attachment 1.

Mobile Source Air Toxics

The purpose of this project is to construct a multi-use paved trail. This project has been
determined to generate minimal air quality impacts for CAA criteria pollutants and has not been
linked with any special MSAT concerns. As such, this project will not result in changes in traffic
volumes, vehicle mix, basic project Jocation, or any other factor that would cause an increase in
MSAT impacts of the project from that of the no-build alternative.

Moreover, EPA regulations for vehicle engines and fuels will cause overall MSAT emissions to
decline significantly over the next several decades. Based on regulations now in effect, an
analysis of national trends with EPA's MOBILEG.2 model forecasts a combined reduction of 72
percent in the total annual emission rate {for the priority MSAT from 1999 10 2050 while vehicle-
miles of travel are projected to increase by 145 percent. This will both reduce the background
level of MSAT as well as the possibility of even minor MSAT emissions from this project.

L
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Incomplete or unavailable information for project-specific MSAT health impacts analysis

In FHWA's view, information is incomplete or unavailable fo credibly predict the project-
specific health impacts due to changes in MSAT emissions associated with a proposed set of
highway alternatives. The outcome of such an assessment, adverse or not, would be influenced
more by the uncertainty introduced into the process through assumption and speculation rather
than any genuine insight into the actual health impacts directly attributable to MSAT exposure
associated with a proposed action.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is responsible for protecting the public health
and welfare from any known or anticipated cffect of an air pollutant, They are the lead authority
for administering the Clean Air Act and its amendments and have specific statutory obligations
with respect to hazardous air pollutants and MSAT. The EPA is in the continual process of
assessing human health effects, exposures, and risks posed by air pollutants. They maintain the
Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS), which is “a compilation of electronic reports on
specific substances found in the environment and their potential 1o cause human health effects®
(EPA, http://iwww.cpa.gov/nceafirisfindex.himl). Each report contains assessments of non-
cancerous and cancerous effects for individual compounds and quantitative estimates of risk
levels from lifetime oral and inhalation exposures with uncertainty spanning perhaps an order of
magnitude.

Other organizations are also active in the research and analyses of the human health effects of
MSAT, including the Health Effects Institute (HEI). Two HE] studies are summarized in
Appendix D of FHWA's Interim Guidance Update on Mobile source Air Toxic Analysis in
NEPA Documents. Among the adverse health effects linked to MSAT compounds at high
exposures are cancer in humans in occupational settings; cancer in animals; and irritation to the
respiratory tract, including the exacerbation of asthma. Less obvious is the adverse human health
effects of MSAT compounds at current environmental concentrations (HEI,
hitp://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282) or in the future as vehicle emissions substantially
decrease (HEI, http://pubs.healtheflects.org/view.php?id=306).

The methodologies for forecasting health impacts include emissions modeling; dispersion
modeling; exposure modcling; and then final determination of health impacts - cach step in the
process building on the model predictions obtained in the previous step. All are encumbered by
technical shortcomings or uncertain science that prevents a more complete differentiation of the
MSAT health impacts among a set of project alternatives. These difficulties are magnified for
lifetime (i.e., 70 year) assessments, particularly because unsupportable assumptions would have
to be made regarding changes in travel patierns and vehicle technology {(which affects emissions
rates) over that time frame, since such information is unavailable. The results produced by the
EPA's MOBILE6.2 model, the Califomia EPA's Emfac2007 model, and the EPA's
DrafiMOVES2009 model in forecasting MSAT emissions are highly inconsistent. Indications
from the development of the MOVES model are that MOBILEG.2 significantly underestimates
diesel particulate matter (PM) emissions and significantly overestimates benzene emissions.
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Regarding air dispersion modeling, an extensive evaluation of EPA's guideline CAL3QHC
model was conducted in an NCHRP study
(hitp://www.epa.gov/scram00 1 /dispersion_althtm#hyroad), which documents poor model
performance at ten sites across the country - three where intensive monitoring was conducted
plus an additional seven with less intensive monitoring. The study indicates a bias of the
CAL3QHC model 1o overestimate concentrations near highly congested intersections and
underestimate concentrations near uncongested intersections. The consequence of this is a
tendency to overstate the air quality benefits of mitigating congestion at intersections. Such poor
model performance is less difficult to manage for demonstrating compliance with National
Ambient Air Quality Standards for relatively short time frames than it is for forecasting
individual exposure over an eniire lifetime, especially given that some information needed for
estimating 70-year lifetime exposure is unavailable. It is particularly difficult to reliably forecast
MSAT exposure near roadways, and to determine the portion of time that people are actually
exposed at a specific location.

There are considerable uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of toxicity of the
various MSAT, because of factors such as low-dose extrapolation and translation of occupational
exposurc data to the gencral population, a concern expressed by HEI
(htip://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282 ). As a result, there is no national consensus on
air dose-response values assumed 10 protect the public health and welfare for MSAT compounds,
and in particular for diesel PM. The EPA (http://www.epa.gov/risk/basicinformation.htm#g ) and
the HEl (hitp://pubs.healtheffects.org/getfile.php?u=395) have not established a basis for
quantitative risk assessment of diesel PM in ambient settings.

There is also the lack of a national consensus on an acceptable tevel of risk. The current context
is the process used by the EPA as provided by the Clean Air Act to determine whether more
stringent controls are required in order to provide an ample margin of safety to protect public
health or to prevent an adverse environmental effect for industrial sources subject to the
maximum achievable control technology standards, such as benzene emissions from refineries.
The decision framework is a two-step process. The first step requires EPA to determine a "safe”
or "acceptable” level of risk due to emissions from a source, which is generally no greater than
approximately 100 in & million. Additional factors are considered in the second step, the goal of
which is 1o maximize the number of people with risks less than 1 in a million due to emissions
from a source. The results of this statutory two-step process do not guarantee that cancer risks
from exposurc to air {oxics are less than 1 in a million; in some cases, the residual risk
determination could result in maximum individual cancer risks that are as high as approximately
100 in a million. In a June 2008 decision, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit upheld EPA's approach to addressing risk in its two step decision framework.
Information is incomplete or unavailable to establish that even the largest of highway projects
would result in levels of risk greater than safe or acceptable.

Because of the limitations in the methodologies for forecasting health impacts described, any
predicted difference in health impacts between aliernatives is likely to be much smaller than the
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uncertainties associated with predicting the impacts. Consequently. the results of such
assessments would not be useful to decision makers, who would need to weigh this information
against project benefits, such as reducing traffic congestion, accident rates, and fatalities plus
improved access for emergency response, that are better suited for quantitative analysis.

Construction

All phases of construction operations would temporarily contribute to air pollution. Particulates
would increase slightly in the corridor as dust from construction collects in the air surrounding the
project. The construction equipment would also produce slight amounts of exhaust emissions. The
Rules and Regulations for Air Quality Control outlined in Chapter 391-3-1, Rules of Georgia
Department of Natural Resources’ Environmental Protection Division, would be followed during the
construction of the project. These include covering earth-moving trucks to keep dust levels down,
watering haul roads, and refraining from open burning, excepl as may be permitted by local
regulations.

The EPA has listed 2 number of approved diesel retrofit technologies; many of these can be
deployed as emissions mitigation measures for equipment used in construction. This Jisting can

be found at: www.epa.gov/otagiretrofit/retroverifiedlist htm.
Conclusion

This project was evaluated for its consistency with state and federal air quality goals, including
CO, Ozone, PM 3 5 and MSATS as part of this assessment. Results indicated that the project is

consistent with the State Implementation Plan for the attainment of clean air quality in Georgia
and is in compliance with both state and federal air quality standards.
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TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

FISCAL YEARS 2012 - 20135

FOR THE

MACON AREA TRANSPORTATION STUDY

PREPARED BY:
MACON-BIBB COUNTY PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
KEN NORTH, PLANNER
IN COOPERATION WITH
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION
GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

June 2011

“ The opinions, findings, and conclusions in this publication are those of the author(s) and not
neeessarily those of the Department of Transportation, State of Georgia, or the Federal Highway
Administration.”
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From: Hester, Michael [mhester@dot.ga.gov]

Sent: Friday, June 12, 2009 10:59 AM

To: Tori Wheeler

Cc: Nable, Melanie

Subject: FW: PM Determination, Exempt projects, Atlanta, Chattanooga and Macon

Attachments: PM 2.5 Exempt Sheet_6-1-09.xls

----- Original Message-----

From: Wood.Amanetta@epamail.epa.gov [mailto:Wood.Amanetta@epamail.epa.gov]
Sent: Friday, June 12, 2009 10:54 AM

To: Kelly.Wade@dot.gov

Cc: adh@adem.state.al.us; Heath, Andrew; Alan.Jlones@state.tn.us;
andrew.edwards@dot.gov;

angela.midgett@state.tn.us; annette.eason@dot.state.ga.us; Cook, Cora; Wilkinson,
Christa;

colby_bob@mail.chattanooga.gov; cornelius.davis@dot.gov; couchw@dot.state.al.us;
daponte@grta.org; dave.harris@dot.gov; david.schilling@dot.gov;
dhaynes@atlantaregional.com;

Smith.Dianna@epamail.epa.gov; dtussing@mbpz.org; eolivares@atlantaregional.com;
james_kelly@dnr.state.ga.us; Crane, Jason; Jeffery.Anoka@dot.gov;
Jennifer.Giersch@dot.gov;

North, Joel; jon_morton@mail.dnr.state.ga.us; JOrr@atlantaregional.com;
jo.meadows@catoosa.com; Katy.Allen@dot.gov; Jackson, Keisha;
Sheckler.Kelly@epamail.epa.gov;

Fowler, Krystal; KKim@atlantaregional.com; Latoya.Jones@dot.gov;
Sheckler.Kelly@epa.gov;

marc.corrigan@state.tn.us; Hester, Michael; Michele.Lindberg@dot.gov; Trigueros,
Marco;

Peevy, Phillip M.; Reksten_E@mail.chattanooga.gov; rgoodwin@grta.org;
Rhodes_K@mail.chattanooga.gov; RRW@adem.state.al.us; Woods, Reuben; Shakshuki,
Soli;

syamala@hallcounty.org; Kassa Jr., Tamrat; Mitchell, Ulysses;
Victor.Otero@dot.gov;

vryle@co.bibb.ga.us; Crawford, Zanda M

Subject: Re: PM Determination, Exempt projects, Atlanta, Chattanooga and Macon
Hello Kelly,

Thanks for sending this for our review. We have completed our review and agree
that these

project(s) appear to be exempt per 93.126 or 93.128 of the Transportation
Conformity Rule and

thus are exempt from PM 2.5 hotspot requirements.

Amanetta Wood, Environmental Scientist

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4 Air, Pesticides and Toxics
Management Division

61 Forsyth Street, S.W.

Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Email: wood.amanetta@epa.gov

Phone: (404) 562-9025

Fax: (404) 562-9019

<Kelly.Wade@dot.

gov>

To
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Hello Interagency Members,

FHWA, GA Division has determined that the following project is exempt from P#M 2.5 Hot Spot
requirements.

<<PM 2.5 Exempt Sheet_6-1-89.x1s>>

Please review and provide comments back by COB 6/26/09.

If no comments are received from your agency, consensus with this determination will be
assumed. Thanks in advance for responding quickly,

Kelly Hade

Environmental Specialist

Federal Highway Administration

61 Forsyth Street, SW

Suite 177100

Atlanta, GA 30303

Phone: 404-562-3584

Fax: 404-562-3703

Kelly.Hade@fhwa.dot.gov(See attached file: PM 2.5 Exempt
Sheet_6-1-09.x1s)

Help GDOT serve you better. Visit http://www.howsmyservice.dot.ga.gov and rate the service
you received from Team GDOT,
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Noise Screening Assessment for Type I Projects
OCMULGEE HERITAGE TRAIL - WALNUT CREEK EXTENSION
Bibb County
P106008986

September 2011

Introduction

In compliance with 23 USC Section 109(h} and (i), the Federal Highway Administration
{(FHWA) established guidelines for the assessment of highway traffic-generated noise.
These guidelines, published as Part 772 of Title 23 of the Code of Federal Regulations
(23 CFR 772), provide procedures to be followed in conducting noise analyses that will
protect the public health and welfare. In accordance with the Noise Control Act of 1972,
coordination of this regulation with the Environmental Proteclion Agency bas been
completed.  Further, Highway Traffic Noise: Analysis and Abatement Guidance
(Guidance) was issued in July 2010 (revised January 2011) by the FHWA.

Purpose

‘The purpose of this memo is to demonstrate that this project mects the definition of a
Type HI project and does not require a noise study or abatement of highway noise

impacts.

Type 1 — A federai-aid project that generally adds capacity or Significantly alters the
horizontal or vertical alignment.

Type 1II — A federal-aid project to abate noisc on an existing facility. Georgia does not
have a Type I program.

Type HI — A federal or federal-aid highway project that does not meet the classifications
of a Type I or Type Il project. Type 1] projects do not require the preparation of a noise
study or abatement of highway noise impacts.

Project Description

The proposed project would construct a 10-foot wide concrete or asphalt trail
approximately 6,500 feet long within the Ocmulgee Heritage Trail (OHT). OHT is a
riverside trail and park system owned by the NPS and located approximately 1 mile
southeast of Macon, Georgia. The purpose of this phase of the trail system is to extend
the trail from the proposed Otis Loop section of the Ocmulgee Heritage Trail to connect
with existing trails of the Ocmulgee National Monument. The proposed project would
require no right-of-way or easement (see Project Location Map).
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Noise Screening Assessment for Type Ifl Projects
Bibb County, P.I. No. 0008986
September 2011

Type 111 Project Determination

If any portion of a project is determined to be a Type I project as defined in the
Guidance, then the entire project area as defined in the NEPA document is a Type 1
project. Therefore, if any of the criteria below can be selected, the proposed project is a
Type 1 project and thus is subject to a noise analysis

| The construction of a highway on new location
The physical alteration of an existing highway where there is either:

Substantial Horizontal Alieration. A project that halves the distance between
0 the traffic noise source and the closest receptor between the existing
condition to the future build condition; or,

Substantial Vertical Alteration. A project that removes shielding therefore
exposing the line-of-sight between the receptor and the taffic noise source.

3 This is done by either altering the vertical alignment of the highway or by
altering the topography between the highway traffic noise source and the
receptor

The addition of a through-traffic Jane(s). This includes the addition of a
O through-traffic lane that functions as a (high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane,
High-Occupancy Toll (HOT) lane, bus lane, or iruck climbing lane

| The addition of an auxiliary lane, except for when the auxiliary lane is a
turn lane

0 The addition or relocation of interchange lanes or ramps added to a quadrant
to complete an existing partial interchange

0 Restriping existing pavement for the purpose of adding a through-traffic
lane or an auxiliary lane, except for when the auxiliary lane is a tum lane

The addition of a new or substantial alteration of a weigh station, rest stop,
] ride-share lot or toll plaza.

Conclusion

Since none of the above conditions for a Type T project were met, the subject project
meets the criteria for a Type IIT project established in 23 CFR 772. Therefore, the project
requires no analysis for highway traffic noise impacts. If changes to the proposed project
result in reclassification to a Type 1 project, a noise analysis will be required.
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Cranston Engineering Group, P.C.
ENGINEERS - PLANNERS - SURVEYORS

452 ELLIS STREET, AUGUSTA, GEQRGIA 80001
POST OFFICE BOX 2546, AUGUSTA, GEORGIA 30803
TELEPHONE 706-722-1588
FACSIMILK 708-742-4379
mail@cranstonengineering.com

THOMAS H, ROBERTSON, PE, AICF, RLS
JAMES B. CRANFORD, JR.. PR

August 30, 2012
Revised September 14, 2012

Ms. Carla Benton-Hooks

Transportation Environmental Planner

Georgia Department of Transportation

Office of Environmental Services

One Georgia Center, 600 West Peachtree Street, NW

16" Floor

Atlanta, Georgia 30308

Re: OHT: Amerson Waterworks Park, Bibb County
Project No. CSHPP-0007-00(636)
PI No. 0007636
Our File No. 2007-0023

Dear Ms. Benton-Hooks:

This letter is in response to the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) review comments on
the draft Environmental Reevaluation dated August 23, 2012. We have taken all comments received
under consideration and have made changes where necessary. The revisions to the document are outlined
below and numbered in accordance with the original comment. Also, for your reference we have
included a copy of the original comments.

1.

Greensheets: Please provide a status D1 and D3.
The Greensheets have been updated to include the current status D1 and D3,

Greensheets: Please provide a copy of documentation of coordination with various
agencies regarding the No-Rise Certification. Please submit a copy of the
hydraulic/hydrology study for review.
A copy of both the hydraulic/hydrology study and the Bibb County Engineering
Department (Local Issuing Authority) concuarrence letter are now included in
Attachment 6 — Reference Material.

The document indicates construction is scheduled for 2012. Please verify the timeframe
that construction. Please provide documentation (e.g., copy of the TIP sheet)
demonstration the year the project is programmed.

A copy of the latest TIP sheets is now included in Attachment 6 — Reference
Material.

The document and the concept report indicate portions of the proposed project will be
constructed with compacted gravel (e.g., nature trail). It appears that the project as
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Ms. Carla Benton-Hooks
September 14, 2012

Page 2

proposed may not meet the full intent of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
requirements. Budget constraints do not justify constructing facilities that may not
comply with ADA requirements. Please schedule a meeting or conference call with us to
discuss further.

The compacted gravel trails have been designed to meet the intent of the ADA draft
guidelines for such facilitles as covered in the Draft Final Accessibility Guidelines for
Outdoor Develaped Areas dated October 19, 2009 by the United States Access Board
and the Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access publication obtained from FHWA
website. The draft guldelines document by the US Access Board has not been
formally adopted, but it is the best available guidelines for such facllities. We have
included the applicable sections of these documents in Attachment 6 — Reference
Material. Links to the complete documents are included below.

Draft Final Accessibility Guidelines for Outdoor Developed Areas:

hitp://www.access-board.gov/outdoor/draft-final.htm
Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access:

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle pedestrian/publications/sidew
k2/pdf.cfim

In addition to these guidance documents we have also included in Attachment 6 2
copy of our gravel trail detail, which will be used for the subject trails, and the
applicable section from GDOT Specification Section 800 which covers the size
requirements for #89 stone. This detail and material will provide for a firm, stable,
and slip resistant surface in accordance with the Designing Sidewalks and Trails for
Access publication. Reference pages 15-7 through 15-11 provided.

The document indicates the project now incorporates the River Overlook Project (PI
0008950). Please advise if the appropriate environmental studies were completed on PI
0008950. If so, please provide copies of the studies and associated concurrence
correspondence. In addition, if an environmental document was prepared for PI
0008950, please submit a copy for review.

Environmental impacts for the River Overlook Project (PI 0008950), which is
located completely within the project limits of Amerson Water Works Park, were
assessed under P.L. 0007636. The CE for P.I. 0007636 falled to describe the
Overlook project because It was scheduled to be constructed with separate funding
under a different, though as yct unidentified, P.I number (subsequent to the CE
approval, the project was assigned P.I 0008950). Although the Overlook Project is
not mentioned in the approved CE, OES (NEPA) has checked the project files for
P.I. 0007636 and confirmed that it is identified in all of the original special study
reports. Section VII of the CE Reevaluation has beea revised to explain the above.

Page 2 of 5: Waters of U.S/State Waters-Please include a table disclosing previous
impacts and current impacts.

An impact table covering both existing and proposed impacts has been added to
Page 2 of 6.

Page of 2 of 5: The document states, “The final design incorporated the step design
alternative which resulted in fewer impacts.” Please advise how the canoe launch will be
accessible to all.

Based on the nature of the feature (a cance/tubing launch/take-out) and the site
conditions, providing ADA access at this location is not feasible. The take-out is
located at the confluences of the Ocmulgee River and Bowman Creek. At this
location, as is the case throughout the park, the banks of the river are extremely
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Ms. Carla Benton-Hooks
September 14, 2012

Page 3

10.

steep, and the differential height from the top to bottom is 20 feet. In order to
provide ADA access, a 270° ramp would be required. Due to the site constraints,
construction of such a ramp is not feasible and would alter the nature of the setting
and purpose of the facility.

Page 3 of 5: Floodplains: Please disclose the amount of floodplains that wili be
impacted by the proposed project.

A discussion concerning the impacts to the floodplains including the total floodplain
area located within the project limits has been added to Page 3 of 6.

Attachment 3: Please include a copy of the FHWA's email to U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service initiating FWCA. In addition, please include a copy of FHWA’s email regarding
the ESA determination.

Copies of the FHWA emails to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service initiating FWCA and
regarding the ESA determination are included in the revised reevaluvation. A brief
discussion of the process was added under the “Protected Species” section on page 3
of 6 of the Effect Evaluation.

Public Involvement: Was there a transcript of the public meeting? If so, please provide
for review.

This was an informal public information meeting which was not required, and no
official transcript was produced.

We believe we have sufficiently addressed all comments from FHWA. If you should have any
questions regarding our responses or need anything further, please do not hesitate to contact our office.

DSW/tdj

CAAA

Sincerely,

CRANSTON ENGINEERING GROUP, P.C.
‘ YA
/Dfﬁﬁ,//%«

D. Scott Williams, PE

« Qcreatgers Trmd . Genexal 5 & vk [ X7) ) H0N2%. 4 Ronast FITWA Canment Repoeaadoc
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Text of Draft Final Accessibility Guidelines

AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT AND ARCHITECTURAL BARRIERS ACT
ACCESSIBILITY GUIDELINES

ABA CHAPTER 1: APPLICATION AND ADMINISTRATION

4dd new defined terms to F106,5 as follows:
F106.5 Defined Terms

Camping Faellity. A site, or portion of a site, developed for outdoor recreational purposes that
contains camping unils.

Camping Unit. An outdoor space in camping facilities used for camping that contains outdoor
constructed features, parking spaces for recreational vehicles or other vehicles, teat pads or tent
platforms, or camp shelters.

Outdoor Constructed Fentures. Picnic tables, fire rings, grills, fireplaces, wood stoves, trash
and recycling receptacies, water hydrants, utllity and sewage hoolaps, outdoor rinsing showers,
benches, telescopes, and periscopes provided at outdoor recreation facilities.

Picnie Facility. A site, or portion of a site, developed for outdoor recreational purposes that
contains picnic unils.

Picnic Unit. An outdoor space in picnic facilities used for picnicking that contains outdoor
constructed features,

Trail. A pedestrian route developed primaerily for outdoor recreational purposes. A pedestrian
route developed primarily to connect elements, spaces, or facilities within a site is not a trail.

Trailkead. An outdoor space developed to serve as an access point to a frail. The junction of
two or more frails, where no other access point is provided to the ¢rails, is not a trailhead.

Viewing Aren. An outdoor space developed for viewing a landscape or point of interest such as
a mountain range, a valley, or a watorfall.

¥106.5 Defined Terms
Circulation Path. An exterior or interior way of passage provided for pedestrian travel.

Walk, An cxterior prepared surface for pedestrian use,
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1017 Trails

1017.1 General. T¥ails shall comply with 1017,
EXCEPTIONS: 1. Where an entity determines that a conditlon in 1019 does not permit
full compliance with a specific requirement in 1017 on a portion of a trall, that portion of
the ¢ail shall comply with the specific requirement to the maximum extent feasible. The
entity shall document the basis for the determination, and shall maintain the
documentation with the records for the construction or alteration project.
2. Where am entity determines that it is impracticable for an entire érail to comply with
1017, the-trail shall not be required to comply with 1017, The entity shall document the
basis for the determination, and shall maintain the documentation with the records for the
construction or alteration project.

Advisory 1017.1 General Exception 1. Exception ! can be applied fo specific requirements in
1017 on a portion of a trall where full compliance with the requirement cannot be achieved
due to any of the conditions in 1019.

Advisory 1017.1 General Exception 2. An entity should first apply Exception 1 to delermine
the partions of a trail where full compliance with the spacific requiremenis in 1017 cannof be
achleved. An entity should then evaluate the entire trail, taking info account the portions of the
trial that can and cannot fully comply with the requirements in 1017 and the extent of
compliance where full compliance cannot be achieved to determine whether it would be
impracticable for the entire trail to comply with 1017. The determination is made on a case-
by-case basis.

1017.2 Surface, The surface of trafls and their related passing spaces and resting intervals shall
be fiem and stable.

Advisory 1017.2 Surface. A stable surface remains unchanged by applied force so that when the
Jorce is removed, the surface returns to its origindl condition. A firm surface resists deformation
by indentations.

1017.3 Clear Tread Width. The clear tread width of frails shall be 36 inches (915 mm)
minimum.
EXCEPTION: The clear tread width shall be permitted to be reduced to 32 inches (815
mm) minimum for a length of 24 inches (610 mm) maximum provided that reduced
width segmenis are separated by segments that are 48 inches (1220 mm) long minimum
and 36 inches (915 mm) wide minimum.

1017.4 Passing Spaces. Trails with a clear tread width fess than 60 inches (1525 mm) shall
provide passing spaces complying with 1017.4 at intervals of 1000 feet (300 m) maximum.
Where the full length of the trail does not comply with 1017, the last passing space shall be
located at the end of the trail segment complying with 1017, Passing spaces and resting
intervals shall be permitted to overlap.
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Advisory 1017.4 Passing Spaces. Entitles should consider providing either a 60 inches (1525
mm) minimumn clear tread width, or passing spaces al shovter infervals if the clear tread widih is
less than 60 inches (1525 mm), where a trail Is:

¢ Heavily used;

» A boardwalk; or

+ Not at the same level as the ground surface adjoining the trail.

Where the full length of the trail does not comply with 1017, placing the lasi passing space af the
end of the trail segment complying with 1017 enables a person using a wheelchair to turn
around und exit the trail.

1017.4.1 Size. The passing space shall be either:
1. A space 60 inches (1525 mm) minimum by 60 inches (1525 mm) minimum; or
2. The interscction of two /rafls providing a T-shaped space complying with
304.3.2 where the base and the arms of the T-shaped space extond 48 inches
(1220 mm) minimum beyond the Intersection. Vertical alignment at the
intersection of the traily that form the T-shaped space shall be nomiually planar, -

1017.5 Obstacles. Tread obstacles on frails and their related passing spaces and resting intervals
shall comply with 1017.5.

1017.5.1 Concrete, Asphalt, or Boards. Where the surface is concrete, asphatt, or
boards, tread obstacles shatl not exceed % inch (13 mm) in height measured vertically to
the highest poinit.

1017.5.2 Other Surfaces. Where the surfiice is other than specified in 1017.4.1, tread
obstacles shall not exceed 2 inohes (50 mm) in height measured vertically to the highest
point.

Advisory 1017.5 Tread Obstacles. The vertical alignment of joints in concrete, asphalt, or
board surfaces can be tread obstacles. Natural features, such as tree rools and rocks, within
the trail iread can also be tread obstacles. Where possible, tread obsiacles shouid be
separated by a distance of 48 inches (1220 mm) minimum so persons who use wheeichairs can
maneuver around the obstacles.

1017.6 Openings. Openings in the surface of trails and their related passing spaces and resting
intervals shalt comply with 302.3.
EXCEPTION: Openings shall be permitted o be to be a size that does not permit
passage of a % inch (19 mm) sphere where openings that do not permit the passage of a 2
inch (6.4 mm) sphere cannot be provided due to the conditions in 1019

1017.7 Slopes. The slopes of trails shall comply with 1017.7,
1017.7.1 Runuing Slope. No more than 30 percent of the total length of  trail shall
have a running slope steeper than 1:12. The running slope of any segment of a frail shall
not be steeper than 1:8. Where the running slope of a segment of a trail is steeper than
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1:20, the meximum length of the segment shall be in accordance with Table 1017.7.1,
and a resting interval complying with 1017.8 shall be provided at each end of the
segment.

Table 1017.7.1 Runuing Slope and Resting Inteyvals

Running Slope of Trail Segment Maximum Length of Segment
Steeper than But not Steeper than
1:20 1;12 200 feet (61 m)
1:12 1:10 30 feet (9 m)
1:10 1:8 10 feet (3050 mm)

Advisory 1017.7.1 Ruaning Slepe. Running slope can also be expressed as a percentage
(grade).

10i7..7.2 Cruss Slope. The cross slope shall colmply with 1017.6.2.

1017.7.2.1 Concrete, Asphalt, or Boards. Where the surface is concrets,
asphalt, or boards, the cross siope shall not be steeper than 1:48.

1017.7.2.2 Other Surfaces. Where the surface is other than specified in
1017.7.2.1, the cross siope on other surfaces shall not be steeper than 1:20,

1017.8 Resting Intervals. Resting intorvals shall comply with 1017.8.

1017.8.1 Length. The resting interval length shall be 60 inches (1525 mm) long
minimum.

1017.8.2 Width. Where resting intervals are provided within the trail tread, resting
intervals shall be at least as wide as the widest segment of the fraif tread leading to the
resting intorval. Where resting intervals arc provided adjacent to the fraif tread, the
resting interval clear width shall be 36 inches (915 mm) minimum.

1017.8.3 Slope. Resting intervals shall have a slope complying with {017.8.3.

1017.8.3.1 Concrete, Asphalt, or Boards. Wherc the surface is concrets,
asphalt, or boards, the slope shall not be stecper than 1:48 in any direction.

1017.8.3.2 Other Surfaces, Where the surface is other then specified in
1017.8.3.1, the slope on ather surfaces shall not be steeper than 1:20 in any
direction.

1017.8.4 Turning Space. Where resting intervals are provided adjacent to the trail tread,
a turning space complying with 304.3,2 shall be provided. Vertical aligmnent between
the trail tread, turning space, and resting interval shall be nominally planar.
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Notice:

This document is disseminated under the sponsorship of the U,S, Department of
Transportation in the intercst of information cxchange. The United States
Government assumes no liability for ls contents or use thereof.

The contents of this report teflect the views of the contractor, who is responsible
Jor the accuracy of the dala presented hercin. The conteuts do not necessarily
reflest {he official policy of the Department of ‘Transportation.

This report does not constilute a standard, specifioation, or regulation. The United
States Government does not endorse products ur menufacturers. Trade or
manufacturers’ names appear hercin only because they are considered essential
to the object of this document,
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Chapter 15. Recreation Trail Design
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Section 209—Subgrade Construction

209.1 General Description

This work includes placing, mixing, compacting, and shaping the top 6 in (150 mm) or the Plan-indicated thickness of the
roadbed in both excavation and embankment areas.

This work also includes subgrade stabilization, select material subgrade, and shoulder stabilization.

209.1.01 Definitions
General Provisions 101 through 150.

209.1.02 Related References
A. Standard Specifications

Section 109—Measurement and Payment
Section 4]2—Bituminous Prime
Seclil 3- i e
ecti
Seclion 815—Graded Agpregate
B. Referenced Documents
GDT 1
gDT 20
GDT21
GDT 243
GDT 24
GDT 59
GDT 67
209.1.03 Submittais
General Provisions 101 through 150.
209.2 Materials
A. Subgrade Materials

If the Plans do not show the source of material for subgrade, the Engineer will direct the Contractor according to the
Specifications, or implement a Supplemental Agreement to ensure a satisfactory subgrade.

If the existing roadway excavation or borrow materials are not suitable or available for stabilizing the subgrade, use the
quantity of stabilizer materials defined below in Subscction 209.2.8.

B. Subgrade Stabilizer Materials

Material Section
Type | Stabllizer Aggregate 803.2.01
Type |l Stabilizer Aggregate 803.2.02
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Section 209—Subgrade Construction

Materlal Section
Class 1IB3 or Better Soll 810.2.01.A.1
Type 11} Stablizer Aggregate 803.2.03
Type IV Stabliizer Sand 8 04

C. Select Material Subgrade

Material Saction
Class [iB3 or Better Sol 810,2.01.A.1
Graded Aggregate 81§

D. Shoulder Stabilization

- Material Secfion
Shoulder Stabilization 803.2,02, Type Il

209.2.01 Delivery, Storage, and Handling
General Provisions 101 through 150.

209.3 Construction Requirements

209.3.01 Personnet
General Provisions 101 through 150.

209.3.02 Equipment
General Provisions 101 through 150,

209.3.03 Preparation
General Provisions 101 through 150,

209.3.04 Fabrication
General Provisions 101 through 150.

209.3.05 Construction
A. Subgrade Construction

Construct subgrade as follows:

Plow, harrow, and mix the entire surface of the in-place subgrade to a depth of at least 6 in (150 rm).

2. After thoroughly mixing the material, bring the subgrade to Plan line and grade and compact it to 100 percent of the
maximunt laboratory dry density.

1. If the subgrade needs to be stabilized, or if a subsequent contract provides for base construction, do not apply
density requirement at this stage.
If a subsequent Contract provides for base construction, eliminate mixing and compact the in-place subgrade to 95
percent of the laboratory maximum dry density.

4. Ensure that the subgrade can fiamly support construction equipment before placing subsequent layers of base and
paving materials. The subgrade must support construction equipment without excessive movement regardless of

compaction.
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Section 208—Subgrade Construction

5.

6.

Rework unstable areas of subgrade to a moisture content that will provide stubility and compaction, The Engineer
may diroct the Contractor to proof roll the subgrade with a loaded dump truck.

Compagct the subgrade using a sheepsfoot roller.
Where the subgrade soils are predominantly sands, the Engincer may permit the use of vibratory rollers.

B. Subgrade Stabilization
Construct a stabilized subgrade according to Plans or as directed:

i

Undercut and dispose of the amount of subgrade material that will be disptaced with the aggregate or selected
material according to the Engineer's direction.

Leave material off the subgrade in fill sections requiring stabilization,

Place the amount of material specified in Subsection 209.2.B, on the subgrade as specified on the Plans or
established by the Engineer.

Thoroughly incorporate the material into the existing subgrade to a depth of 6 in (150 mm), or as indicated on the
Plans, Plow, disk, harrow, blade, and then mix with rotary tillers until the mixiure is uniform and homogencous
throughout the depth to be stabilized.

Finish the stabilized subgrade to the Plan line, grade, and cross-section. Compact it to 160 percent of the maximum
laboratory dry density as defined in Subsection 209.3.06.

Plant mixing is permitted as an alternative {o the mixed-in-place method.

Eliminate the mixing and scarifying method before compaction in undercut areas where Type 111 Stabilizer
Aggropates are specified, unless otherwise specified by the Engineer,

Select Materials Subgrade

Place select materials as follows:

1,

Place a uniform blanket of select material consisting of Class [ or It soil or graded aggregate on the prepared
subgrade (according to Plan dimensions or as directed by the Engineer).

2. Use the select material reserved from the grading or borrow operations. If material is not available through this
source, obtain it from other sources.

3. FPinish and compact the materiai according to Subsection 209.3.05.A.

Shoulder Stabilization

Stabilize the shoulder as follows:

1. Spread the stabilizer aggregato at the rate and to the dimensions indicated on the Plans.

2. Mix the aggregate with the in-place shoulder material thoroughly to the Plan depth.

3. Compact the area thoroughly and finish it 1o Plan dimensions.

4. Prime the stabilized area according to Section 412 when a paving course is required on the shoulders.
Finishing Subgrade

When finishing subgrade usc the following procedure:

1.

2.
1.

Leave the underlying subgrade in cuts and fills low enough to acoommodate the additional material when the work
requires either subgrade stabilization, select material subgrade, or stabilization for shoulders,

Test short sections in curb and gutter areas might be necessary to obtain the proper elevation.
Blade the surface of the completed subgrade to a smaoth and unifonn texture,
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Section 209—Subgrade Construction

209.3.06 Quallty Acceptance

‘The Department will test representative samples of compacted material to determine the laboratory maximmum dry density
using QDT 7, GDT 24a, or GDT 67 as applicable.

The Department will determine in-place density of the compacted subgrade according to GDT 20, GDT 21, or GDT 59, as
applicable.

Ensurc that the centerline profile conforms to the established elevations with an acceptable tolerance of £0.5 in (+13 mm).
The acceptable tolerance under a template conforming to the designated cross section shall be £0.25 in (26 mm).

Have the Department test the maximum dry density using methods according to Subscction 209.3.05,A. When base
construction is not in the same Contract, the tolerances may be 1 in (25 mm), 0.5 in (13 mm), and 95 percent respectively.

209.3.07 Contractor Warranty and Malntenance
General Provisions 101 through 150.
209.4 Measurement
A. Subgrade Constructlon and Finishing Subgrade
The Department will make no sepurate measurement or payment for the work described in this Section.
B. Subgrade Stabilization

Subgrade stabilization materials, as defined n Subsection 209.3.05.B is measured by the ton (megagram), cubic yard
(meter), or square yard (meter) of the specified thickness if none of the exlsting Roadway Excavation and/or Borrow
Materials are suitable and available for stabilizing the subgrade.

C. Select Material Subgrade

Select materials, conforming to Subsection 209.3.05.C are measured by the cubic yard (meter) in the hauliog vehicle, per
ton (megagram) according to Subsection 109.01, or by the square yard (meter) of the specified thickness when roadway
excavation and/or borrow materials are not available or suitable for this Ltem.

D, Shoulder Stabilization
Shoulder stabilization is measured by the cubic yard (meter) or ton (megagram) as specified in Subsection 209.4.B.
209.4.01 Limits
General Provisions 101 through 150.
208.5 Payment
A. Subgradc Construction
The Department will make no separate payment for subgrade construction or for finishing subgrade.
B. Subgrade Stablilization

Subgrade stabilization complete and accepted according to Subsectjon 209.3.5.B will be paid for at the Contract Unit
Price per cubic yard (meter), per ton (megagram), or per square yard {reter). This price Is full compensation for
furnishing the materials, hacling, placing, mixing, compacting, and finishing the stabilized subgrade.

C, Select Material Subgrade

Select material complete, accepted, and measured according to Subsection 20%.4.C will be paid for af the Contract Unit
Price per cubic yard (meter), per ton (megagram), or per squere yard (meter). This price is full compensation for
furnishing the material where required, hauling, placirg, mixing, compacting and finishing the select material subgrade.
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Seotion 209—Subgrade Conatruction

D. Shoulder Stabilization

This item will be measured by Subseetion 209.4.8. and paid for according o Subxection 209.5.B. This ltem also

Includes fumishing and applying bltuminous prime.
Payment will be made under:

Item No. 208 | Stabllizer materials (class}, (type), (thickness)

Per lon {(megagram), cublo yard {metsr), or square

yard {niates)

llem No. 209 | Selscl material subgrade (class}, (typa), (thickness)

Per ton (megagram), cublc yand {mater), or squate

yard (meter)

ltem No. 205 | Btlabllizer aggregate for shoulders

Per ton {megagram), er cubia yard (meter)

208.6.01 Adjustments
General Provisions 101 throngh 150,
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Section 803-—Stabilizer Aggregate

803.1 General Description
This section includes the requirsments for stabilizer aggregate, Types I through II, and Type IV stabilizer sand.
803.1.01 Related References
A. Standard Specifications
io] -
B. Referenced Documents
AASHTO T 27

AASHTO T 96
GDT 63
803.2 Materlals

803.2.01 Type | Stabilizer
A. Requirements
Use the appropriate type, class, and grade of stabilizor aggrogate.
Use material of uniform quoality that meets the requirements of Section 800, Class A or B aggregate. Crushed concrete

may be used provided it meets the requirements of Section 800 that are applicable to Group 2 aggregates. Ensure the
material meets the following gradation:

Sieve Slze % Passing by Welght
1-1/2in {37.5 mm) 100
1 In (25 mm}) 80-100
No. 8 {2.36 mm) 05

B. Fabrication
General Provisions 101 through 150,

C. Acceptance
Use the following test;
Test Method
Sleve analysls AASHTO T 27
D. Materlals Warranty
General Provisions 101 through 150,

803.2,02 Type li Stabilizer Aggregate
A. Requirements

Use material that meets the requirements of Section 800, Class A or B aggregate. Crushed concrete may be used
provided it meets the requirements of Scction 800 that are applicable to Group 2 aggregates.

The aggregate shall:
o Not contain overburden soil or disintegrated rock
e Have a sand equivalent value of at least 20 for material passing the No, 10 (2 mm) sieve
¢ Mest these gradation requirements:

Sieve Size % Passing by Welght
2in (50 mm) 100
1_-112 in {(37.5 mm) 95-100
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Sectlon 803—Stabllizer Aggregate

Sleve Size % Passing by Weight
No. 10 (2 mm) 15.45
No. 200 (75 pim) 012
B. Fabrication
General Provisions 101 through 150.
C. Acceptance
Test type I stabilizer as follows:
Test Method
Sieve analysia AASHTO T 27
Sand equlvalent GDT 83

D. Materials Warranty

General Provisions 101 through 150.
803.2.03 Type lil Stabilizer Aggregate
A. Requlrements

Use material that meets the requirements of Seetion 800, Class A or B aggregate. Crushed concrets may be used
provided it meels the requirements of Section 800 that aro applicable to Group 2 aggregates.

Ensure the stabilizer aggregate does not contain svil or decomposed rock and that the Sand Equivalent value of the
material passing the No. 10 sieve is not less than 20,

The aggregate shall meet these gradation requirements:

Sleve Size % Passing by Welght
6 In (150 mm) 100
2 in (50 mm) 25-75
No. 10 (2 mm) 15-35

B. Fabrication
General Provisions 101 through 150.

C. Acceptance
Test Type 11 stabilizer as follows:
Test Method
Sisve analysis AASHTO T 27
Percent wear AASHTO T 96

D. Materials Warranty

General Provisions 101 through 150.
803.2.04 Type IV Stabilizer Sand
A. Requirements

Make Type 1V stabilizer sand from either natural sand, menufactured sand, or any combination of natucal and
manufactured sands,

1. Ifusing manufhctured sand, make the sand from Class A or B crushed stone, gravel, slag, or synthetic aggregate that
meets Seciion 800requirements.

2. Type IV stabilizer sand shall have a sand equivalent of at least 35 for material passing the No. 18 (2 mm) sieve and
shall also meet these gradation requircments,

Sieve Size % Passing by Welight
No. 10 (2 mm) 60-100
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Section 803—Stablilzer Aggregate

Cl

No. 60 (250 pm) 5-40
No. 200 (75 pm) 0-20
Fabrication
QGeneral Provisions 101 through 150,
Aceceptance
Test Type IV stabilizsr as follows!
Test Method
Siave analysis AASHTOT 27
Sand equivalent GDT 83
Materials Warranty
General Provisions 101 through 150,

242
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Section 800—Coarse Aggregate

800.1 General Description

This scction inchudes requirements for coarse aggregate. All aggregate shall be the specified type, class, and grade, and shall
meet the requirements for the intended use.

800.1.01 Related References
A. Standard Specifications

Section 424—Bituminous Surface Treatment

B. Referenced Documents
AASHTO ASTM

™ car7 C 205
T27 C 289 C 5688
T96 C 294 E30
T 104 G23

aDT 104

GDT 129

GDT 133

QPL2
800.2 Materials
800.2.01 Coarse Aggregate
A. Requirements

The Contraotor shall use the type, group, class, and grade of coarse aggregate specified. For coarse aggregate sources, see
QPL 2.

1. Coarse Aggregate Types

Type Characteristics
Crushed stone Sound, durable rock particles.
Gravel Sound, durable rock without damaging coatings,
Alr-cooled blast furnace | Sound, durable particles with uniform density and quality, or other elags that have
slag good service record.

Dry slag shall weigh at least 70 ib/ft® {1120 kg/m®) compacted and shall contain less
than 30% glassy particles by weight. Do nat use slag as aggregate for Portland cement
concrete.

Synthelic aggregate Sound, durable, expanded clay, shale, or other manufactured product

2. Coarse Aggregate Groups
a. Group I: Limestons, dolomite, marble, or any combination thereof. Ensure Group I aggregates meet the
abrasion requirement for Class A stone when used in Portland cement concrete of any type or class.

b. Group Il: Slag, pravel, granitic and gneissio rocks, quarizite, synthetic aggregate, or any corabination thereof.
3. Classes

Aggregates are classified by physical properties that detesmine how they are used.

a. Do not blend aggregates that meet abrasion requirements with aggregates that do not meet requirements,

b. “Class A* and “Class B” agpregate used in Portland cement concrets, asphaltic concrete, and bituminous
surface treatrent shall meet these limits:
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Section 800—Coarse Aggregate

Percent Wear AASHTO T 96 ("B” Grading)

Class A Class B
Group | Aggregates 040 41-56
Group Il Aggregates 0-50 51-80

“Class B" aggregates used in all applications other than Portland cement concrete, asphaltic concrete, or
bituminous surface treatment shall meet these limits:

Percent Wear AASHTO T 96 (“B” Grading)

Class B
Group | Aggregates 41.55
Group Il Aggregates 5185

4. Soundness

Test coarse aggregate used in Portland cement concrete, bituminous surfaces, bituminous bases, aggregate bases, or
surface treatient with five allernations of the magnesium sulfatc soundness test.

a
b.
c.

Use aggregate with a weight loss of Iess than 15 percent,

The 15 peroent soundness loss for a Class “CS” concrete is waived if it has a S-year service record.

If the material meets all the requirements except for the 15 percent soundness requirement, the material may be

used in Zones 3 and 4 (soe Subsection 424.3.05, “Construction Requirements”) under the following conditions:

1) The aggregate in bituminous courses and in all types and classcs of Portiand cement concrete construction,
except as stated in Group 1, has a satisfactory five-year service record under sImilar service and exposure.

2) The Engineer’s investigation shows that it equals or exceeds the quality of eppraved aggregate (in cases
where the materjal’s uniformity changes at the source, or does not have a five-year service record).

S. Grades
Use coarse aggregate that is well graded within the limits and sizes specified in Table 800.1.
6. Detrimental Substances

a. Detrimenta! substances include shalc, weathered ar decomposed rock, friable particles, or any substance that
may be detrimental for the use intended..
. Do not use any aggregate that can cause & dcleterious reaction.
Do niof use aggregates that contain Chrysotile (defined as fibrous serpentinite) as a temporary or permanent
unbound surfacing for roads, nor as stabilizer for soil used as subgrade, base, or surface coutse.
d. Detrimental substances shall not exceed the folfowing limits:
1) For Portland Cement Concrate:
Substance Max % Allowed
Mica schist—Materials defined iIn ASTM C 284 as phyllite or schist. Use GDT 104 to analyze 6
thess materiais.
Materials that pass the No. 200 (75 pm) sieve. 1.6
Flat and elongated pieces (with lengths more than five times the average thickness). 10
Sulphur content computed as sulfide sulphur (for bridge-type structures)—If the sulphur 0.0%
content exceeds 0.01%, do not use the aggregate unless it passes a petrographic analysis
and a weathering test equivalent to 8 months or more of exposure.
Other local detrimental substances. (Any Combination) 20

NOTE: Do not uae aggregate in Portland Cement concrete that is capable of producing a deleterlous reaction
when combined with Portiand Cement,

2) For Asphaltic Concrete;
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Section 800—Coarse Aggregate

Substance Max. % Allowed
Mica schist—Materials defined in ASTM C 294 as phyliite or schist, Use GDT 104 to analyze 10
these materials. (Use this raquirement for Interstate Construction only.)
Flat or elongated particles (with lengths more than five times the avarage thickness). 10
Glagsy particles (slag). 30
Other local datrimental substances. (Any combination) 2.0
3) For Bituminous Surface Treatment:
Substance Max. % Allowed
Mica schist—Materials defined In ASTM C 294 as phyliite or schist. Use GDT 104 o analyze 10
these malterials.
Materiei finer than No. 200 {76 pm) slave.
#5 Stone 0.5
#6 Stone 07
#7 Stone 07
#89 Stone 1.0
Flat and elongated particles (with lengths more than five times the average thicknass). 10
Glassy particles (slag). 30
Other local detrimental substances. (Any combination) 2

e. Ensurethat gravel used in asphaltic concrete and bituminous surface treatment meets the following additional
requirements:
o  Consists of siliceous particles.

s« A minimum of 85%, by count, of the materigl retained on the No. 4 (4.75 mm) sieve has one or mors
fractured faces.

e The fracture is for the approximate average diameter or thickness of the particle.
B. Fabrication
QGeneral Provisions 101 through 150,

C. Acceptance
Test as follows:
Test Method
Material that passes the No. 200 (76 pm) sieve AASHTO T 11
Sulphur content ASTM E 30, Leco msthod
Weathering ASTM G 23
Petrographlc analysis ASTM C 295
Soundness (magnesium sulfate) AASHTO T 104
Percent wear . AASHTOT®8
Aggregate gradation AASHTO T 27
Reacivity ASTM C 227, C 289, and C 586
Schist or phyiliite GDT 104
Fiat and elongated particles GDT 128
Friable Particles GDT 133
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Section 800—Coarse Aggregate

D. Materials Warranty
General Provisions 101 through 150,
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APPENDIX C:
Concept Report
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

TE PROJECT CONCEPT REPORT
GDOT Project Number; CSTEE-0008-00(986)
GDOT P.L Number: 00089686
FEDERAL FUNDS: $600,000.00  MATGHING FUNDS: $150,000.00
FISCAL YEAR PROPOSED: 2010
PROJECT SPONSOR: City of Macon

CONTACT PERSON: Ben Hamrick, Business Manager, Macon-Bibb County Parks &
Recreation, 478-751-9288

Date of Report: January 22, 2010
1h‘eundersignedhavemviewedmgonceptrapott

Date: State Environmental/location Engineer o,

Date State Transportation Planning Administrator

Alfr
Date State Bridge Engineer

This project concept is contained in the Regional Transporiaion Program (RTP) andior
in the State Transporiation Improvement Program (STIP). - The concept as presented
%s%wmwwhmmmmmzwmbmdwedmmmp
an .

{Information copies have been provided to the foflowing offices: Engineering Services,
Malntenance, Road Design, Urban Design, Bridge Design, and Right-ofWay. Their
comments are welcomed.)
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

TE PROJECT CONCEPT REPORT
GDOT Project Number: CSTEE-0008-00(986)
GDOT P.I. Number: 0008986
FEDERAL FUNDS: $600,000.00 MATCHING FUNDS: $150,000.00
FISCAL YEAR PROPOSED: 2010
PROJECT SPONSOR: City of Macon

CONTACT PERSON: Ben Hamrick, Business Manager, Macon-Bibb County Parks &
Recreation, 478-751-9286

Date of Report: January 22, 2010

The undersigned have reviewed the concept report:

Date State Environmental/Location Engineer

Date State Traffic Engineer

Date District Engineer

rete-zon _{Dward 4. Cwrptin

Date State Transportation Planning Administrator

7.
Date State Bridge Engineer

This project concept is contained in the Regional Transportation Program (RTP) and/or
in the Slate Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). The concept as presented
herein and submitted for approval is consistent with that which is included in the RTP

and/or STIP.

{information copies have been provided to the following offices: Engineering Services,
Maintenance, Road Design, Urban Design, Bridge Design, and Right-ofWay. Their

comments are welcomed.)
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

TE PROJECT CONCEPT REPORT
GDOT Project Number: CSTEE-0008-00(986)
GDOT P.I. Number: 0008986
FEDERAL FUNDS: $600,000.00 MATCHING FUNDS: $150,000.00
FISCAL YEAR PROPOSED: 2010
PROJECT SPONSOR: City of Macon

CONTACT PERSON: Ben Hamrick, Business Manager, Macon-Bibb County Parks &
Recreation, 478-751-9286

Date of Report: January 22, 2010

The undersigned have reviewed the concept report:

2;/ Ii/Zow /UL__ 56»«'—___.

Date State Environmental/l.ocation Engineer

Date State Traffic Engineer

Date District Engineer

Date State Transportation Planning Administrator

il
Date State Bridge Engineer

This project concept is contained in the Regional Transportation Program (RTP) and/or
in the State Transportation improvement Program (STIP). The concept as presented
herein and submitted for approval is consistent with that which is included in the RTP

and/or STIP.

{Information copies have been provided to the following offices: Engineering Services,
Maintenance, Road Design, Urban Design, Bridge Design, and Right-ofWay. Their

comments are welcomed.)

252



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

TE PROJECT CONCEPT REPORT
GDOT Project Number. CSTEE-0008-00(986)
GDOT P.1. Number: 0008986
FEDERAL FUNDS: $600,000.00 MATCHING FUNDS: $150,000.00
FISCAL YEAR PROPOSED: 2010
PROJECT SPONSOR: City of Macon

CONTACT PERSON: Ben Hamrick, Business Manager, Macon-Bibb County Parks &
Recreation, 478-751-9286

Date of Report: January 22, 2010

The undersigned have reviewed the concept report:

Date State Environmental/Location Engineer
A-1%:10 MM
Date State Traffic Engin

Date District Engineer

Date State Transportation Planning Administrator

/L/ZE
Date State Bridge Engineer

This project concept is contained in the Regional Transportation Program (RTP) andior
in the State Transportation improvement Program (STIP). The concept as presented
hereln and submitted for approval is consistent with that which is included in the RTP

and/or STIP.

{Information copies have been provided to the following offices: Engineering Services,
Maintenance, Road Design, Urban Design, Bridge Design, and Right-of-Way. Their

comments are welcomed.)
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

TE PROJECT CONCEPT REPORT
GDOT Project Number: CSTEE-0008-00(986)
GDOT P.I. Number: 0008986
FEDERAL FUNDS: $600,000.00 MATCHING FUNDS: $150,000.00
FISCAL YEAR PROPOSED: 2010
PROJECT SPONSOR: City of Macon

CONTACT PERSON: Ben Hamrick, Business Manager, Macon-Bibb County Parks &
Recreation, 478-751-9286

Date of Report: January 22, 2010

The undersigned have reviewed the concept report:

Date State Environmental/Location Engineer
Date State Traffic Engineer

Date District Engineer

Date State Transportation Planning Administrator
Date State Bridge Engineer

This project concept is contained in the Regional Transportation Program (RTP) andfor
in the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). The concept as presented
herein and submitted for approval is consistent with that which is included in the RTP

and/for STIP.

(Information copies have been provided to the following offices: Engineering Services,
Maintenance, Road Design, Urban Design, Bridge Design, and Right-of-Way. Their

comments are welcomed.)
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P.l. No. 0008986 Page 2

TE PROJECT COMMON NAME: .

Ocmulgee Heritage Trail - Walnut Creek Extension

TE PROJECT LOCATION:

Located in Macon, Georgia, between the Ocmulgee River and Interstate 16

TE PROJECT CONCEPT [DESCRIPTION]:

The project is to be built using Transportation Enhancement and local funds and is called the
Ocmulgee Heritage Trail, Otis Redding Bridge to Walnut Creek, which will extend south between
Interstate 18 and the Ocmulgee River to Walnut Creek, where it can connect to existing trails of the
Ocmulgee National Monument.

PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION:

The frail will be approximately 6,500 feet long, 10’-wide concrete, asphalt, or gravel and will meander
generally between 30" and 100’ from the river bank and will not penetrate the 25°' Stream Buffer.
Current budget limitations dictate that the frail be composed of asphalt, but if the budget changes in
the future the trail material may change as well. The trail will consist of 1.5-2" of asphalt over a 4-6
graded aggregate base. There will be footbridges or culverts along the way to cross over natural
drainage ways. Due to the sensitive area of Ocmulgee National Monument, construction will primarily
be closely tied to existing grades, minimizing areas of cut and fill, and per guidelines established by
the Environmental Assessment report. The project will conform to the requirements of the Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA).

MAJOR STRUCTURES:

None

PERMITS REQUIRED:

NPDES

LEVEL OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS:

Environment Assessment per National Park Service requirements

SECTION 4{f)/SECTION 106 INVOLVEMENT:

Although the proposed project would occur on National Park lands, there would be no substantial
impairment of the current activities, features, or attributes that would qualify the area for protection
under Section 4(f), and there would be no substantial indirect effects to the resource. Therefore, no
Section 4(f) Evaluation is required.

OTHER KNOWN OR SUSPECTED ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES:

N/A
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P.1. No. 0008986 Page 3
LEVEL OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT:

N/A

DESIGN STANDARDS TO BE USED:

AASHTO, GDOT and ADA

DESIGN VARIANCES REQUIRED:

Design Variances to omit shoulders on footbridge and omit shoulders on path under canopy
OTHER GDOT PROJECTS IN IMMEDIATE VICINITY OF TE PROJECT:

None

CONCEPT TEAM MEETING HELD AND PERSONS PRESENT:

N/A

FIELD REVIEW HELD:

To be held after environmental report approved

RAILROAD INVOLVEMENT:

The proposed trail passes under a Norfolk Southem Raiiroad trestle towards the beginning of the trail.
The crossing will be handled in a manner similar to the same type of crossing that was installed on
the opposite side of the Ocmuigee River under TE project Pl 0000122, Ocmulgee Heritage Trail:
Gateway Trail. The railroad canopy, as detailed on sheet 2 in the attachments, will be installed to
protect trail pedestrians from objects that may fall from the tracks overhead. The canopy will be on a
track system to allow for temporary removal for maintenance purposes.

UTILIMES:
This property is owned by the City of Macon and the Depariment of the Interior. However, there are
existing utility easements to Georgia Power and Macon Water Authority on the City of Macon
property. These utilities will remain intact and coordination with the wtilities will be for easement
encroachment purposes. The GA Power line crosses the proposed trail approximately perpendicular
and crosses the river. The Macon Water line is a sewer line that runs generally parallet but not
adjacent to the proposed trail. Contacts for utilities are as follows:

GA Power: Max Shoupe  478-784-5827

Macon Water Authority:  Tony Rojas 478-464-5622
COMMENTS: None
ATTACHMENTS:

Project Area Map, Project Layout, Existing and Proposed Typical Sections, Cost Estimate
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Vance C. Smith, Jr., Commissioner GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

FILE P.1. No. 0008986 ofFFice Thomaston
CSTEE-0008-00(986) Bibb
Ocmulgee Trail

pate  February 25, 2010

FROM Bill Rountree
TO Brent Story (Concept Reports)
W/Attachments

SUBJECT Signed Concept Cover Sheat
W/Comments

We have reviewed the concept report on the above project and concur with the recommendation for approval
with the comments listed below:

Kerry Gore, District Three Utilities Engineer:

On the above project, we anticipate no utility conflicts except for the easements issue mentioned in the report.
However, we cannot finalize this statement until we see developed plans.

Mike England, District Three Traffic Engineer:

We concur with the scope of the project as described within the report. We will provide further comment as
plans are developed for impacts and or requirements for access to state right-of-way.
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APPENDIX D:
Agency Coordination Meeting Notes
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QcMULGEE HERITAGE TRAIL
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA) KICKOFFr MEETING

March 4, 2008

Introduction {(see sign-in sheet)

Primary purpose of meeting is to address the environmental documentation relationship
between National Park Service (NPS) and Georgia Department of Transportation
{GDOT).

Can one combined document serve the project needs?

o GDOT is the lead agency. so it should be handled like a GDOT EA but include
additional NPS requirements and have an additional signature line.

L] From NPS perspective, it just needs to meet Director’s Order (DO) 12
requirements.
0 Also needs to address wetland protection (DO 77-1) and impairment of resources.

Wetlands determinations will need o be based on the NPS Guidelines of a single
criteria being present instead of the typical ihree as the Corps and GDOT require.
o Threatened or endangered species assessment will need 1o cover both Federal and
State listed species in accordance with NPS reguirements.
o} Public involvement:

- DOT always has public involvement, whereas NPS sometimes just
publishes an announcement.

. This project probably won’t be controversial and will only require one
combined public bearing/open house afier the draft EA is approved. No
separate scoping open bouse will be done. All present agreed with this
path forward.

o Special studies:
- Ecology, archaeology and history will be required by the GDOT.

- NPS would require that information i the EA (summarize the special
studies).

- NPS does not wish io review the special studies

- Studies will be submitied separately and will not be included in the EA.

NPS will be copied on final drafts of special studies. Melanie Nable of
GDOT will handle this coordination,

- Steven Wright of NPS will provide Melanie Nable of GDOT with any
NPS requirements/guidelines for the special studies.

o Section 4(f): .
- Depends on who's going 10 maintain the trail once it’s built - It witl be
NPS property.
- In the past. FITWA has constructed and NPS has maintained - no 4(f)
required.

- It was agreed by all parties present that no Section 4(f) would be required.
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This project will be funded as a “TE” project (no longer “HPP"} - should make it a Litile
casier (still federal dollars, doesn™t affeci much).

This project will now have its own separate P14, not PI# 0007636,

NPS environmental screening form fopics: something the NPS provides that would help
with the EA (used by NPS as checklist). Steven Wright of NPS will provide this
document to Melanie Nable of GDOT. -Melanie will provide FHWA with a copy of this
document.

Almost the entire project arca is owned by NPS (afler railroad), a small portion near the
Otis Redding Bridge is owned by a combination of Agencies - Macon Water Authority,
Geurgia Power Company. and Norfolk Southemn Railroad.

Archaeological data:

o] NPS consultants have done some testing in the past; archaeological site seems to
be 20-30 fi below the surface. Steven Wright of NPS will provide Melanie Nable
of GDOT with copies of any existing reports for this area. Melanie will also
research any other GDOT studies which may have been completed as part of 1-16

for ihis area.

o Reseurch existing data and talk 1o SHPO. additional field work may not be
required.

o Not much ground disturbance taking place. Minimal grading within {-2 feet of

surface plus the footings for pedestrian bridge.
NPS General Management Plan (GMP) is from the 1960s, not useful.

Construction casements were discussed , and 1t was determined ihat no casements would
be required for access during conswuction.

A sub-section shall be added 10 EA which discusses both indirect and cumulative effects
of the praject.

NPS will require a minimum of three weeks to review the draft EA before it is sent out to
the public.

Section 106 Lurly Notification/Coordination fetter will be completed using GDOT
standard formats.

Ecology early coordination will also be required.
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GDOT Project CSTEE-0008-00(986)
Bibb County, PI. NO. 0008986

OHT - Walnut Creek Ext. (within NPS property)

Please print

e

i -A’fﬁiié'tijon

Email

D1k F)/zd.]

/
(ﬁc/%,/{/‘yex e ?{t?a {,au;

(ff’if,’:/i/'é Aot . Ce

Tor: [iheeles

?j“é I ’/é’ftir"c‘; é:—

./’fﬁifis‘tjﬂ\ E"lﬂa}?t"ﬁ’/fhcj (;/Ov\fq

éfr'// 7 e S E L

lmuwse\ Degw oy T

e /z..w«.— e (i, o P
\olicemb, ® sl gl

fudieclor Otvanshy engireninc.cort

<y

don

<

Seer W omng

Ruhe [t »e,rv\kc%?

C«mvww Entbimconiit é‘&w"

Aot WM ans & ( ¢
Cfﬁ&?ﬂfmgﬂ%’ et CL A

Guy Lpowws

NEPS Bemvierth Nm

6”7“— l’aci’):nq, @ HP# l:} b

Ovv

v

{L iy / A ““»\;J‘x B

PR "‘(_'.
AV TS

‘:;’53?’;."&'-

2 -y

N il e

:"'}-'ﬁ;“%.’i~i§~<~- ¢ /I/' § 3245, e e
s

érwm Sm et

AL T frotedgm

v

los o T @ whagy et

S ﬂ.é*,f'

Sm«mmm\{ Cra;(

CHELS Enlaiguey | Ad4 ,'/ 7E s frard 7
i o . pe f
E\Jl\\da\,w’ Mool | GeT /a iﬁi’f%‘ b be s clod - 0. aey

f-—u‘)oT j Neg A

\olex @ dotad. qov

e de D i 3
: RYHPRS e N Lo
4" Y ¢ \j\(s ‘:«"/Li&:fib".lk 1 %L"i ‘9\ \‘,”?\?:(!xa\_i Sy oefo Beviat atoany
Kevviad vt isasg (~DUT ol Dxtiwid fidvifmity ol e, G5y
> Pt

268



OCMULGEE HERITAGE TRAIL: WALNUT CREEK EXTENSION
CSTEE-0008-00(986); Biss PI # 0008986
REINTRODUCTION MEETING MINUTES

May 12, 2010 - 10:00 am
GDOT Office of Environmental Services
Atlanta. Georgia.

¢ Introductions — Sce sign-in shect attached

*  Project Overview

An overview of the entire Ocmulgee Heritage Trail system was provided as well
as the concept for this phase,

The overall irail system is maintained for the most part by the City of Macon or
their contractor — Ocmulgee Heritage Trail, LLC. The portion of the trail
proposed to be constructed on Ocmulgee National Monument property will be
maintained by the local NPS.

This proposed phase is approximately 6,500 lincar fect of asphalt trail between
Interstate 16 and the Ocmulgee River in Macon, GA.

Most of the property for this phasc is on National Park Service property
(Ocmulgee National Monument). which begins approximately at the Norfolk
Southemn Railroad. The remainder is owned by the City of Macon and Norfolk
Southern Railroad.

National Park Service requires and LA for projects on their property. otherwise a
Categorical Exclusion would have been the appropriate level of documentation
for this project.

s Projeet History

(o4

Project Kick-off Meeting - March 4, 2008

o Concept Report

o

<

L)

Approved 3/12/10

Design Deviation Statement filed 3/31/10

s Special Studices

O

Air Assessment — Approved 8/11/09

s Send copies of this to NPS with Draft LA if not before.
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Bibb Pl 0008986
Remntroduction Meeting
May 12,2010

o Noise Assessment - Approved 6/16/09
= Send copies of this to NPS with Draft EA if not before.
o Archaeological Survey Report —~ SHPO Concurrence 12/18/09

*  No archaeological impacts as determined by SEAC based on depths of
disturbance as proposed.

o Phase I Ecology Assessment — Approved 12/21/09
®«  NPS needs a copy of the Phase T ecology assassment,
= A Phase [I ecology assessment will be required for this project.
*=  Ecological Impacts (2 NPS wetlands and 1 stream) have a potential to be
exempt from DO-77-1 and -2. bui Anita feels that they probably won’t
qualify: for NPA exemption due to the fact that the trail is paved,

*  Impacts must be reviewed by the Water Resources Division of the
National Park Service.

= Historic Resources Survey Report — Approved 3/18/10 (FHW A email)
4729/10 (SHPQO letter)

¢ NPS has no concermns with Section 4(f).
*  No Historic Properties Affected document — resubmitted 4/29/10

¢ NPS has concern that it is not “no historic property affected”. it
should be “no historic property adversely affected”. May possibly
need to change to Assessment of Effects instead of NHPA
document, but will wait for review to determine.

s [fitis determined that an AOE is needed in lieu of the NHPA. then
contact should be made with Toramy Jones in the regional NPS
office to obtain a template.

s [Environmental Assessment
o Draft EA (First Draft at 90% complete)
*  The draft EA will be submitted to Moreland Altobelli once completed,
who will then submit to GDOTFHWA. FHW A will send to NPS for

review,

= Threshold and intensity definitions need to be discussed with National
Park Service before DEA is (inalized.
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Bibb P1 0008986
Remntroduction Meeting
May 12, 2010

* A conference call will be set up o discuss formatting and language of the
drafi EA.

= GDOT signs the DEA, but NS does not. NPS does however sign the
FONSI,

o The drafi EA will be released publicly afier it has been approved by all review
parties.

= National Park Service does not require a public hearing, if just needs 10 be
made available to the public for review in certain areas (website, local
libraries, newsletier to park “friends”, copies at ONMU. area GDOT
office, ctc).

*  GDOT is on board with this route as this project is considered an amenity
and it would possibly be a waste of time 10 have somcone sci up at an
open house if there is no controversy.

»  Parties involved will reconvene at later date to coordinate details on this.

» Right-of-Way (Memorandum of Understanding between NewTown Macon and National
Park Service/Department of the Interior)

o Not surc what route will be appropriate for this project conceming right-ofeway.,
May possibly require highway easement deed or just a special use permit.

o No matter what route is found to be appropriate, no action can be taken on ROW
until afler FONSI is approved and signed.

+  Cooperating Agency documentation has been sent by NPS 1o FHWA.

» Once bridge plans are completed they should be sent to MAAT so that they can be
submitted to GDO'T bridge oflice.

» Plan is to have design plans in for review by approximately April 2011,
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OCMULGEE HERITAGE TRAIL: WALNUT CREEK EXTENSION
CSTEE-0008-00(986); Bins PI # 0008986
CONFERENCE CALL MINUTES
May 19, 2010 - 9:00 am
The following parties attended this conference call:

o National Park Service (Anita Bamett & Guy Lachine)

o Georgia Department of Transportation (Jonathan Cox, Ruthie Jones. Kelvin
Mullins, Elaine Armster)

o]

Federal Highway Administration {Chetna Dixon & Michele Lindberg)
o Moreland Altobelli & Associates (Chris Kingsbury & Brian Smart)
< Mangi Environmental (Meghan Morsc)
o Cranston Engineering Group, PC (Scott Williams & Tori Wheeler)
Environmental Assessment Document
o The methodology section has been included in table form.

o The following thresholds have been defined: negligible, mild, moderate —
definitions have been taken from other NPS projects and altered 1o fit this one,

Meghan will go back and apply some “lessons leamed” from the Kennesaw
project she worked on with Anita to this EA.

G

Meghan will be emailing the threshold definitions to Anita for review.

<

.o Anita would like to see “heneficial” and “adverse” added to the definitions.
> Anita stressed that while the “No Historic Properties Affected” document is fine,
it needs to be clear in the EA that a historic property is affected, just not in an
adverse manner.
o Impairment statements have been included in the FA.
o The FONSI will be a joint document, in the same manner as the EA,

Ecology Issues

o Anita has asked about the wetlands exception possibility around NPS but has not
received an answer yet.
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Bibb PI 0008986
Conference Call
May 19, 2010

o Anita still feels that the exception will not be granted because of the 1raif material
and maintenance.

o Cranston may contact Anita directly to discuss mitigation when it’s time.
¢ Right-of-Way Issues
< Anita is waiting on someone within NPS to advise on the ROW issue.

o Nommally FHWA doesn’t tyvpically approve special-use permits because it has to
be for the life of the trail. trail needs to be open at all times.

o Guy stated that the infention was that the trail would only be used during daylight
hours, but the gate will not be closed at night uniess problems arise.

e A question was raised about the life of the project. FHHWA will fook into this and

coordinate with Kelvin & Elaine. The life of the project should also be mentioned in the
DEA once determined.
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Daie:

MEETING NOTES (FINAL)
CSTEE-0008-00(986)
County: Bibb
P.L No. 0008986
Ocmulgee Heritage Trail ~ Walnut Creek Extension

April 3, 2012

Location/Time: GDOT OES/:00 AM ~ 9,30 AM

Attendees:

Name . Com nv Phone E-Mail
Chetna Dixon FHWA - 404-562-3655 Che adixo adol. ov
Michele Palicka FHWA 404-362-3703 Michele. lickafaidot ov
T Jer Peck GDOT/OPD F06-646-6668 i
Ruthie Jones GDOTROW 404-657-8476 cru’ nes@dot .
Jeanne Kemev MAAI 770-263-5945 ke azi .
Jonathan Cox GDOT/ES 404-631-1197 o . ¢
Bruce Hart KEAG 678-904-859] x26 bha en com

The following were items discussed at the meeting:

Jonathan Cox started the meeting with a request for introductions.

Jonathan stated that the Drafl EA had been reviewed by FHWA (Chetna Dixon) with comments provided
in 2011. He indicated that it was his understanding that most of the comments had been addressed with the
execption of FHWA’s request for additional detail about the right-of-way (ROW)fright-of-cntry (ROE) for
the FHWA TE-funded trail construstion within the boundary of the NPS Ocmulgee National Monument
(ONM),

Jeanne Kemney deseribed the coordination that has ocowrred among GDOT OES/OPD/ROW, MAAL NPS,
and FHWA in order to provide documentation that for FHWA and NPS ROL,

Jeanne Kemey stated that the project design {irm met with the project sponsor, City of Macon, and NPS
ONM personnel in carly March 2012 about another project  During that mecting, NPS inquired about the
ROE status of this project. The outcome of that meeting was a commitment by NPS ONM that they would
coordinate with other NPS stafl 1o obimin the documentation required by FHWA to address the ROE issue.
Jeanne and Michcle Palicka discussed coordination lecading up to a meeting with NPS to discuss the ROE
issuc, NPS did not attend this mecting, however. Michele corresponded with the NPPS ROW specialist, the
NPS contact indicated that no additional coordination was needed based on previous coordination that had
occurred.

o FHWA wilf coordinate with NPS at the time the Draft EA is submitted to FHWA for review,
Discussion {ollowed with Michele nnd Chetna siating that FHWA requires assurance that NPS will operate
the trail a1 least as long as the FHWA “lifespan” threshold of 20 vears; this could be accomplished by using
2 Special Use Permit (SUP). Michele indicated that GDOT would need to determine the appropriate type
of permit for GDOT s adequate rights. GDOT will make the determination of adequate rights and discuss
the matter with FHWA,
Jonathan state thal (wo points of demonstration arc nceded.

o Demonstration that GDOT and FHWA have coordinated with NPS anthe ROE issue.

o Demonstration from NPS that the trail will remain open for ai least as long as FHWA “lifespan”

threshold

Chetna did not forward the Draft EA to NPS for review based on FHWA's review of the document in tate
summer 2011 (and the basis for FIHWA comments in a letier dated Seplember 20, 2011). Bruce Hont stated
that the Draft EA has been reviscd based on the comments with the exception of the ROE issuc. Chetna
stated that she will review the revised Draft EA. When FHW A has completed their review of the Draft EA,
she will transmit the document 1o NPS with a letter to NPS clarifying the current status of the ROE and
requesting additional coordination between FHWA and NPS. Chetna inquired about the current
environmental schedule and if it has accommodated time spans for NPS review. Tyler and Jeanne
confirmed that the current schedule includes NPS review: therefore, Chema requested that this schedule be
forwarded to her so she can request matching review time spans from NPS (attached are notes from a
meeting held 171612, the notes include the DEA/FON 51 schedule).
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Bibb County, P.I. No. 0008986
Mecting ~ Apni 3, 2012
Notes — Final

Jeanne informed the group the project is scheduled for Jet in March 2014 this schedule was based on
receiving a Fixding of No Sipnificant impact (FONSI) determination by hune 2013. Chetna stated that
schedule 15 still reasonable

There being no udditional comments or guestions the meeting was concluded,

Action Items:

L]
£

The revised Draft EA, with the ROL issue outstanding. will be transmitted to Jonathan by Friday, April 13.
The cursent environmental schedule will be sent to Chetna for hier preparation of the Draf EA transmittal
letter to NPS (see anached notes from mecung held 1/16/12).

FITWA Georgia Division will conuict FHWA-HQ to determine il other TE funds are being spent on NPS
land.

FIIWA will coordmate with NPS at the time the Dmft EA is transmitted to FHWA for review

GDOT will make the determunation of adequate nghis and discuss the manier with FHWA

Upon FHWA approval of the Draft EA, Chetna will transmit the Dmft EA to NPS for review and request
continued coordination with NIS on the ROE

This is my understanding of items discussed and decisions reached. Please contact me il there are changes or
addstions,

Submitted by,

KENNEDY ENGINEERING & ASSOCIATES GROUP

Bruce Hant

Attachment
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Date:

TELECONFERENCE MEETING NOTES (FINAL)
CSTEE-0008-00(986)
County: Bibb
P.L No. 0008986
Ocmulgee Heritage Trail — Walnut Creek Extension

April 12, 2012

Location'Time: Teleconference/0:00 AM~9:15 AM

Aftend:
Name Companv Phaone E-Mail
Chetna Dixon ] FHWA 404-562-3655 Chetna. dixon'@dot sov
Jeanne Kemney MAAT 770-263-5945 jkemev(@imaai pet
Jonathan Cox GDOT/OES 404-631-1197 iccoxi@dol ga poy
Bruce Hart KEA Group 678-904-83591 x26 bhast(@ikeagroup com

The foliowing were items discussed at the meeting:

*

Chetna Dixon indicated that she waniedro clarify the FHWA requirements for FEMA no-rise centification
coordination based on her review of the minutes from the 1/16/12 mecting between MAAI and KEA
Group, These minutes were provided to the participants of the FHWA/GDOT project meeting held on
/512

Chetna described the process of the no-rise certification relative to the advancement of the Draft EA and
Final EA/FONSI. Analysis regarding impacts to floadplains should determine and disclase the appropriate
documentation {¢:g.. no rise certificate, CLOMR, or LOMR) needed in the Draft EA. However, the Final
EA/FONS! must disclose the appropriate documentition needed (e.g. no rise certification, CLOMR,
LOMR) as well as the evaluation of practical alicrnatives that had been cvaluated and a discussion of what
types of impacts (o the floodplain would occur if the project was constructed,

Bruce Harnt noted that Cranston Engineening, the project engineer of record, has prepared & memorandum
stating the project is located within the 100-year floodplain of the Ocmulgee River and that the project
would involve activities within the regulatory floodway of the Ocmulgee River. The memorandum
concludes that coordination has begun to obiain 8 no-rise cerlification and thit the quantitative evaluation
will be prepared in the future. Bruce also described that this memorandum is attached 1o the Draft EA as
supporting documentation to the floodplains discussion within the Draft EA. Chetna stated that this type of
documentation is adequate for the Draft EA and reilemted that disclosure of appropriate documentation
(no-rise certification, CLOMR. or LOMR) will be required for the Final EAFONSIL

Chena stated that FEMA mapping may have changed in this arca and that this recent update should be
relayed to Cranston Enginecring as they evaluate impacts to floodplains. Chetna noted & project that she
has been involved with in which the design had 1o be modified to accommodate the current mapping us the
previous design used outdated information.

Chetna described a floodplainiransportation training that was held recently in Atlanta and suggested that
Bruce contact Mike Murdach with GDOT OES, who atiended the training. Chelna noted that the tmining
provided updates on the current regulations as well as the use of appropriate language relative to the current
regulations (23 CFR 650.113).

Chetna reiterated that the Final EA/FONSI should include a discussion of the practical alternates Lhat were
cvaluated in determining impacis w floodplains,

There being no additional comments or questions the meeting was concluded.

Action ltems:

.

Convey to Cranston Engineering the recent changes 1o FEMA maps that may have occurred within the
project area. )
Bruce to contact Mike Murdoch and discuss the floodplainvtransportation training relative to the no-rise
certification for this project.
o Bruce spoke with Mike on 4/12/12 about the training. Mike indicated that the current repulations
reguire 8 no-rise certification for hoth Noodway and floodplain such that the proposed project
would not increasc the Basc Flood Elevation greater than one foot. Mike was unaware of any

specific language requirements or changes 1o language templates regarding the new regulations,
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This is my understanding of items discussed and decisions reached  Plense contact mc if there are changes or
additions.

Submitted by,

KENNEDY ENGINEERING & ASSOCIATES GROUP

Bruce Hant
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