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Review
If no commitments, 

NEPA may 
approve for all.

The GDOT project manager (PM) asserts that 
these commitments are feasible. 
GDOT PM: ________________________
Signature/Date: _________________

The engineer of record (EOR) asserts that plans 
incorporate or will incorporate commitments if applicable. 
EOR __________________________________
Signature/Date ______________________

Air/Noise: ___________________ Arch: ___________________
Eco:         ___________________ Hist:  ___________________

NEPA: ___________________  

A. Resources to be Delineated on the Plans and/or Listed in the Environmental Resource Impact Table (ERIT)

Resource Name* Permitted Construction Activity Refer to Name and Date of Report
or Transmittal

Correctly Shown?
Plan Sheet ERIT

A-1 N.G. Holleman Vacation Home Roadway construction - 
Final History AOE 

Addendum & Amendment 
(2/15/2012)

Yes No

A-2 Tenvannah Farm “ “ “ “ “

A-3 Tallulah Falls Railroad, Culvert & 
Quarry No activity “ “ “ “

A-4 Scruggs Farm Complex Roadway construction “ “ “ “
A-5 Miller-Gibson-Fisher House “ “ “ “ “
A-6 Property #37/Unnamed No activity “ “ “ “
A-7 Mountain Sounds Music Store “ “ “ “ “

A-8 Rabun Gap-Nacoochee School 
Campus Historic District Roadway construction C-2 “ “ “

A-9 Valley Pharmacy Commercial 
Building

“ C-3 “ “ “

A-10 Speed House “ - “ “ “
A-11 Mullis Property No activity “ “ “ “

A-12 Blue Heights 
Baptist Church Cemetery Roadway construction “ “ “ “

A-13 Law Property No activity “ “ “ “
A-14 Banter-Williams Property “ “ “ “ “
A-15 Tanner Property “ “ “ “ “
A-16 Sinclair Station Roadway construction “ “ “ “
A-17 Jollay Property No activity “ “ “
A-18 Roberts Property “ “ “ “ “
A-19 Asbury & Sallie Hodgson House “ C-1 “ “

A-21 Listed Species

Preclude existing bridge demolition during 
nesting/breeding season; Avoid debris spillage into 
waterways during construction; Construction 
activity such that harm to listed aquatic species is 
avoided.

B-1 “ N/A Yes

A-22 Perennial Stream (PS) 1/2 No activity - Addendum #2 to Ecology 
AOE (10/23/2015) Yes No

A-23 PS 1/2 Buffer 0.52 ac of non-exempt buffer impacts “ “ “ “
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A. Resources to be Delineated on the Plans and/or Listed in the Environmental Resource Impact Table (ERIT)

Resource Name* Permitted Construction Activity Refer to Name and Date of Report
or Transmittal

Correctly Shown?
Plan Sheet ERIT

A-24 Intermittent Stream (IS) 1a No activity “ “ “ “
A-25 IS 1a Buffer 0.01 ac of non-exempt buffer impacts “ “ “ “
A-26 Wetland (WL) 1b No activity “ “ “ “
A-27 PS 3 “ “ “ “ “
A-28 PS 3 Buffer “ “ “ “ “
A-29 WL 3a “ “ “ “ “
A-30 IS 3b 50 ft “ “ “ “
A-31 IS 3b Buffer No activity “ “ “ “
A-32 IS 3c 79 ft “ “ “ “
A-33 IS 3c Buffer No activity “ “ “ “
A-34 IS 3d 38 ft “ “ “ “
A-35 IS 3d Buffer No activity “ “ “ “
A-36 PS 3e 68 ft “ “ “ “
A-37 PS 3e Buffer No activity “ “ “ “
A-38 PS 04 “ “ “ “ “
A-39 PS 04 Buffer “ “ “ “ “
A-40 PS 05 “ “ “ “ “
A-41 PS 05 Buffer “ “ “ “ “
A-42 IS 5a “ “ “ “ “
A-43 IS 5a Buffer 0.03 ac of non-exempt buffer impacts “ “ “ “
A-44 WL 5b No activity “ “ “ “
A-45 Ephemeral Channel (EC) 5c “ “ “ “ “
A-46 EC 5c buffer 0.01 ac of non-exempt buffer impacts “ “ “ “
A-47 PS 6 No activity “ “ “ “
A-48 PS 6 Buffer 0.13 ac of non-exempt buffer impacts “ “ “ “
A-49 PS 7 No activity “ “ “ “
A-50 PS 7 Buffer 0.03 ac of non-exempt buffer impacts “ “ “ “
A-51 PS 7a No activity “ “ “ “
A-52 PS 7a Buffer “ “ “ “ “
A-53 PS 8 30 ft “ “ “ “
A-54 PS 8 Buffer No activity “ “ “ “
A-55 PS 9 “ “ “ “ “
A-56 PS 9 Buffer “ “ “ “ “
A-57 IS 9a “ “ “ “ “
A-58 IS 9a Buffer “ “ “ “ “
A-59 PS 10 “ “ “ “ “
A-60 PS 10 Buffer 0.01 ac of non-exempt buffer impacts “ “ “ “
A-61 IS 10a No activity “ “ “ “
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A. Resources to be Delineated on the Plans and/or Listed in the Environmental Resource Impact Table (ERIT)

Resource Name* Permitted Construction Activity Refer to Name and Date of Report
or Transmittal

Correctly Shown?
Plan Sheet ERIT

A-62 IS 10a Buffer “ “ “ “ “
A-63 PS 11 121 ft “ “ “ “
A-64 PS 11 Buffer No activity “ “ “ “
A-65 IS 11a “ “ “ “ “
A-66 IS 11a Buffer “ “ “ “ “
A-67 IS 11b “ “ “ “ “
A-68 IS 11b Buffer “ “ “ “ “
A-69 IS 11c “ “ “ “ “
A-70 IS 11c Buffer “ “ “ “ “
A-71 IS 11d “ “ “ “ “
A-72 IS 11d Buffer “ “ “ “ “
A-73 PS 12 “ “ “ “ “
A-74 PS 12 Buffer 0.03 ac of non-exempt buffer impacts “ “ “ “
A-75 IS 12a “ “ “ “ “
A-76 IS 12a Buffer “ “ “ “ “
A-77 IS 12b “ “ “ “ “
A-78 IS 12b Buffer “ “ “ “ “
A-79 WL 12c “ “ “ “ “
A-80 IS 12d 48 ft “ “ “ “
A-81 IS 12d Buffer No activity “ “ “ “
A-82 PS 13 52 ft “ “ “ “
A-83 PS 13 Buffer 0.06 ac of non-exempt buffer impact “ “ “ “
A-84 PS 13a 76 ft “ “ “ “
A-85 PS 13a Buffer No activity “ “ “ “
A-86 PS 13b “ “ “ “ “
A-87 PS 13b Buffer “ “ “ “ “
A-88 PS 14 60 ft “ “ “ “
A-89 PS 14 Buffer No activity “ “ “ “
A-90 IS 14a 44 ft “ “ “ “
A-91 IS 14a Buffer No activity “ “ “ “
A-92 PS 14b “ “ “ “ “
A-93 PS 14b Buffer “ “ “ “ “
A-94 IS 14c 20 ft “ “ “ “
A-95 IS 14c Buffer No activity “ “ “ “
A-96 IS 15 “ “ “ “ “
A-97 IS 15 Buffer 0.98 ac of non-exempt buffer impacts “ “ “ “
A-98 PS 15a “ “ “ “ “
A-99 PS 15a Buffer 0.10 ac of non-exempt buffer impacts “ “ “ “
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A. Resources to be Delineated on the Plans and/or Listed in the Environmental Resource Impact Table (ERIT)

Resource Name* Permitted Construction Activity Refer to Name and Date of Report
or Transmittal

Correctly Shown?
Plan Sheet ERIT

A-100 WL 15b No activity “ “ “ “
A-101 PS 16 116 ft “ “ “ “
A-102 PS 16 Buffer 0.21 ac of non-exempt buffer impacts “ “ “ “
A-103 PS 16b 117 ft “ “ “ “
A-104 PS 16b Buffer No activity “ “ “ “
A-105 PS 17 “ “ “ “ “
A-106 PS 17 Buffer “ “ “ “ “
A-107 Open Water (OW) 18 “ “ “ “ “
A-108 OW 18 Buffer 0.10 ac of non-exempt buffer impact “ “ “ “
A-109 EC 19 .009 ac “ “ “ “
A-111 EC Buffer No activity “ “ “ “
A-112 IS 19 30 ft “ “ “ “
A-113 IS 19 Buffer No activity “ “ “ “
A-114 IS 20 “ “ “ “ “
A-115 IS 20 Buffer “ “ “ “ “
A-116 PS 21 93 ft “ “ “ “
A-117 PS 21 Buffer No activity “ “ “ “
A-118 WL 21a “ “ “ “ “
A-119 IS 21b “ “ “ “ “
A-120 IS 21b Buffer “ “ “ “ “
A-121 IS 21c “ “ “ “
A-122 IS 21c Buffer “ “ “ “
A-123 WL 21d “ “ “ “ “
A-124 IS 22b “ “ “ “ “
A-125 IS 22b Buffer “ “ “ “ “
A-126 PS 22 40 ft “ “ “ “
A-127 PS 22 Buffer No activity “ “ “ “
A-128 OW 23 “ “ “ “ “
A-129 OW 23 Buffer 0.37 ac of non-exempt buffer impact “ “ “ “
A-130 PS 24 No activity “ “ “ “
A-131 PS 24 Buffer “ “ “ “ “
A-132 PS 24a “ “ “ “ “
A-133 PS 24a Buffer “ “ “ “ “
A-134 IS 24b “ “ “ “ “
A-135 IS 24b Buffer 0.05 ac of non-exempt buffer impact “ “ “ “
A-136 IS 24c No activity “ “ “ “
A-137 IS 24c Buffer “ “ “ “ “
A-138 PS 24d “ “ “ “ “
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A. Resources to be Delineated on the Plans and/or Listed in the Environmental Resource Impact Table (ERIT)

Resource Name* Permitted Construction Activity Refer to Name and Date of Report
or Transmittal

Correctly Shown?
Plan Sheet ERIT

A-139 PS 24d Buffer 0.02 ac of non-exempt buffer impact “ “ “ “
A-140 IS 24e No activity “ “ “ “
A-141 IS 24e Buffer “ “ “ “ “
A-142 WL 24f “ “ “ “ “
A-143 PS 25 88 ft “ “ “ “
A-144 PS 25 Buffer No activity “ “ “ “
A-145 EC 25a 0.0004 ac permanent impact “ “ “ “
A-146 EC 25a Buffer No activity “ “ “ “
A-147 IS 25a “ “ “ “ “
A-148 IS 25a Buffer “ “ “ “ “
A-149 PS 25b 90 ft “ “ “ “
A-150 PS 25b Buffer No activity “ “ “ “
A-151 PS 26 72 ft “ “ “ “
A-152 PS 26 Buffer No activity “ “ “ “
A-153 IS 26a “ “ “ “ “
A-154 IS 26a Buffer “ “ “ “ “
A-155 IS 26b “ “ “ “ “
A-156 IS 26b Buffer “ “ “ “ “
A-157 WL 26c 0.25 ac “ “ “ “
A-158 WL 26d “ “ “ “ “
A-159 PS 27 “ “ “ “ “
A-160 PS 27 Buffer “ “ “ “ “

B. Special Provisions (Attach all special provisions with transmittal letters to the commitments table, if available)
Special Provision Purpose Est. Cost SP’s Latest Date

B-1 SP 107.23H For the protection of listed species Negligible 10/23/2015

C. ERIT Comments and Design Features (Description: For ERIT Comments, provide exact wording for the comments section for the ERIT)
ERIT Comment or Design Feature Description Est. Cost Correctly Shown?

C-1 Design Feature To minimize harm in the area of this resource use a tie-back style retaining wall 
to minimize the amount of ROW required from within the ESA/NR boundary.

Need cost 
from engineer

C-2 Design Feature For context sensitive treatment implement Wall #8: Option 3 (Pre-Cast Panel 
Fascia) or Option 4 (Cast-in-place fascia) $30,000
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C. ERIT Comments and Design Features (Description: For ERIT Comments, provide exact wording for the comments section for the ERIT)
ERIT Comment or Design Feature Description Est. Cost Correctly Shown?

C-3 Design Feature

The contractor shall drill holes in the adjacent non-contributing sidewalk to place 
orange fence on posts such as a length of rebar, one foot outside of the historic 
sidewalk at the corners, providing access from the front and the sides to the 
drugstore entrance. The length of orange fence shall only be enough to mark the 
historic sidewalk. During construction, the construction project manager shall be 
present to verify that the integrity of the historic sidewalk is maintained while 
providing for ADA requirements with the construction of the new sidewalk/multi-
purpose path. Expansion material shall be placed by the contractor around the 
perimeter of the historic sidewalk, between the historic sidewalk and the new 
sidewalk.

$1,000

C-4 Design Feature
Well at station Sta. 11+38, 42’ right; 34.9756355°, 83.3831785° is located at the 
proposed construction limit. The contractor will sign the well “do not disturb” and 
install orange barrier fencing to protect the well.

Negligible

D. Necessary Permits, Buffer Variances and Mitigation Credits
Permit, Variance, etc. Add’l Info (permit expiration date, number for credits needed, etc…) Est. Cost Acquired?

D-1 Notice of Intent (NOI) for NPDES
The Office for Bidding Administration and Construction Contractor will submit a 
NOI to the NPDES General Permit following award for the contract but prior to 
construction.

Negligible No

D-2 TVA Permit Expires date Negligible No 
D-3 Stream Mitigation Credits 7,447.7 stream credits $664,707 No 
D-4 Wetland Mitigation Credits 2.89 wetland credits $60,690 No 
D-5 Buffer Variance Expires date Negligible No 

E. Other Commitments or Requirements (Status: Pre- and Post – Complete or Incomplete; During – Signature Req’d)
Pre-, During, or Post Commitment Responsible party Est. Cost Status

E-1 Preconstruction

Test potential UST or HazMat sites: A subsurface 
investigation is recommended to assess potential UST 
or Hazardous Material sites where right-of-way would 
be acquired.

OMT Negligible Incomplete

E-2 Preconstruction
Advertisements for the PHOH will be provided in
English and in Spanish. Handouts at the PHOH will be 
provided in English and in Spanish.

OES Negligible Incomplete

Total Estimated Cost $756,397
If Project is Complete or Under Construction, Area or Construction Engineer affirms that all Special Provisions, Plan Notes and During Construction Commitments were
or are being adhered to during the project’s construction. 
Please Print Name and Title: ____________________________ Signature: ________________ Date: __________ Please provide an explanation if unable to sign.
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Executive Summary
The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) proposes the widening and reconstruction of SR 15/US 

441 from the five-lane typical section located at the northern limits of the city City of Clayton (approximate milepost 

12.3) northward to the five-lane typical section located just north of the North Carolina state line for a length of 

approximately 7.75 miles.   Once built the proposed projects will accommodate the existing and future traffic demands 

and correct the operational deficiencies that currently exist within the project corridor. In compliance with the 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), GDOT conducted an assessment of the social, cultural, natural and 

physical effects anticipated as a result of the proposed projects. These effects are summarized in the table below.

Preliminary Environmental Concern from Preferred Alternative 

So
ci

al
 E

nv
ir

on
m

en
t

Land Use & the Local Community No adverse impacts
Local Economy No adverse impacts

Residences and Businesses 49 displacements; some commercial and residential frontage 
converted to right-of-way

Churches and Institutions No significant adverse impacts

Environmental Justice No significant adverse impacts

Farmland NRCS coordination complete; no additional alternatives need to be 
evaluated based on farmland impacts

C
ul

tu
ra

l 
E

nv
ir

on
m

en
t

Historic Resources 19 National Register eligible sites within area of potential effect; 
4 “No Effect”; 15 “No Adverse Effect”

Archaeological Resources None; no impact
Parklands & Recreational Areas None; no impact

N
at

ur
al

 E
nv

ir
on

m
en

t Waters of the U.S. 65 Waters of the U.S. in project area; current estimate: stream and 
wetland impacts will require USACE permit

Water Quality No substantial adverse impacts

Flood plains 7 floodplain crossings; floodplain encroachment: less than 1-foot rise 
in base flood profile

Listed Species Listed species identified within project area; special provision 
required

Migratory Birds Migratory bird standard specification in effect

Invasive Species Invasive species in project area; standard measures to minimize the 
propagation of invasive species will be implemented

Ph
ys

ic
al

 
E

nv
ir

on
m

en
t

Air In attainment for air quality standards

Noise
Noise receptors impacted per NAC criteria for noise abatement 
measures; noise abatement not feasible due to need to maintain direct 
access along SR 15/US 441

UST & Hazardous Waste Sites 14 potential sites identified; testing to be conducted prior to 
construction

Utilities Utilities present; cost of relocation considered
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I. NEED AND PURPOSE

Within the State of Georgia the SR 15/US 441 corridor, serves as a major north-south transportation artery in 
the east/central part of the state, beginning at the Florida State Line and extending to the North Carolina State
Line.  The proposed project is located along SR 15/US 441 in northeast Georgia within the Georgia Mountains 
Regional Development Center (GMRDC) and serves as the principal north-south roadway for Rabun County.  
As the only remaining unimproved segment north of I-85, the proposed SR 15/US 441 project will complete 
an important transportation corridor connecting Rabun County in northeast Georgia with points south in 
Georgia and points north in North Carolina.   

A. Planning Basis for the Action

Rabun County’s mountainous terrain has made this area an attractive location for vacationers, retirees, second 
homes, and commuters.  According to the 2005-2025 Rabun County Comprehensive Plan (dated September 
2006), 47 percent of the working population commute outside of the County to work and the County is 
experiencing rapid growth.  The Rabun County Comprehensive Plan also notes that approximately 76 percent 
of the population of the County resides within two miles of SR 15/US 441 or US 76.  US 76 is a major east-
west transportation corridor, which crosses SR15/US 441 in downtown Clayton approximately 0.80 miles 
south of the proposed project corridor.  Both routes are surrounded by public lands, thus concentrating the 
population into these two corridors.  According to the GMRDC, the 13-county region in North Georgia is 
populated by nearly a half million people and the population is expected to double to 1.1 million people by 
2025 and double again by 2050.  

The proposed Project EDS00-0441-00(028), PI 122090 (hereafter referred to as Project 122090) in Rabun 
County would provide for the widening and reconstruction of SR 15/US 441 from the five-lane typical section 
located at the northern limits of the City of Clayton (approximate milepost 12.3) northward to the five-lane 
typical section located just north of the North Carolina state line for a length of approximately 7.75 miles. The 
proposed widening and reconstruction of this section of SR 15/US 441 would provide a consistent two lanes 
of travel in each direction throughout the corridor, thereby reducing congestion and enhancing traffic flow, 
while improving the operational characteristics and reducing the occurrence of crashes along the corridor.  In 
addition, SR 15/US 441 is the primary north-south corridor in northeast Georgia, is a major tourist route 
through the Great Smokey and Blue Ridge Mountains, and is part of the US 441 corridor that travels north-
south throughout the State of Georgia from Florida to North Carolina.  The functional classification of SR 
15/US 441 is a rural principal arterial along the project corridor.  The general project location and a more 
detailed base map are provided in Figure 1, Project Location Map and Vicinity Map.   

In addition, the SR 15/US 441 corridor is part of the Governor’s Road Improvement Program (GRIP).   
Originally adopted in 1989 by the Georgia General Assembly, GRIP is a system of 19 proposed economic 
development highways in Georgia.  The purpose of the GRIP system is to provide the transportation 
infrastructure necessary for economic growth by providing connectivity in rural areas of Georgia, opportunities 
for growth, effective and efficient transportation, and safer travel in rural areas.  The SR 15/US 441 route in 
Rabun County is a part of this GRIP corridor.  When completed, the SR 15/US 441 GRIP corridor would 
extend from the Florida State Line 371 miles north to the North Carolina State Line.  For more detail on GRIP 
and economic effects refer to Section III.B., 2. Economic Consequences. 
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The proposed Project 122090 is included in the current Fiscal Year (FY) 2015-2018 Statewide Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP).  The FY 2015-2018 STIP indicates the Right-of-Way phase for the proposed 
project would begin in FY 2016.  Construction would begin after FY 2018.  These programmed funding years 
would result in an anticipated completion of the proposed improvements being open to traffic in FY 2021, thus 
the year 2041 will be used for the design year in the analysis associated with special studies for this project.  

The proposed project corridor is included in the State Bicycle Plan as part of State Bike Route 85/Savannah 
River Run.  The Georgia Mountains Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, completed in 2005, identifies the 
57-mile Tallulah Falls Railroad Trail and Greenway corridor as a proposed facility that would traverse Rabun 
County along SR 15/US 441 to the North Carolina state line.  In addition, the plan recommends pedestrian 
facilities along SR 15/US 441, especially within Mountain City and the city of Dillard, to provide 
accommodations to area tourist attractions, schools, and community centers.  

Existing Route Conditions

For the area of the proposed project, SR 15/US 441 has the functional classification of a rural principal arterial 
with a posted speed limit between 35 and 55 miles per hour (mph).  The existing right-of-way (ROW) width 
varies from 80-130 feet. 

The existing SR 15/US 441 facility incorporates a variety of typical sections within the proposed project limits,
which are depicted on Figure 1: Project Location and Vicinity Map.  The following are the existing typical 
sections and the limits within which they occur: 

# Lanes Directional Breakdown Roadway Limits
5 2 north, 2 south, 1 center turn lane South of southern terminus (MP 12.3)
3 2 north, 1 south (undivided) Clayton city limits to Cross Street
4 2 north, 2 south (undivided) Cross Street to Marsen Knob Drive
5 2 north, 2 south, 1 center turn lane Marsen Knob Dr. to John Beck Dobbins Rd
4 2 north, 2 south (undivided) John Beck Dobbins Rd to Nacoochee Drive
4 1 north, 2 south, 1 center turn lane Nacoochee Drive to Greenwood Road
3 1 north, 2 south (undivided) Greenwood Rd to north of the NC State Line
5 2 north, 2 south, 1 center turn lane Approximately 875 ft. north of state line

There are two existing signalized intersections located at Kelly’s Creek Road, just south Dillard in the Rabun 
Gap community, and at SR 246/Highlands Road, just north of the Dillard city limits.  One striped pedestrian 
crosswalk is provided at the Kelly’s Creek Road intersection and there are no crosswalks at the SR 
246/Highlands Road intersection.  Striped and signed mid-block pedestrian crosswalks are provided at the 
following four locations: just south of Dotson Street in Mountain City; just south of Betty White Cloud Street 
in Dillard; and two located between Colony Road and Franklin Street in Dillard. 

There are two bridges along the proposed project corridor: one over the Little Tennessee River and the other 
over Betty Creek.  The bridge over Little Tennessee River, located at milepost 15.75, was constructed in 1955, 
reconstructed in 1992, and measures 99 feet long by 85.3 feet wide (bridge deck width).  The existing bridge 
over the Little Tennessee River had a sufficiency rating of 85.50 according to the June 2014 inspection report 
and includes two through lanes in each direction with a center turn lane.  The bridge over Betty Creek was 
constructed in 1926, reconstructed in 1981, and measures 120 feet long by 64.5 feet wide (bridge deck width).  
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The existing bridge over Betty Creek had a sufficiency rating of 81.90 according to the July 2014 inspection 
report and includes two southbound through lanes, one northbound through lane and a center turn lane.  

Project Linkage

There are several proposed maintenance project listed as adjoining the proposed SR15/US 441 project. Project 
numbers M005328, M003640 and M003641 are listed as maintenance construction along SR 246 from SR 15 
to the North Carolina State Line and noted with a funding schedule of “LUMP”.  Figure 2, Adjoining Projects 
Map, identifies the location of this project. No impacts or conflicts between the proposed project along SR 
15/US 441 and the maintenance project is anticipated. 

B. Deficiencies in the System 

This section of SR 15/US 441 includes deficiencies associated with traffic congestion and above average 
accident rates along the corridor length.  As the only remaining unimproved segment of the US 441 GRIP 
corridor north of I-85, the proposed SR 15/US 441 project will also complete an important transportation 
corridor connecting Rabun County in northeast Georgia with points south in Georgia and points north in North 
Carolina.  

Traffic Conditions 

To evaluate the severity of traffic congestion, roadways are rated for operational effectiveness using a level-
of-service (LOS). LOS is a standard means of classifying traffic conditions associated with various traffic 
volume levels and traffic flow conditions. There are six levels of service at which a roadway can operate, 
represented by the letters “A” through “F”.  Each level is defined by a maximum value for the ratio of traffic 
volume (V) to facility capacity (C).  An LOS of A is when volume is well below capacity and traffic is flowing 
freely. LOS of “B” is when traffic flow is steady but the presence of other vehicles begins to be noticeable.  
An LOS of “C” allows for steady traffic flow, but speeds and maneuverability are more closely controlled by 
the higher volumes. LOS of “D” is approaching an unsteady flow in which speed and maneuverability are 
severely restricted. LOS of “E” is when traffic flow is reduced to a slow but relatively uniform speed, and 
traffic volume is equal to or nearly equal to capacity and maneuverability is extremely difficult. The lowest 
LOS of “F” is when the volume greatly exceeds the capacity and lengthy delays occur. Increased capacity is 
one purpose for the proposed project as traffic volumes are anticipated to increase over the next 25 years.   

Traffic counts were completed along the project corridor in 2008, 2010 and 2014.  The traffic volumes and 
traffic patterns have been consistent from 2008 to 2014.  The growth rate along the corridor, between 1990 and 
2012, is less than 2%.  Traffic counts collected in 2014 are an accurate representation of the traffic along the 
project corridor. Along the proposed project corridor, the 2014 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes range 
from 12,850 to 16,500 vehicles per day (vpd) and the LOS for the corridor ranges from A to E.  As shown in 
Table 1, Traffic Volumes and Level of Service Data, traffic volumes are projected to increase along the corridor 
ranging from 14,300 to 18,300 vpd by 2021 (Open Year) and to increase ranging from 18,200 to 23,250 vpd 
by 2041 (Design Year).  Truck traffic is estimated to account for 7.6 percent of total traffic volume for this 
proposed project.  Under the No Build condition in 2021 (Base Year) and 2041 (Design Year), the LOS would 
range from A to E, along the proposed project corridor. The varying levels of service along the corridor are the 
result of changes in the number of travel lanes within the existing roadway. 
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Table 1: Traffic Volumes and Level of Service Data
Section 2014 Open-Year

(2021) No Build
Design-Year

(2041) No Build
Vehicles 
Per Day

Level 
of 
Service

Vehicles 
Per Day

Level 
of 
Service

Vehicles 
Per Day

Level 
of 
Service

US 441 between 
Clayburn Street 
and Cross Street 

16,300 D 18,100 D 23,000 E

US 441 between 
Cross Street and 
Marsen Knob 
Drive

16,500 A 18,300 A 23,250 B

US 441 between 
Marsen Knob 
Drive and 
Explorer Lane 

15,000 A 16,700 A 21,250 A

US 441 between 
Explorer Lane and 
Kelly’s Creek 
Road

14,150 A 15,900 A 20,200 A

US 441 between 
Kelly’s Creek 
Road and Franklin 
Street

13,550 E 15,100 E 19,250 E

US 441 between 
Franklin Street 
and N. Carolina 
State Line

12,850 E 14,300 E 18,200 E
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Figure 2:
Adjoining Projects Map

SR 15/US 441 Widening 
from northern city limits of 

Clayton to the North 
Carolina State Line

Project No.
EDS00-0441-00(028) 

P.I. #: 122090

End Project
EDS00-0441-00(028)

Begin Project
EDS00-0441-00(028)

P.I. No. M003640 and 
M003641

P.I. No. M005328
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Crash History

A three-year history of crashes along the proposed project corridor is shown in Table 2, Crash History of SR 
15/US 441 Project Corridor.  This table provides the number of crashes, the number of injuries, and the number 
of fatalities (with respective crash, injury, and fatality rates) per year between 2012 and 2014.  For comparison, 
the statewide crash, injury, and fatality rates for principal rural arterial access classification are also provided 
in this table.  All crash, injury, and fatality rates are per 100 million vehicle miles.  Along the proposed project 
corridor and the crash rates for 2012 and 2013 exceed the statewide average for rural principal arterials; and 
exceed the statewide average and fatalities rates for 2012. The 2014 statewide crash data has not yet been 
made available.      

Table 2: Crash History of SR 15/US 441 Project Corridor*

Year Total Crashes/Crashes Rate** Total Injuries/Injury Rate** Total Fatalities/Fatality Rate**
Statewide Avg. Crash Rate Statewide Avg. Injury Rate Statewide Avg. Fatality Rate

2012 44 / 109 21 / 54 1 / 2.47
108 36 1.38

2013 76 / 182 35 / 84 0 / 0
86 28 1.09

2014 40 / 97 17 / 41 0 / 0
Not Available Not Available Not Available

* Statewide Mileage, Travel & Accident Data for 2014 had not been released as of the submittal of this report. 
** All crashes, injury, and fatality rates are per 100 million vehicle miles.

A breakdown of the crash data, presented in Table 3, Crash Categories within the Project Corridor, reveals that 
of the total 160 crashes along the corridor the most common crash type in 2012, 2013 and 2014 was the rear 
end collision, accounting for approximately 32% of all crashes.  Of all documented rear-end crashes from 
2012-2014, 75% occurred between vehicles traveling straight and/or stopped.  The remaining 25% occurred 
when vehicles turning or backing up.  Based on the crash analysis, the rear-end collisions occurring along the 
corridor are attributed to vehicles slowing to complete a right turn at either a side street or driveway or stopping 
to wait for an opportunity to complete  a left turn across on-coming traffic.  Since these crashes are occurring 
along the entire corridor length and not just at intersections, providing continuous travel lanes along with 
dedicated left and right turn lanes along the corridor would allow for safer roadway operations and reduce the 
potential for rear-end crashes.  The addition of a median between opposing travel lanes and an increased ROW
width would increase line of sight for drivers and improve their stopping sight distance.  The use of median 
openings with designated left and right turn lanes, as warranted by traffic data, at side street intersections would 
enable a vehicle to slow down, stop, make a turn, and have more time to perform these actions.   

Table 3:  Crash Categories within the Project Corridor
Type of Crash 2012 2013 2014 Total Percent

Rear End 8 25 18 51 31.9%
Angle 11 17 6 34 21.2%
Not a Collision with a Vehicle 15 30 5 50 31.3%
Side Swipe 9 3 8 20 12.5%
Head On 1 1 3 5 3.1%

Sub-totals 44 76 40 160 100%
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The overall second most common crash type is the “not collision with a motor vehicle,” accounting for 
approximately 31% of the total crashes from 2012-2014.  The crash data does not include enough details to 
determine if speed was a factor in drivers leaving the roadway and colliding with items along the roadside.  A
review of the roadway geometry at the crash locations does not indicate any obvious deficiencies in the 
roadway geometry are contributing to collisions.  To reduce the potential for collisions with items in the clear 
zone or with animals crossing the road, improved line of sight for drivers would be provided along the roadway.  
This would be achieved by providing a standard graded shoulder area, moving necessary roadside objects, such 
as sign posts, further away from the roadway edge, but within standard offset limits, and removing trees and 
any unnecessary objects from the clear zone area. 

Overall the third most common crash type is “angle crash”, representing approximately 21% of the total crashes 
from 2012-2014.  Nearly 54% of these crashes involved drivers turning or pulling across the roadway in front 
of on-coming traffic.  These crash types would be addressed through the addition of dedicated turn lanes, as 
well as the median refuge providing a staged left turn from side roads.

The one fatal crash occurred at the intersection of Page Street/Golden Hills Drive and SR 15/US 441. The 
crash involved two vehicles, one turning north (left) onto SR 15/US 441 from Page Street, the other negotiating 
a curve driving south on SR 15/US 441. The area along west side of SR 15/US 441 and north of Page Street is 
heavily vegetated, which may have obscured the on-coming southbound traffic from the view of the turning 
driver. The proposed improvements in this area will consist of the addition of a southbound right turn lane
onto Page Street and improved line of site with an improved shoulder with curb and gutter and a 10-foot multi-
use path. 

Of the 160 crashes that occurred along the SR 15/US 441 project corridor between 2012 and 2014, SR-246 
and Ledford Road, are the two intersections accounting for the most crashes at 9 (5.7%) each. Comments 
suggesting the need for the construction of turn lanes and/or the installation of a traffic signal at the intersection 
of Black Rock Mountain Parkway were received as a result of public involvement activities. However, crashes
at this intersection are low accounting for only 3 crashes (~1%) between 2012-2014 (see Section B - Effects 
on the Social Environment, 7.1 Public Information Open Houses).   Dedicated turn lanes would be provided at 
each of these intersections.

These crash data and statistics support the benefit of the proposed widening and reconstruction project.  The 
proposed geometric improvements to the existing roadway, the improved capacity, the addition of a raised 
median, and intersection improvements with dedicated turn lanes as warranted by turning traffic volumes 
would enhance operational efficiency along the proposed project corridor.   The proposed addition of a raised 
median between the opposing travel lanes and the increased ROW width would increase the line of sight for 
drivers and improve their stopping sight distance.  These changes to the driving experience would enable a 
vehicle to slow down, stop, make a turn and have more time to perform these actions.  Additionally, the distance 
between vehicles and stationary objects would increase and the embankments and ditches would be improved 
and standardized along the project corridor.  These improvements would improve the driver's expectation along 
the entire corridor.  Given the expected increases in traffic volumes along the corridor, crashes are likely to 
increase as well.  The proposed improvements, including additional travel lanes, turn lanes and raised medians, 
to this section of SR 15/ US 441 would increase capacity, improve operations, and reduce the likelihood of 
commonly occurring crashes along the corridor.  
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C. Logical Termini

Logical termini are defined as rational end points for a transportation improvement and rational end points for 
a review of the environmental impacts. The most common termini are points of major traffic generation, 
especially intersecting roadways, or connections to matching typical sections. In order to ensure meaningful 
evaluation of alternatives and to avoid commitments to transportation improvements before they are fully 
evaluated, the action evaluated shall: 

connect logical termini and be of sufficient length to address environmental matters on a broad 
scope; 
have independent utility or independent significance, i.e. be usable and be a reasonable expenditure 
even if no additional transportation improvements in the area are made; and 
not restrict consideration of alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable transportation 
improvements. 

The southern terminus for the proposed project connects to the existing SR 15/US 441 five-lane facility coming 
from the south through the city of Clayton. The northern terminus of the proposed project corridor, 
approximately 875 feet north of the Georgia/North Carolina State Line, connects to the existing SR 15/US 441
five-lane facility in North Carolina.   

Determining whether termini allow for the consideration of environmental impacts on a sufficiently broad 
scope requires project limits that are broad enough to gain an understanding of the corridor traffic and potential 
for environmental impacts on the local community and resources.  GDOT interprets this as requiring that two 
conditions be met: 

1. There must be no project planned that would continue widening the route in question immediately 
beyond either of the proposed termini.   

2. The no build condition roadway capacity (LOS) for the route being improved must be acceptable 
beyond the termini. 

With respect to the first condition, there are no projects planned to continue the new widening beyond the 
proposed southern or northern terminus.  With respect to the second condition, LOS was evaluated on SR 
15/US 441 beyond the project’s proposed termini determined the no build capacity of the route is acceptable 
beyond the termini (see Table 4, LOS on SR 15/US441 Beyond the Project Limits). 

Table 4:  LOS on SR 15/US 441 Beyond the Project Limits

LOS Beyond Terminus
2014 2021 2041

No Build Build No Build Build
North of the Project Limits A A A A A
South of the Project Limits A A A B B

The SR 15/US 441 project from the northern City Limits of Clayton to approximately 875-feet north of the 
North Carolina State Line would provide an independent project.  The proposed improvements would serve 
the local community and general traveling public with improved conditions for driving, walking and cycling 
without the need for other improvements.  
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Implementing the SR 15/US 441 widening improvements within the project limits would not prevent, alter or 
effect the feasibility of plans for other area transportation projects.  

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) determined that a logical termini form would not be necessary 
since the project would tie into existing five-lane sections to both the south and the north of the project (see 
Appendix A, Correspondence: June 5, 2008 Meeting Minutes with FHWA and GDOT).

D. Need and Purpose Statement

The need to widen and reconstruct this portion of SR 15/US 441 is to reduce crash occurrences and to address 
traffic congestion along the entire length of the corridor.  In addition, it is to complete the only remaining 
unimproved segment of the US 441 GRIP corridor north of I-85 to fulfill the commitment to provide a system 
of economic development highways made by the Georgia general Assembly in 1989 and reconfirmed in 2001 
and 2005.   

The purpose of the proposed improvements is to provide additional capacity, improve access, and reduce the 
crash, injury, and fatality rates along the corridor. The traffic analysis supports the need for the widening and 
reconstruction of this portion of SR 15/US 441 in order to maintain operating traffic conditions.  Additional 
benefits would be to provide the improved transportation infrastructure necessary for regional economic 
growth and safer travel in rural areas consistent with the goals established for the GRIP program.   

II. Description of Alternatives

The proposed project alignments were developed by GDOT, which, as a standard procedure, includes 
environmental parameters as a part of the location investigation prior to laying out a proposed alignment.  Basic 
data on the corridor is gathered and studied.  Data for this project included, at a minimum, aerial photography, 
topographic maps, traffic (2014 and projected), previous studies, wetland inventory maps, soil surveys maps, 
floodplain maps, and Georgia Department of Natural Resources (GA DNR) historic resource survey maps.

Wetland and hydric soil boundaries, floodplains, parks and recreational facilities, known or suspected historical 
and archaeological sites, existing ROW, possible underground storage tanks (UST)/landfill/ hazardous waste 
sites, and areas of possible endangered species habitat were delineated aerial photography prior to laying out 
an alignment.  Other “controls” such as churches, cemeteries, schools, hospitals, and noise sensitive areas were 
also identified on the aerial photography.  The proposed alignment was developed with every attempt being 
made to avoid sensitive social, economic and environmental areas. In the event that avoidance was not possible, 
every attempt was made to minimize harm to such resources.

The nature of the existing corridor and its importance to the established communities it serves resulted in only 
one alignment, the existing, being proposed for this project.  In addition, the existing mountainous terrain and 
land uses along and surrounding the project corridor made it impractical to consider new alignments or 
bypasses around the project area.  The proposed alignment, once laid out on aerial photography, was then field 
checked and additional refinements were made to further minimize harm to both the natural and built 
environment. Discussed below, are the two alternatives for the widening and improvements of SR 15/US 441: 
the Preferred (Build) Alternative and the No Build Alternative.  A summary of alternatives no longer under 
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consideration is also provided that documents the variations refinements in the proposed typical section 
evaluated during the course of concept development.  

A. Preferred Alternative

The proposed project would improve SR 15/US 441 from the southern terminus, approximately located at 
milepost 12.3, just inside the city of Clayton’s northern limits, northward to the northern terminus, at the 
existing five-lane typical section approximately 875 feet north of the Georgia/North Carolina state line.  The 
Preferred Alternative has been developed to avoid or minimize impacts to community, ecological and cultural
resources identified and mapped along the corridor.   

Overview

The improvements to SR 15/US 441 are generally proposed as widening to four 12-foot travel lanes with a 20-
foot raised median.  A flush median including a two way left turn lane would not be implemented due to the 
projected traffic volumes along the corridor, due to the high number of crash occurrences along the entire 
corridor, and due to the number of access points. The GDOT Design Policy Manual indicates that a raised 
median should be utilized if the base year (or open year) daily traffic volume on an arterial roadway (including 
GRIP corridors) is greater than 18,000.  As noted in Section I.B.1. Traffic Conditions, base year traffic for the 
SR 15/ US 441 project corridor is estimated at 18,300 vehicles per day (vpd).  Widening would vary along the 
project corridor, occurring to the east or west of the existing corridor, or symmetrical widening, based on the 
presence of environmental and cultural resources, as well as engineering constraints.   

The Preferred Alternative would provide the needed capacity to accommodate the anticipated traffic volumes.  
As shown in Table 5, the overall operations would improve from LOS E to A in both the Open and Design 
Years.  Completion of the project improvements would not generate higher traffic volumes than if no 
improvements were made.

Table 5: Capacity Analysis for Preferred Alternative
Section 2014 Open-Year

(2021) 
Design-Year

(2041) 
Vehicles 
Per Day

Level 
of 
Service

Vehicles 
Per Day

Level 
of 
Service

Vehicles 
Per Day

Level 
of 
Service

US 441 between 
Clayburn Street 
and Cross Street 

16,300 D 18,100 A 23,000 B

US 441 between 
Cross Street and 
Marsen Knob 
Drive

16,500 A 18,300 A 23,250 B

US 441 between 
Marsen Knob 
Drive and 
Explorer Lane 

15,000 A 16,700 A 21,250 B

US 441 between 
Explorer Lane and 

14,150 A 15,900 A 20,200 B
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Section 2014 Open-Year

(2021)
Design-Year

(2041)
Vehicles 
Per Day

Level 
of 
Service

Vehicles 
Per Day

Level 
of 
Service

Vehicles 
Per Day

Level 
of 
Service

Kelly’s Creek 
Road
US 441 between 
Kelly’s Creek 
Road and Franklin 
Street

13,550 E 15,100 A 19,250 B

US 441 between 
Franklin Street 
and N. Carolina 
State Line

12,850 E 14,300 A 18,200 A

The main proposed typical sections for the SR 15/US 441 within the project limits are: 1) rural four-lane typical 
section with flush median, 2) rural four-lane with 20-foot raised median, 3) urban four-lane typical section 
with 20-foot raised median, and 4) urban four-lane typical section with variable 6-foot to 17-foot raised median.  
In addition, there are several transition sections between these typical sections.  The general limits of these 
proposed typical sections are depicted on Figure 3: Proposed Typical Sections.  

Residents in Mountain City expressed concerns about the raised median and asked why the design through 
Dillard incorporated a reduced width median.  The typical section with a raised median serves the same purpose 
in both locations, to limit conflict points for left turning vehicles in order to improve safety. The reduced 
median width in Dillard is a result of collaborative meetings between GDOT staff and local representatives to 
minimize impacts to businesses between Colony Road and Midway Street. These minimization efforts included 
narrowing the travel lanes (to 11 feet) and raised median (to 8 feet), shifting the alignment to reduce or 
minimize impacts to commercial properties, and removal of proposed  four-foot bike lanes in the roadway 
section to reduce impacts and costs. Other than the modification through this short section in Dillard, the 
planned improvements are the same in both municipalities. Minimizing impacts to local businesses and real 
property, including a multi-use path at various locations along the corridor, and incorporating aesthetic 
improvements such as the use of form liners to simulate rock on required retaining walls are examples of 
context sensitive solutions incorporated into the project.

The typical section for the US 441/SR 15 project originally proposed bike lanes for the entire length of the 
project and sidewalks in the areas with curb and gutter. The typical section presented at the 2009 PIOH included 
four-foot bikes lanes with 16-foot urban shoulders and five-foot sidewalks.  The current design removes the 
four-foot bikes lanes from the roadway section and utilizes a 16-foot urban shoulder with a ten-foot multi-use 
path. The multi-use path was recommended following a context-sensitive design solution process through 
various meetings with the city of Dillard described below and further value engineering studies conducted in 
June 2009. The recommendation was to remove the 4-foot bike lanes adjacent to the outside travel lane and 
move cyclists to a 10-foot multi-use path. This would result in a $2 million cost savings and a reduction of 
right-of-way impacts compared to construction of the bike lanes. The study also cited an anticipated increase 
in safety due to removing cyclists from the roadway considering the corridor’s high truck volume. 
Incorporation of the multi-use path reduced impacts because the overall roadway footprint was decreased by 
eight feet due to the removal of the bike lanes in the roadway section. The Conceptual Stage Study is still 
consistent with the proposed displacements for the project.
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The proposed improvements will provide accommodations for bicyclists on the 6.5-foot paved shoulder for a 
total of 5.23 miles which is seventy percent of the project.  In the two urban areas located three miles apart, a 
multi-use path on the shoulder will be provided for bicyclists and pedestrians.  These areas are from Cross 
Street to Johnson Avenue in Mountain City with a length of 0.84 miles and from Wolffork Road (North) to SR 
246 in the City of Dillard with a length of 1.33 miles. In the two urban areas, the plans propose the use of a 
ten-foot multi-use path within the shoulder to accommodate bicyclists instead of the use of bike lanes adjacent 
to the travel lanes.  The distance between the face of curb and the multi-use path will be 2.5 feet instead of the 
recommended AASHTO five feet. The following describes coordination and evaluation efforts regarding the 
use of multi-use paths through the urban areas of the project corridor.  The multi-use path was arrived at as 
part of the context sensitive design approach in conjunction with the city of Dillard to reduce impacts to 
properties and environmentally sensitive areas.  In addition to property and environmental impacts, it was 
determined based on the existing and proposed traffic in these urban areas that even experienced bicyclists 
would likely be reluctant to use bike lanes adjacent to the travel lanes due to the high vehicle speeds, traffic 
volumes, percentage of trucks, and the lack of identified organized cycling groups along the corridor.   

This project’s history began in 1992 with the concept of widening US 441 from just north of the city of Clayton 
to the North Carolina state line.  Over the years, typical sections have evolved based on coordination with the 
public, local government officials, SHPO, and the identification of environmentally sensitive areas.  In the 
early 2000’s a concept included the use of bike lanes along with 16-foot urban shoulders that included 
sidewalks on each side of the roadway in the two urban areas.  This typical section resulted in a large number 
of displacements and impacts within the city of Dillard.  In 2006, two meetings occurred between GDOT staff 
and officials with the city of Dillard. Minutes of these meetings are included in Appendix A.  The City 
expressed concerns regarding the impacts to businesses. Minutes from these two meetings show that GDOT 
committed to numerous changes to the typical section, through the city of Dillard, as a context-sensitive design 
solution to still meet the needs of the City, while reducing impacts.  These changes included the following:

• Removing the proposed 4-foot bikes lanes.
• Retaining the 16-foot urban shoulder, but changing the five-foot sidewalk to a 10-foot multi-

use path. 
• Reducing the proposed lane widths from 12 feet to 11 feet. 
• Reducing the width of the raised median.
• Adding retaining walls where possible specifically to reduce impacts.

The typical sections have been revised to match the commitments GDOT made to the city of Dillard.  Some 
of these changes were also made within Mountain City to reduce impacts.

Two sections of multi-use paths are proposed within Mountain City and the city of Dillard. These short sections 
of multi-use paths will connect to longer sections of rural roadway what will accommodate bikes according to 
the guidelines in the AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities through the use of a 6.5-foot 
paved shoulder and rumble strips to separate the vehicular traffic and bike traffic.  Through these downtown 
areas there are no reasonable alternatives to accommodate bike traffic such as low-speed parallel roadways or 
abandoned rights-of-way.  According to the AASHTO guide, short segments such as these are acceptable when 
connected to longer segments with typical accommodations especially when other routes such as independent 
routes or parallel streets are not available.
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The design team has considered the number and skill level of potential bicyclists on the project corridor.  
Bicyclists with only basic skills are more likely to be discouraged from riding in bike lanes or sharing the 
roadway with vehicles.  The same is true of children.  The design team was unable to find an organized roadway 
cyclist group within Rabun County to gather input.  The closest bike shop serving roadway cyclists is located 
approximately 45 miles from the project corridor.  In the two Public Information Open Houses held for the 
project in 2005 and 2009, a total of 585 people attended the meeting with a total of 238 comments received.  
GDOT has received only one comment regarding bicyclists, which was a request to provide either bike lanes 
or a multi-use path throughout the project corridor.  Based on the lack of evidence of highly skilled bicyclists 
along the corridor, the design team anticipates that most of the bicyclists using this facility will be 
inexperienced, and according to the AASHTO guide, this type of rider typically feels discouraged from using 
bike lanes, and feels safer traveling on a multi-use path.  It is likely that students from the Rabun Gap-
Nacoochee School will use the bicycle accommodations along the route.  The school is located just outside the 
city limits of Dillard and serves students in fifth through twelfth grade.  The school has a current enrollment 
of over 425 students of which, more than half are boarding students living on campus.  The students are likely 
users of the bicycle facilities to travel between the school and the City of Dillard, yet they would likely be 
discouraged from using bikes lanes because of their age and cycling experience.  Students are more likely to 
feel safe using a multi-use path.

The typical sections in urban areas show a 2.5-foot buffer between the face of the curb and the edge of the 
multi-use path.  The AASHTO guidance recommends a five-foot buffer.   Adding a four-foot bike lane or 
increasing the buffer from the face of curb to the multi-use path in each direction at this time would result in 
additional impacts, including the displacement of the First Christian Church of Mountain City, the residence 
at 2666 Highway 441 North in Mountain City, and Bear Creek Realty and Craig Realty in Dillard.  It would 
also further reduce the available parking at the Cross Creek Campground and the Appalachian Surveying 
Company in Mountain City and at Dillard United Methodist Church, Valley Gas, the Lazy Bear, Pa’s Front 
Porch, the Knights Inn, US Post Office, Mane Design, Subway, Rabun Homeless Shelter and Thrift Store, Gulf 
Station, Old Shoppes, and Scooters Restaurant in Dillard.  It will also result in additional impacts within 
environmentally sensitive areas with additional linear stream impacts and buffer impacts to streams 9 and 11 
in Mountain City, and 24, 25 and 25A in Dillard.  It would also create additional impacts to historic properties 
39, 41, 43 and 109 in Dillard. The team considered the use of a barrier or handrail within the buffer area, but 
determined that either would cause reductions in the intersection sight distance for drivers at the side roads and 
driveways throughout the urban area, compromising safety. Advance warning signs will be added to the side 
roads to alert drivers to the multi-use path crossings.  On the multi-use path, stop signs and stop bars will be 
added at all side road crossings to stop all pedestrians and bicyclists before entering crosswalks.

A 45 mph design speed has been utilized throughout the project in coordination with the raised median and to 
provide continuity throughout the project.   The posted speed limit within the cities of Clayton, Mountain City, 
and Dillard are currently 45, 35, and 45 mph respectively.  The posted speed limit between Clayton and 
Mountain City is 55 mph; however the vertical and horizontal alignment is designed for a 45 mph speed design.  
Reconstruction of this vertical and horizontal geometry to raise the design speed to match the posted speed 
limit of 55 mph would result in significant impacts to Stekoa Creek, which lies immediately adjacent and 
parallel to the east side of the existing roadway, and would result in several additional displacements.   
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Figure 3:
Proposed

Typical Sections
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from northern city limits of 
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Carolina State Line
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Begin Project
EDS00-0441-00(028)
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4-Lane with Flush Median, Rural
4-Lane with 20-ft Raised Median, Rural
4-Lane with 20-ft Raised Median, Urban
4-lane with 6 to 17-ft Raised Median, Urban
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The proposed major structures affected would be the bridges over Little Tennessee River and over Betty Creek.  
The Little Tennessee River Bridge would be widened to both sides in order to replace the center turn lane with 
a 20-foot raised median. A new bridge would be constructed over Betty Creek.  Although the sufficiency rating 
of 81.90 per the July 2014 inspection report does not warrant full replacement of the bridge over Betty Creek, 
it is not able to be widened again due to the existing bridge type and since the bridge has been widened 
previously.  See Paragraphs K and N for more details on these major structures.

Proposed ROW for the rural SR 15/US 441 typical sections would vary between 150 feet and 450 feet.  The 
proposed urban SR 15/US 441 typical sections ROW would vary between 130 feet and 428 feet, except for 
within Dillard, where the proposed ROW would vary between 82 feet and 150 feet.  Side road improvements 
would have proposed ROW varying between 100 feet and 150 feet.  During the development of the proposed 
project a number of considerations were made to reduce the project footprint in an effort to avoid and minimize 
impacts to properties along the SR 15/US 441 corridor.  One measure implemented along the corridor to reduce 
these impacts is retaining walls, which are located along the project as necessary to reduce right-of-ay and 
environmental impacts.   

Description of Proposed Improvements

The proposed typical sections for SR 15/US 441 along the corridor are as follows: 

1) Flush Median Rural Section: Includes two 12-foot travel lanes in each direction with a paved 
variable width flush median.  This typical section would include 10-foot outside shoulders, with 6.5-
foot paved shoulders.

2) 20-foot Raised Median Rural Section:  Includes two 12-foot travel lanes in each direction 
separated by a 20-foot raised median.  This typical section would include 10-foot outside shoulders, 
with 6.5-foot paved shoulders. 
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3) 20-foot Raised Median Urban Section: Includes two 12-foot travel lanes in each direction 

separated by a 20-foot raised median.  This typical would include a 16-foot outside shoulder area 
with curb and gutter and a 10-foot multi-use path along each side.

4) 17-foot Raised Median Urban Section:  Includes two 11-foot travel lanes in each direction 
separated by a 17-foot raised median.  This typical section would include a 16-foot outside shoulder 
area with curb and gutter and a 10-foot multi-use path along each side.

5) 6-foot Raised Median Urban Section: Is the same as Typical Section #4 above, but includes a 6-
foot raised median.  This typical section would include a 16-foot outside shoulder area with curb and 
gutter and a 10-foot multi-use path along each side.

The following typical section is proposed for side street tie-ins and relocations along the SR 15/US 441 
corridor: 

6) 2 Lane Rural Section:  Includes one 12-foot travel lane in each direction and 10-foot outside 
shoulders, with 2-foot paved shoulders.  
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Sections of the project corridor as presented in the current design plans are described below and listed from 
south to north below, according to changes in the typical section.   

A. SR 15/US 441 from the southern terminus near the northern Clayton city limits approximately 920 
feet south of the existing Clayburn Road intersection to approximately 810 feet south of the 
existing Clayburn Road intersection. 

Typical Section #1. The existing SR 15/US 441 roadway would be widened to both sides for approximately 
120 feet.  The flush median width transitions from the existing 15-foot flush median existing south of the 
proposed project limits to a 20-foot flush median width.  There are no existing side street intersections or
commercial/residential driveway access within this roadway segment. The existing box culvert crossing 
of Stekoa Creek will remain unchanged. 

B. SR 15/US 441 from approximately 810 feet south of the existing Clayburn Road intersection to 
approximately 515 feet south of existing Clayburn Road intersection.

Typical Section #2. The existing SR 15/US 441 roadway would be widened to both sides for approximately 
295 feet.  The existing commercial driveway would be maintained at its existing location.

C. SR 15/US 441 from approximately 515 feet south of existing Clayburn Road intersection to 
approximately 510 feet south of Old Mountain City Road. 

Typical Section #2. The existing SR 15/US 441 roadway would be widened to the west for approximately 
1,867 feet.  Clayburn Road would be realigned to form a new intersection approximately 325 feet south of 
the existing Clayburn Road intersection.  Typical Section #6 would be applied to the realigned portion of 
Clayburn Road.  This realignment would provide a better intersection angle, improved sight distance, and 
allow for a full median opening with north and southbound turn lanes.  U-turn bays would be provided for 
both north and southbound U-turns.  There are no existing commercial or residential driveways within this 
roadway segment.

D. SR 15/US 441 from approximately 510 feet south of Old Mountain City Road to the existing Jiles 
Drive intersection.

Typical Section #2. The existing SR 15/US 441 roadway would transition from a west to east widening 
over approximately 575 feet and would continue to be widened to the east for approximately 2,290 feet. 
The intersection with Old Mountain City Road would remain at its existing location.  Old US 441 would 
be realigned to form a new intersection approximately 500 feet south of the existing Old US 441 
intersection.  Typical Section #6 would be applied to the realigned portion of Old US 441.  The intersection 
with Jiles Drive would remain at its existing location. A full median opening with right and left turn lanes 
and u-turn bays for north and southbound travelers would be provided at the new intersection with Old US 
441.  Median openings would not be constructed at the intersections with Old Mountain City Road, the 
existing intersection with Old US 441, and Jiles Drive.  Access provided to these side roads would be right 
turn in and right turn out only.  Commercial and residential driveway access would be maintained at 
existing locations.
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E. SR 15/US 441 from the existing Jiles Drive intersection to approximately 70 feet north of Hill 
Street at the southern limits of Mountain City.

Typical Section #2.  The existing SR 15/US 441 roadway would transition from an east to west widening 
over approximately 638 feet and would continue to be widened to the west for approximately 2,145 feet.  
The intersection with Dave Walter Drive and File Street would remain at its existing location. Existing 
George Eller Circle forms a half circle to the west of SR 15/US 441 and forms two intersections 
approximately 623 feet apart.  These intersections would remain at their existing locations.  The 
intersection with Hill Street would remain at its existing location.  A full median opening with right and 
left turn lanes and U-turn bays for north and southbound travelers would be provided at the intersection 
with Dave Walter Drive and existing File Street.  Median openings would not be constructed at the 
intersections with George Eller Circle and Hill Street.  Access provided to these side roads would be right 
turn in and right turn out only.  Commercial and residential driveway access would be maintained at 
existing locations.

F. SR 15/US 441 from approximately 70 feet north of Hill Street at the southern limits of Mountain 
City to Nelson Street in Mountain City. 

Typical Section #3. The existing SR 15/US 441 roadway would continue to be widened to the west for 
approximately 32 feet before transitioning from a west to an east widening over approximately 655 feet.  
The existing SR 15/US 441 roadway would then be widened to the east for approximately 4,205 feet.  A 
full median opening with right and left turn lanes for north and southbound travelers would be provided at 
the intersections with Cross Street, Playhouse Drive, Green Street (U-turn bays provided), Black Rock 
Mountain Parkway/Erwin Street (U-turn bays provided), and Page Street/Dotson Street (U-turn bays 
provided).  Median openings would not be constructed at the intersections with Shepard Street, West 
Langston Street, East Langston Street, Darling Springs Road, and Nelson Street.  Access provided to these 
side roads would be right turn in and right turn out only.  Commercial and residential driveway access 
would be maintained at existing locations. 

G. SR 15/US 441 from Nelson Street to Cathey Road in Mountain City. 

Typical Section #3. The existing SR 15/US 441 roadway would be widened to both sides for approximately 
1,100 feet.  Cathey Road would be realigned to form a new intersection approximately 46 feet north of its 
existing intersection to minimize impacts to a stream that runs east to west and parallel to the existing 
Cathey Road.  A full median opening with right and left turn lanes for north and southbound travelers 
would be provided at the intersection with Cathey Road.  Commercial and residential driveway access 
would be maintained at existing locations. 

H. SR 15/US 441 from Cathey Road to approximately 560 feet north of Marson Knob Road in 
Mountain City.

Typical Section #2. The existing SR 15/US 441 roadway would be widened to both sides for approximately 
202 feet and then continue as a widening to the east for approximately 1,546 feet.  A full median opening 
with right and left turn lanes would be provided at the intersection with Marson Knob Road.  Commercial 
and residential driveway access would be maintained at their existing locations.
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I. SR 15/US 441 from approximately 560 feet north of Marson Knob Road to approximately 253 feet 

south of Sherin Drive just north of Mountain City.

Typical Section #2. The existing SR 15/US 441 roadway would transition from a widening to both sides 
of the roadway to a west widening for approximately 482 feet and continue as a widening to the west for 
approximately 354 feet.  There are no side street intersections within this roadway segment.  Commercial 
and residential driveway access would be maintained at existing locations. 

J. SR 15/US 441 from approximately 253 feet south of Sherin Drive to approximately 146 feet north 
of the existing Old Wolffork Road intersection north of  Mountain City.

Typical Section #2. The existing SR 15/US 441 roadway would be widened to both sides for approximately 
1,516 feet.  A full median opening with left and right turn lanes would be provided at the intersection with 
Sherin Drive.  The Yorkhouse Road and Old Wolffork Road would be realigned to form a new intersection 
that would fall in the roadway segment to the north.   A median opening would not be provided at the 
existing intersection with Yorkhouse Road.  Access provided at the existing intersection with Yorkhouse 
Road and Old Wolffork Road would be right turn in and right turn out only.  Commercial and residential 
driveway access would be maintained at existing locations. 

K. SR 15/US 441 from approximately 146 feet north of the existing Old Wolffork Road intersection to 
approximately 460 feet north of John Beck Dockins Road. 

Typical Section #2. The existing SR 15/US 441 roadway would transition from a widening to both sides 
of the roadway to an east widening over approximately 183 feet.  The existing roadway would then be 
widened to the east for approximately 1,504 feet.  As noted in the segment to the south, Yorkhouse Road 
and Old Wolffork Road would be realigned approximately 422 and 239 feet respectively to the north and 
form a new four-leg intersection.  A full median opening with left and right turn lanes and u-turn bays 
would be provided at the new intersection with Yorkhouse Road/Old Wolffork Road.  A full median 
opening with left and right turn lanes would be provided at the intersection with John Beck Dockins Road.  
The existing bridge over the Little Tennessee River would be widened to accommodate the required typical 
section with the northbound left turn lane for John Beck Dockins Road.  The existing bridge over the Little 
Tennessee River is 99 feet long and 82 feet wide and would be widened 15 feet for a width of 97 feet.  The 
flush median/center turn lane would be replaced with an 8-foot raised median and a 12-foot wide 
northbound left turn lane for John Beck Dockins Road.  Commercial and residential driveway access would 
be maintained at existing locations.  

L. SR 15/US 441 from approximately 460 feet north of John Beck Dockins Road to approximately 161 
feet north of the Rabun Gap Nacoochee School Entrance (School Center Drive).

Typical Section #2. The existing SR 15/US 441 roadway would be widened to both sides for approximately 
8,437 feet.  Kelly Creek Road will be realigned to form a four-leg intersection at the existing intersection 
with School Farm Road approximately 281 feet south of its existing intersection.  The existing traffic signal 
at the intersection with Kelly Creek Road will be removed and a new signal installed at the realigned 
intersection with School Farm Road.  A full median opening with left and right turn lanes would be 
provided at the intersections with O.C. Skinner Lane, School Farm Road/Kelly Creek Road, and School
Center Drive.  An additional full median opening with left turn lanes would be provided approximately 
1100 feet north of John Beck Dockins Road to allow access to several commercial properties.  An existing 
double 5-foot by 5-foot box culvert carrying an unnamed stream under SR 15/US 441, a 4-foot by 4-foot 
box drainage culvert, and a 4-foot by 4-foot box culvert carrying Jerry Branch under SR 15/US 441 will 
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be extended to accommodate the roadway widening.  These drainage crossings are located approximately 
1,148, 1,017, and 267 feet, respectively, south of O.C. Skinner Lane.  There are three existing cross drains 
located along the Rabun Gap Nacoochee School property that will be extended to accommodate the 
roadway widening.  There is an existing 4-foot by 6-foot box culvert carrying an unnamed stream under 
the existing intersection with the Rabun Gap Nacoochee School Entrance (School Center Drive) that will 
be extended to accommodate the roadway widening and intersection improvements.  Commercial and 
residential driveway access would be maintained at existing locations.   

M. SR 15/US 441 from approximately 161 feet north of the Rabun Gap Nacoochee School Entrance 
(School Center Drive) to approximately 583 feet south of Wolffork Road (North). 

Typical Section #2. The existing SR 15/US 441 roadway would be widened to the east for a distance of 
approximately 423 feet.  This segment of roadway transitions between Typical Section #2 with 12-foot 
travel lanes and a 20-foot raised median to Typical Section #4 with 11-foot travel lanes and a 17-foot raised 
median.  The full width of Typical Section #2 would continue for approximately 263 feet.  The transition 
of the lane and median widths would be accomplished over 160 feet reducing the travel lanes to 11 feet 
wide and the median to 17 feet wide.  The outside shoulders would remain rural and no sidewalk or multi-
use paths would be provided. There are no existing side street intersections or commercial/residential 
driveways within this roadway segment.

N. SR 15/US 441 from approximately 583 feet south of Wolffork Road (North) to approximately 147 
feet south of Betty White Cloud Street near the Dillard southern city limits.

Typical Section #4. The existing SR 15/US 441 roadway would be widened to the east for approximately 
1,838 feet.  In order to reduce property impacts to the Farmer’s Market and the Dillard United Methodist 
Church the typical section in the next roadway segment to the north would be reduced to a 6-foot width.  
The full width of Typical Section #4 would continue for approximately 1,588 feet to a point approximately 
254 feet north of Henry Dillard Road.  The transition of the median width would be accomplished over 
250 feet reducing the median from 17 feet to 6 feet wide. A full median opening with left and right turn 
lanes would be provided at Wolffork Road (North) and at Henry Dillard Road.  The existing bridge over 
the Betty Creek would be removed and replaced with a new bridge to accommodate the required typical 
section.  The existing 120-foot long by 64.5-foot wide bridge over Betty Creek would be replaced with a 
new bridge measuring 135 feet in length and 102.5 feet in width.  The replacement bridge would have a 
four-lane typical section with a 6-foot raised median and an 11-foot northbound u-turn lane for the Henry 
Dillard Road intersection.  Commercial and residential driveway access would be maintained at existing 
locations.    

O. SR 15/US 441 from approximately 147 feet south of Betty White Cloud Street to 127 feet south of 
Betty White Cloud Street in Dillard.

Typical Section #5. The existing SR 15/US 441 roadway would be widened to the east for 20 foot.  This 
short segment of Typical Section #5 with a 6-foot median combined with the 250 foot long transition 
segments between the 6-foot and 17-foot wide medians would be utilized to reduce ROW acquisition and 
minimize impacts to the Farmer’s Market and the Dillard United Methodist Church.  There are no existing 
side street intersections or commercial/residential driveways within this roadway segment.
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P. SR 15/US 441 from approximately 127 feet south of Betty White Cloud Street to approximately 

347 feet north of Colony Road in Dillard. 

Typical Section #4. The existing SR 15/US 441 roadway would be widened to the east for approximately 
45 feet and then continue widening to both sides for approximately 1,185 feet.  In order to reduce ROW
acquisition and minimize impacts to the Farmer’s Market and the Dillard United Methodist Church in the 
segment immediately to the south, this segment of roadway would begin by transitioning from the 6-foot 
wide median of Typical Section #5 to the 17-foot median of Typical Section #4.  The transition of the 
median width would be accomplished over 250 feet increasing the median from 6 feet to 17 feet wide. The 
full width of Typical Section #4 would continue for approximately 981 feet.  To reduce ROW impacts to 
existing businesses with frontage along SR 15/US 441 in the vicinity of Midway Street in the roadway 
segment to the north, the median width would transition over approximately 250 feet from the 17-foot 
median width of Typical Section #4 to the 6 feet median width of Typical Section #5.  A full median 
opening with left and right turn lanes and u-turn bays would be provided at the intersection with Betty’s 
Creek Road.  No median opening would be provided at the intersection with Betty White Cloud Street or 
Colony Road.  Access provided at these side roads would be right turn in and right turn out only.  Storm 
drain inlets and pipes in the vicinity of the Betty White Cloud Street intersection would be relocated or 
extended as appropriate to accommodate the proposed improvements.  Commercial and residential 
driveway access would be maintained at existing locations.   

Q. SR 15/US 441 from approximately 347 feet north of Colony Road to 97 feet south of Midway Street 
in Dillard.

Typical Section #5. The existing SR 15/US 441 roadway would be widened to both sides for approximately 
300 feet.  This short segment of Typical Section #5 with a 6-foot median combined with the 250 foot long 
transition segments between the 6-foot and 17-foot wide medians would be utilized to reduce ROW
acquisition and minimize impacts to existing businesses with frontage along SR 15/US 441 in the vicinity 
of Midway Street.  Storm drain inlets and pipes located north of the Colony Road intersection would be 
relocated or extended as appropriate to accommodate the proposed improvements.  There are no existing 
side street intersections within this roadway segment.  Commercial and residential driveway access would 
be maintained at existing locations. 

R. SR 15/US 441 from approximately 97 feet south of Midway Street to 527 feet north of Carolina 
Street (North) in Dillard.

Typical Section #4. The existing SR 15/US 441 roadway would be widened to both sides for approximately 
2,250 feet.  In order to reduce ROW acquisition and minimize impacts to existing businesses with frontage 
along SR 15/US 441 in the vicinity of Midway Street in the segment immediately to the south, this segment 
of roadway would begin by transitioning from the 6-foot wide median of Typical Section #5 to the 17-foot 
median of Typical Section #4.  The transition of the median width would be accomplished over 250 feet 
increasing the median from 6 feet to 17 feet wide. The full width of Typical Section #4 would continue for 
approximately 2,000 feet.  Franklin Street would be realigned to form a new intersection with SR 15/US 
441 approximately 200 feet north of the existing location.  Carolina Street is an approximately 1400 foot 
long local city road that forms a loop to the west of SR 14/US 441 with intersections approximately 1280 
feet apart.   Carolina Street (south) would be realigned to form a new intersection with SR 15/US 441 
approximately 100 feet north of the existing location.  Franklin Road and Carolina Street (south) would 
form a four-leg intersection.  Access provided for the existing intersection with Midway Street would be 
right turn in and right turn out only.  A full median opening with left and right turn lanes and u-turn bays 
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would be provided at the new intersection with Franklin Street/Carolina Street (south) and at Greenwood 
Street.  Access provided for the existing intersection with Carolina Street (north) would be right turn in 
and right turn out only.  Storm drain inlets and pipes in the vicinity of the Midway Street, Carolina Street 
(south), Greenwood Street, and Carolina Street (north) intersections would be relocated or extended as 
appropriate to accommodate the proposed improvements.  A double 4-foot by 3-foot box culvert located 
approximately 190 feet south of Greenwood Street would be extended to accommodate the proposed 
roadway improvements.  Commercial and residential driveway access would be maintained at existing 
locations. 

S. SR 15/US 441 from approximately 527 feet north of Carolina Street (North) to the SR 
426/Glenkaren Road intersection at the Dillard northern city limits.

Typical Section #3. The existing SR 15/US 441 roadway would be widened to both sides for approximately 
1,800 feet and then would continue with widening to the west for approximately 200 feet.  A full median 
opening with left and right turn lanes and u-turn bays would be provided at the intersection with Ledford 
Road.  A full median opening with left and right turn lanes would be provided at the intersection with SR 
246/Glenkaren Road.  The existing traffic signal at the intersection of SR 246/Glenkaren Road would be 
adjusted as necessary to accommodate the proposed roadway improvements.  The existing double 6-foot 
by 5-foot box culvert carrying Lamb Creek under SR 15/US 441 would be extended to accommodate the 
proposed roadway improvements.  An existing cross drain pipe located approximately 450 feet south of 
the intersection with SR 246/Glenkaren Road would be extended to accommodate the proposed roadway 
widening.  Commercial and residential driveway access would be maintained at existing locations.

T. SR 15/US 441 from the SR 246/Glenkaren Road intersection to approximately 550 feet north of the 
River Valley Lane/F.T. Black Circle intersection.

Typical Section #2. The existing SR 15/US 441 roadway would be widened to the west for approximately 
2,107 feet.  A new roadway segment would be constructed approximately 235 feet north of the existing 
River Valley Lane intersection to connect River Valley Lane to SR 15/US 441.  This new intersection 
would be directly across from the proposed extension of F.T. Black Circle to form a four-leg intersection.  
Access provided for the existing intersection with Shope Lane and Old SR 15/State Line Road would be 
right in and right out only.  A full median opening with left and right turn lanes would be provided at the 
proposed intersection with River Valley Lane/F.T. Black Circle.  An existing 4-foot by 4-foot box drainage 
culvert approximately 145 feet north of the SR 246/Glenkaren Road intersection would be extended to 
accommodate the proposed widening.  An existing cross drain pipe just north of the existing River Valley 
Lane intersection would be extended to accommodate the proposed widening.  Commercial and residential 
driveway access would be maintained at existing locations.

U. SR 15/US 441 from approximately 550 feet north of the River Valley Lane/F.T. Black Circle 
intersection to approximately 393 feet north of the existing Lamb Road intersection.

Typical Section #2. The existing SR 15/US 441 roadway would be widening to both sides for 
approximately 1,394 feet.  A new roadway segment would be constructed to connect State Line Road to 
SR 15/US 441 directly across from the existing intersection with Lamb Road.  A full median opening with
left and right turn lanes and u-turn bays would be provided at the new four-leg intersection with Lamb 
Road and Old SR 15/State Line Road.  An existing 8-foot by 6-foot box culvert carrying an unnamed 
stream under SR 15/US 441 would be extended to accommodate the proposed widening.  Commercial and 
residential driveway access would be maintained at existing locations.
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V. SR 15/US 441 from approximately 393 feet north of the existing Lamb Road intersection to 
approximately 875 feet north of the Georgia/North Carolina State Line.

Typical Section #1. The existing SR 15/US 441 roadway would be widened to both sides for approximately 
1,200 feet and tie in with the existing rural four-lane roadway with a 12-foot flush median typical section.  
The flush median width transitions over approximately 180 feet from the proposed 20-foot flush median 
to a 12-foot flush median width to match the existing typical section to the north of the project limits.  
There are not side street intersections within this roadway segment.  Commercial and residential driveway 
access would be maintained at existing locations. The existing typical section in North Carolina is a five-
lane rural roadway with sections of v-gutter.  The proposed improvements will provide a five-lane section 
from the state line northward approximately 875’ to tie into the existing five-lane section.  All work within 
the state of North Carolina is proposed to be completed within the existing ROW with minimal ground 
disturbing activities. Resource coordination between GDOT and the North Carolina Department of 
Transportation has occurred and potential impacts in North Carolina have been avoided. 

Access Management

Along the project corridor, direct access to existing commercial and residential driveways will be changed with 
the addition of the raised median.  The preliminary design places proposed median openings at major side 
street intersections to provide controlled access along the corridor.  Additional median openings may be 
provided during the design phase at other warranted locations if the appropriate spacing requirement can be 
met.  In accordance with the GDOT Design Policy Manual1, GDOT has adopted 1,000 feet as the preferred 
minimum spacing between median openings in urban areas, and 1320 feet as the preferred minimum spacing 
between median openings in rural areas. In urban areas, median openings may be spaced less than 1,000 feet, 
and greater than 660 feet if it can be demonstrated that left turning volumes are nominal. For SR 15/US 441 
from the northern city limits of Clayton to the North Carolina State Line, the proposed minimum spacing per 
the preliminary design plans is 560 feet and the proposed maximum is 3,120 feet.  The average spacing distance 
is 1,623 feet. A design variance will be obtained to allow the shorter 560-foot median spacing.  A summary of 
the proposed median opening locations is provided in Table 6, Proposed Median Opening Locations along the 
Project Corridor. 

Table 6: Proposed Median Opening Locations along the Project Corridor

Location Direction of Side 
Road/Access

Clayburn Road/Hamby Street (realigned) West
Old US 441 (realigned) West
Wall Drive/File Street West/East
Cross Street West
Playhouse Drive East
Green Street West
Black Rock Mountain Parkway/Erwin Street West/East
Page Street/Dotson Street West/East
Cathey Road East
Marsen Knob Road West

                                                      
1 “Georgia Department of Transportation Design Policy Manual.” dot.state.ga.us. Georgia Department of 

Transportation, June 11, 2010. Web. 
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Table 6: Proposed Median Opening Locations along the Project Corridor

Location Direction of Side 
Road/Access

Sherin Drive West
Wolffork Road (realigned)/Yorkhouse Road (realigned) West/East
John Beck Dockins Road West
Commercial Driveway West/East
Wyatt Road West
School Farm Road/Kelly Creek Road (realigned) West/East
Nacoochee Drive West
Wolffork Road West
Henry Dillard Street East
Betty’s Creek Road West
Carolina Street (realigned)/Franklin Street (realigned) West/East
Greenwood Lane East
Ledford Road West
Glenkaren Drive/SR 246 Highlands Road West/East
F.T. Black Circle (extended)/River Valley Lane (extended) West/East
State Line Road (realigned)/Lamb Road West/East

The design within the city of Dillard transitions to widen to both sides of the existing roadway in order to 
reduce impacts to the parking areas for the businesses located on the both sides of SR 15/US 441.  In addition, 
a reduced raised median width varying from 17-foot to 6-foot would be included within the city limits to 
minimize property impacts within Dillard. Specifically, the reduced median widths are proposed to reduce 
impacts and displacements of businesses between CR2 200 /Betty Creek Road and CR 6/Greenwood Street.  
A 6-foot raised median is being provided at two locations within this area, one 20 feet long and the second 300 
feet long.  These short segments of 6-foot wide raised median coupled with 250-foot long transitions to the 17-
foot wide raised median width would minimize property impacts; however the incorporation of these reduced 
median widths within the city of Dillard does not affect or limit median cross over spacing. 

Traffic data indicates trucks account for 7.6 percent of total daily traffic volumes.  Although the proposed 
improvements provide u-turn capabilities and at most median openings, these may not allow for larger trucks 
to perform u-turns.  However, u-turns would be possible within the rural typical sections of the corridor at 
propose median openings by utilizing the paved rural shoulder as additional pavement width.  Within both the 
rural and urban typical sections of the corridor, properties commercial in nature that may require truck access 
fall into one of three scenarios:  (1) are located on side streets where median openings are proposed, (2) have 
access to proposed median openings via cross access available between parcels, or (3) are located along routes 
parallel to SR 15/US 441 with access provided along side streets at proposed median openings.  The various 
rural and urban truck access methods will provide opportunity for safe truck traffic access.
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B. The No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative is one in which GDOT would take no action to construct the proposed project and 
which would not meet the need and purpose of the proposed project.  Under this alternative, the proposed 
widening and reconstruction of the facility would not be implemented.  Therefore, the No build Alternative
would prevent the potential environmental, social, and economic impacts associated with portions of the build 
alternative.  This alternative has potential negative effects to residents in the area as well as to commuters that 
utilize this corridor since improvements would not be completed that would accommodate the expected 
volumes of traffic and relieve congestion, correct access deficiencies, reduce crash, injury and fatality rates 
along the corridor, and provide regional connectivity and opportunities for economic growth.    

C. Alternatives No Longer Under Consideration

As noted previously the nature of the existing roadway corridor and its importance to the established 
communities it serves resulted in only one roadway alignment, the existing, being proposed for this project.  In 
addition, the existing mountainous terrain and land uses along and surrounding the project corridor made it 
impractical to consider new alignments or bypasses around the project area.  During the course of the concept 
development, several refinements were made to the typical sections and widening approach (i.e. widen to the 
east, west or to both sides) in order to avoid and minimize impacts to environmental and cultural resources, 
community assets, residents, and businesses along the corridor.  The following Table 7, Summary of Other 
Alternatives Considered, presents a summary of the refinements made during the course of concept 
development, as documented and approved by GDOT in each referenced Project Concept Report, Revised 
Project Concept Report, or Concept Validation Report.  Each of these approved concept documents included 
the provision of a raised median along the project corridor in lieu of a flush median (continuous center turn 
lane).  The high occurrence of crashes located throughout the length of the corridor combined with traffic 
volume projections indicated the need to provide a higher level of access control and protected turning 
movements at intersections.  Based on this finding it was determined that although the use of a flush median 
(continuous center turn lane) would provide additional capacity, it would not improve access control or reduce 
the crash, injury, and fatality rates along the corridor, therefore would not meet the need and purpose of the 
project.
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Table 7: Summary of Other Alternatives Considered

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Preferred (Build) Alternative

Typical 
Section

20-ft raised median with rural 
shoulder;
20-ft raised median with curb and 
gutter

No Change Add:
8-ft raised median with curb and 
gutter; 11-ft inside and 12-ft outside 
lanes

No Change Change:
Revise 8-ft raised median to var. 6-ft to 
17-ft; revise to two 11-ft lanes
Urban: 4-ft bike lanes and 5-ft 
sidewalks changed to multi-use path

ROW
(in feet)

Rural:  134 to150
Urban: 95 to 100

Change: Rural:  135 to 380
   Urban: 100 to 420

Change: Rural:  150 to 450
  20 ft Urban: 130 to 428

8 ft Urban:   86 to 150

No Change Change:
6 to17 ft Urban: 82 to 150

Bridges Little Tennessee River – widen
Betty Creek – widen

No Change Little Tennessee River – widen
Betty Creek – replace

No Change No Change

A
lig

nm
en

t

Limits Widen/
Section

Limits Widen/
Section

Limits Widen/
Section

Limits Widen/
Section

Limits Widen/
Section

Clayton city limits to S 
city limits of Mountain 
City

West
Rural

Clayton city limits to 0.5 
mile N of Clayton (CR 39/ 
Mountain City Road)

East
Rural

Clayton city limits to 0.5 mile N 
of Clayton (CR 39/Mountain 
City Road)

West
Rural

Clayton city limits to 0.5 
mile N of Clayton (CR 
39/Mountain City Road)

West
Rural

Clayton city limits to 0.5 
mile N of Clayton (CR 
39/Mountain City Road)

West
Rural

  
0.5 mile N of Clayton (CR 
39/Mountain City Rd) to S
city limits of Mountain City

West
Rural

0.5 mile N of Clayton (CR 
39/Mountain City Road) to File 
Street

East
Urban

0.5 mile N of Clayton (CR 
39/Mountain City Road) to 
File Street

East
Urban

0.5 mile N of Clayton (CR 
39/Mountain City Road) to 
File Street

East
Rural

    File Street to S city limits of 
Mountain City (Cross Street)

West
Urban

File Street to S city limits of 
Mountain City 

West
Urban

File Street to S city limits of 
Mountain City 

West
Rural

S city limits of Mountain 
City to Johnson Avenue

East
Urban

S city limits of Mountain 
City to Johnson Avenue

East
Urban

S city limits of Mountain City to 
Johnson Avenue

East
Urban

S city limits of Mountain 
City to Johnson Avenue

East
Urban

S city limits of Mountain 
City to Cathey Road

East
Urban

Johnson Avenue to S city 
limits of Dillard

Symm
Rural

Johnson Avenue to S city 
limits of Dillard

Symm
Urban

Johnson Ave to 0.5 mi N of 
CR2/John Beck Dockins Rd

Symm
Urban

J Johnson Ave to 0.5 mi N of 
CR2/John Beck Dockins Rd

Symm
Urban

Cathey Road to 0.5 mi N of 
CR 216/Wolffork Road

Symm
Rural

    
0.5 mi N of John Beck Dockins 
Rd to CS 700/Betty White 
Cloud St

East
Urban

0.5 mi N of John Beck 
Dockins Rd to CS 700/Betty 
White Cloud St

East
Urban

CR 216/Wolffork Road to 
CS 700/Betty White Cloud 
Street

East
Urban

S city limits of Dillard to 
CR 6/Greenwood Road

Symm
Urban

S city limits of Dillard to 
CR 6/Greenwood Road

Symm
Urban

Around Sue Pennington 
eligible historic resource

West
Urban

Around Sue B. Pennington 
eligible historic resource

West
Urban

Around Sue B. Pennington 
eligible historic resource

West
Urban

      CR 6/Greenwood Road to 
SR 246/Highlands Road

East
Urban

CR 6/Greenwood Road to 
SR 246/Highlands Road

East
Urban

CR 6/Greenwood Road to 
NC State Line

West
Rural

CR 6/Greenwood Road to 
NC State Line

West
Rural

CS 700/Betty White Cloud 
Street to NC State Line

West
Rural

SR 246/Highlands Road to 
NC State Line

West
Rural

SR 246/Highlands Road to 
NC State Line

West
Rural

Notes

Maintain urban between 
Mountain City and Dillard
Revise (increase radius) 
horizontal curve just N of Betty 
Creek Bridge to CR 220/Betty 
Creek Road to reduce impacts to 
Dillard UMC

Return to W in first 0.5 mile
Shift W to avoid Stekoa Creek from 
File Street to Cross Street
Switch to urban from 0.5 mile 
though to Mountain City
Shift to E in Dillard to avoid parking
Additional break down in typical 
section limits and shifts
Additional details provided 
regarding side street realignments
Use of 8-ft median to reduce impacts 
to eligible historic resources 
Shift W to avoid Sue B. Pennington 
eligible historic resource
Lucy Speed eligible resource would 
be adversely affected

Suggest beginning 8-foot median 
section further to S to avoid impacts 
to Farmers Market and Dillard UMC
Additional detail describing shift to 
W to avoid Sue B. Pennington 
eligible historic resource
Shift E to avoid impacting the Lucy 
Speed eligible historic resources
Additional details provided regarding 
side street realignments for improved 
intersections.

Revise limits of rural and urban 
typical sections; rural generally to be 
used outside city limits and urban to 
be used inside
Additional details provided regarding 
side street realignments for improved 
intersections.

Changes between each alternative above are denoted by bold italic text.                                                                                                                                    Key: N = North, S = South, E = East, W = West
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III. Environmental Consequences

A. Types of Effects: Direct, Indirect & Cumulative Effects

The Council of Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR §1500-1508)2 requires that not only direct impacts, but indirect and 
cumulative impacts (ICI) also be evaluated for the “reasonably foreseeable” future (40 CFR 1508.8).  For this 
analysis, the “reasonably foreseeable” future is considered the 20-year horizon, as this is the time period set for the 
design year for the build condition.  According to 40 CFR 1508.8, effects include both direct effects and indirect 
effects.  Effects and impacts as used in these regulations are synonymous. Effects include ecological, (the effects on 
natural resources and functioning of affected ecosystems), historic, cultural, economic, social, or health effects, 
whether direct, indirect, or cumulative.  Effects can be both beneficial and detrimental, even if on balance the agency 
believes that the effect will be beneficial. 

Direct, indirect, and cumulative effects can be defined as follows:
Direct effects are caused by, and coincide in time and place, with the action.  
Indirect effects are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still 
reasonably foreseeable (40 CFR 1508.8(b)).  Indirect effects may include growth inducing effects and other 
effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and related 
effects on air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems.  
Cumulative Effects are the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the 
action when added to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what 
agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result 
from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.

The direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the proposed action are presented in the subsections that follow.  The 
study area for potential indirect and cumulative impacts was defined by analyzing existing land uses in the area as 
well as any information on planned future land use.  Using this information and reviewing it in the context of the 
existing mountainous terrain which surrounds the corridor, a prediction of which areas were likely to be affected by 
the proposed project was undertaken to define the boundary for potential impacts.  The study area to assess the indirect 
and cumulative effects for the proposed widening and reconstruction of SR 15/US 441 was defined as the area within 
a 0.5 mile buffer on either side of SR 15/US 441 beginning 0.5 mile south of CS 500/Clayburn Road, and extending 
northward to 0.5 mile north of the proposed tie-in to an existing 5-lane typical section approximately 500 feet north 
of the Georgia-North Carolina State Line (see Figure 4, ICI Study Area).  Because they are not environmental 
resources, indirect and cumulative effects analysis has not been included for the following sections: Section 4(f) 
Applicability; Invasive Species Survey; U.S. Coast Guard/Corps of Engineers Applicability (which does not pertain 
to the proposed project); Relocations; Public Involvement; Construction; and USTs/Hazardous Waste.  The following 
resources will not discuss ICI since they were not identified within the project’s area of influence:  Wild or Scenic 
Rivers; Essential Fisheries Habitat; Energy/Mineral Resources.

                                                      
2 “Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act.” (40 CFR §1500-1508) 

ceq.hss.doe.gov. Council of Environmental Quality, n.d. Web.
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B. Effects on the Social Environment 

Land Use Changes

The proposed 7.5 mile long SR 15/US 441 widening project travels through unincorporated Rabun County, the 
northern city limits of Clayton, the city limits of Mountain City, and the city limits of Dillard.  Rabun County 
comprises approximately 377 square miles and is located at the extreme northeast county of the State of Georgia and 
is bordered on the east by South Carolina and by North Carolina to the north.  It is the most mountainous county in 
Georgia and is part of the Appalachian Mountain Range.  The largest determinant of land use patterns in Rabun 
County is its natural features.  Transportation improvements increased access and affected development patterns.  
The Tallulah Falls Railroad was established in 1882 bringing summer visitors and an influx of boardinghouses, resorts 
and hotels to the area.  The railroad played a key role in the development of Rabun County.  The architectural styles 
and land-use patterns brought about by the railroad are still evident today along SR 15/US 441 and in the surrounding 
area.  During the Great Depression, the Works Progress Administration (WPA) and the Civilian Conservation Corp 
(CCC) established roads into remote areas of the county which improved access and connected Rabun County to its 
neighbors.    

Two major routes, US 441 and US 76 bisect the county with US 441 running north-south and US 76 running east-
west.  The population located within two miles of these routes accounts for 76.2 percent of the entire county 
population.  These routes are surrounded by public lands controlled by the Federal and State Governments, as well 
as Georgia Power Corporation.  Over 80 percent of the land area in Rabun County is held by public interests.  In a 
letter dated May 28, 2002, the Georgia Forestry Commission provided an Environmental Impact Report dealing with 
impacts on forest resources by the proposed project (see Appendix A-2, Early Coordination Response; letter from 
Frank Green, Georgia Forestry Commission Staff Forester to Harvey Keepler with GDOT).  Along the proposed 
project corridor according to the Georgia Forestry Commission’s Environmental Impact Report, none of the forest 
land ownership falls within the public domain, and only an estimated 5 acres along the corridor is in forestland.  
According to the report, the majority of the land along the project corridor is commercial or agricultural land.

The city of Clayton is the county seat and the largest and fastest growing city in Rabun County, with a growth rate 
of 25.2 percent between 1990 and 2000.  According to the Rabun County Comprehensive Plan (2005-2025), rapid 
growth is anticipated to continue in the city of Clayton.  Located at the intersection of US 441 and US 76, Clayton is 
the economic center of Rabun County and has relatively good infrastructure capacity, both of which are contributing 
factors in the expected future growth and land use changes within the city.

Mountain City, located north of Clayton along SR 15/US 441, grew by 5.7 percent between 1990 and 2000and has 
taken a proactive stance towards future growth with the purchase of sewer capacity from the city of Clayton and has 
installed sewer lines.  Substantial residential and commercial growth is anticipated over the next 10 years, largely 
due to the increase in land carrying capacity as a result of sewer infrastructure.

The city of Dillard experienced no population change between 1990 and 2000.  The unincorporated area around the 
city of Dillard has increased in population and has a substantial seasonal population growth due to the large number 
of second homeowners and ongoing development of second home communities.
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According to the Rabun County Comprehensive Plan (2005-2025), local governments should look for solutions to 
minimize loss of agricultural lands as increased pressures to convert prime agriculture land to developments occur 
(see Section III.D.4., Farmland).  Although agriculture has decreased as an employment sector in Rabun County, 
according to the 2003 Farm Gate Report produced by the Georgia Agricultural Extension Service, the total value of 
agricultural products in Rabun County was $29 million.  Based on value, agriculture still thrives in Rabun County.   

Existing and Future Land Use 

Figures 5a through 5d present the existing land use plans from the Rabun County Comprehensive Plan (2005-2025) 
for Rabun County, the cities of Clayton, Mountain City, and Dillard, respectively.  Figures 6a through 6d present the 
future land use plans from the Rabun County Comprehensive Plan (2005-2025) for Rabun County, the cities of 
Clayton, Mountain City and Dillard, respectively. 

City of Clayton: 
Review of Figure 5b City of Clayton Existing (2005) and Figure 6b Future (2025) Land Use Maps show little 
difference in land use along the SR 15/US 441 corridor.  Existing and future land use along the proposed project 
corridor is primarily commercial, surrounded by residential and agricultural lands in the vicinity.  

Rabun County between Clayton and Mountain City: 
Aerial photography and Figure 5a Rabun County Existing Land Use Map (2005) show land use from the northern 
edge of Clayton to the southern edge of Mountain City along the proposed project corridor to be a mixture of 
commercial and agriculture or forested lands, with a few scattered residential properties.  According to Figure 6a 
Rabun County Future Land Use Map (2025), an increase in residential and commercial properties is expected along 
the SR 15/US 441 corridor as is a corresponding decrease in agriculture or forested lands.  

Mountain City: 
According to Figure 5c Mountain City Existing Land Use Map (2005), a variety of land uses are found along the 
project corridor ranging from residential to commercial, agricultural and some vacant land.  Figure 6c Future Land 
Use Map (2025) shows the area adjoining SR 15/US 441 becoming a commercial corridor. 

Rabun County between Mountain City and Dillard: 
Existing land use along the project corridor from the northern edge of Mountain City to the southern edge of Dillard 
is primarily agriculture, according to Figure 5a Rabun County Existing Land Use Map (2005).  Scattered along the 
corridor are a few residential and commercial properties.  Towards the northern end of this segment, a large industrial 
tract is located on the eastern side of SR 15/US 441 just south of Rabun Gap Nacoochee School.  This area would be 
converted to residential or agriculture.  Discussions with Rabun County’s Zoning Director, Les Neely, on September 
23, 2008 [see Appendix A: Correspondence: Les Neely Phone Log (Rabun County Zoning Director)], revealed that 
these changes from industrial and commercial properties to residential and agricultural land use had to have been an 
oversight during development of the Future Land Use Map and are incorrect.  Therefore, the existing commercial 
and industrial properties land uses are not expected to change.  

City of Dillard:
Existing and Future Land Use along the project corridor are expected to be the same.  Figure 5d Existing Land Use 
Map (2005) and Figure 6d Future Land Use Map (2025) show the SR 15/US 441 corridor through town to be used 
for commercial ventures.  The area surrounding the SR 15/US 441 corridor consists of residential side streets and 
agriculture lands.  A few undeveloped parcels are expected to convert to commercial use.  
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northern end of this segment.  Land use for Rabun Gap Nacoochee School is public/institutional.  According to Figure 
6a Future Land Use Map (2025), the industrial property and several of the commercial properties  

Rabun County between Dillard and the North Carolina State Line: 
Land use along the SR 15/US 441 corridor from the northern edge of Dillard to the Georgia/North Carolina State 
Line is currently commercial surrounded by agriculture and a few residential properties.  Figure 6a Rabun County 
Future Land Use Map (2025) shows an increase in residential properties surrounding the project corridor and the loss 
of a few commercial properties, with these commercial properties being converted to agriculture. Discussions with 
Rabun County’s Zoning Director [see Appendix A: Correspondence: Les Neely Phone Log (Rabun County Zoning 
Director), September 23, 2008] revealed that these changes from commercial properties to agricultural land use had 
to have been an oversight during development of the Future Land Use Map and are incorrect.  Therefore the existing 
land uses are not expected to change.

Macon County in North Carolina:
Land use along the US 441 corridor north of the Georgia/North Carolina State Line is rural residential and agriculture 
based on review of aerial photography and tax maps.  Macon County currently does not have zoning ordinances 
outside of the city limits of the towns of Highlands and Franklin and their Extraterritorial Jurisdiction.  No future or 
existing land use maps were located.

Direct Effects

The proposed project would widen the existing SR 15/US 441 facility in 80 to 130 feet of ROW to a four-lane typical 
section with median in 82 to 450 feet of ROW.  There would be unavoidable impacts to land use resulting from the 
acquisition of ROW.  Approximately 55 acres would need to be acquired for ROW from 181 parcels.  Of the land 
proposed to be acquired, approximately 45 percent (25 acres) is commercial and 55 percent (30 acres) is residential.  
With many of the affected parcels located within the city limits of Mountain City and Dillard, this proportion of land 
use impacts is consistent with existing and future land use plans as described above.  The proposed project is 
incorporated into and is consistent with the Rabun County 2005-2025 Comprehensive Plan.  

According to the Rabun County Comprehensive Plan (2005-2025), widening of SR 15/US 441 would increase 
accessibility to the metropolitan Atlanta area, increase accessibility to regional markets to the north and south, reduce 
travel time through the county and should make Rabun County more attractive for wholesale and distribution 
activities.  Mayor William Robinson, with the city of Dillard, was contacted on September 4, 2008 to ascertain the 
city’s stance on the potential impacts from the project [see Appendix A, Correspondence: Mayor William Robinson 
Phone Log (Mayor of Dillard)].  Mayor Robinson stated that Dillard rezoned properties along SR 15/US 441 several 
years ago to accommodate growth upon completion of the proposed project.  According to Mayor Robinson, future 
growth is expected as a result of the widening of the roadway project, which could spur future rezoning and land use 
changes; however he said that only time would tell.  Additionally, Mayor Robinson expressed concern that the 
proposed raised median would impede traffic movement from side streets and that the neighborhoods that flank the 
corridor may be impacted as a result of this design.  A description of the proposed change to access and how the 
corridor will function is provided in Section II.B.2., Build Alternative and discussed further in Section III.B.2., 
Economic Consequences.  Rabun County proactively rezoned properties, foreseeing the possible widening project 
and possible land use changes.  Furthermore, changes in land use are a possibility as a result of changes in access to 
properties and/or alterations to traffic patterns as a result of the proposed project.   
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Indirect Effects

According to the Rabun County Comprehensive Plan (2005-2025), widening of SR 15/US 441 would increase 
accessibility to the metropolitan Atlanta area, increase accessibility to regional markets to the north and south, reduce 
travel time through the county and should make Rabun County more attractive for wholesale and distribution 
activities.  Mayor William Robinson, with the city of Dillard, was contacted on September 4, 2008 to ascertain the 
city’s stance on the potential impacts from the project [see Appendix A, Correspondence: Mayor William Robinson 
Phone Log (Mayor of Dillard)].  Mayor Robinson stated that Dillard rezoned properties along SR 15/US 441 several 
years ago to accommodate growth upon completion of the proposed project.  According to Mayor Robinson, future 
growth is expected as a result of the widening of the roadway project, which could spur future rezoning and land use 
changes; however he said that only time would tell.  Additionally, Mayor Robinson expressed concern that the 
proposed raised median would impede traffic movement from side streets and that the neighborhoods that flank the 
corridor may be impacted as a result of this design.  A description of the proposed change to access and how the 
corridor will function is provided in Section II.B.2., Preferred Alternative and discussed further in Section III.B.2., 
Economic Consequences.  Rabun County proactively rezoned properties, foreseeing the possible widening project 
and possible land use changes.  These changes were an indirect effect of the possibility of the proposed project.  
Furthermore, changes in land use are a possibility as a result of changes in access to properties and/or alterations to 
traffic patterns as a result of the proposed project.   

Cumulative Effects

The proposed future land use surrounding the SR 15/US 441 corridor is expected with or without the proposed 
widening project.  Over 80 percent of the total land area in Rabun County is held by public interests (U.S. Forest 
Service [USFS], Georgia Power, and GA DNR).  Since the majority of land in Rabun County is publicly held, there 
are limited areas for development in Rabun County concentrated around existing roads.  The SR 15/US 441 facility 
south of and north of the proposed corridor already have two through lanes in each direction and it can be reasonably 
foreseeable that land use along SR 15/US 441 would be more urban and residential regardless, since it is one of the 
two US routes in the county.   

There would be anticipated development along the SR 15/US 441 corridor due to the tourists and second home owners 
regardless of road improvements.  Thousands of tourists are attracted to Rabun County annually to take advantage of 
the natural resources, including three state parks (Black Rock Mountain State Park, Moccasin Creek State Park, 
Tallulah Gorge State Park), five lakes (Lake Burton, Lake Seed, Lake Rabun, Lake Tallulah, and Lake Tugaloo), two 
rivers (Tallulah River and Chattooga River) and approximately 150,000 acres of National Forest land that provide 
outstanding leisure and recreational opportunities for visitors and residents alike.  According to the Rabun County 
Comprehensive Plan, there is an expected demand in the second home market as well as retirement home demand 
from the retirement of the baby boomers moving to Rabun County due to its quality of life and natural beauty.  While 
the proposed roadway project would provide improved access for visitors to the abundant recreational opportunities 
within Rabun County, shorter commute times for residences to places of employment, and safer roadways; it is not 
reasonable to conclude that cumulative effects of the proposed project would affect land use along and around the 
project corridor.  However, the expected development as a result of second home buyers and retirees, which is 
anticipated with or without the proposed widening, and limited quantities of privately held properties could 
potentially cause cumulative effects on land use in the future.  The incremental effect of widening this 7.5 mile section 
of SR 15/US 441 would not be expected to cumulatively affect land use in the ICI Study Area. 



Page 38

Draft Environmental Assessment 
Economic Consequences

In 2003, the University of Georgia conducted a study, entitled The Economic Benefits of the Governor’s Road 
Improvement Program3, to assess the economic impacts of GRIP.  The study found that, “there is reasonable evidence 
that GRIP facilitates economic development – particularly employment growth – in rural middle Georgia.”  By 
fostering increased employment, GRIP should broaden the tax basis of GRIP counties.  Based on the anecdotal 
findings it is easy to see the potential economic benefits associated with a community having easy access to a four-
lane roadway.  However, economic growth is a complex product of numerous factors, and a four-lane roadway, while 
certainly an economic advantage, is by no means a guarantee of future economic growth.  Recent studies have come 
to similar conclusions in regard to the economic benefit of the interstate system within rural areas.  A 2005 FHWA 
study entitled, Economic Effects of Selected Rural Interstates at the County Level4, concluded that, “The results of 
this research imply that counties with partially successful employment expansion programs will have more successful 
programs if there is an interstate nearby.  For counties where economic development is inhibited by a lack of 
developable sites or other barriers, the results of this research imply that a new interstate may result in little 
improvement in the economic development picture.” The implication of this conclusion is that a four-lane highway 
is an important factor in rural economic development, but in the absence of additional external factors a four-lane 
highway is not sufficient to cause rural economic development. 

Rabun County is included in the 13 county Georgia Mountains Region.  According to the Georgia Area Labor Profile 
(updated June 2015), the Georgia Mountains Region has a labor force of 305,301 people and as of 2014 had an 
unemployment rate of 6.2%.  Historically, Rabun County’s economy was largely based on manufacturing. Over the
past five years, service-providing, specifically retail trade and food/accommodation services, has emerged as 
significant contributors to the economy totally nearly 70%.   

Census data showed an increase in manufacturing sector jobs from 1990 to 2000; however, nearly 700 jobs were lost 
in this sector since 2000, mainly in the textile and apparel industry.  As of 2014, Rabun County has an unemployment 
rate of 8.3%.5 According to the same Georgia Area Labor Profile, 66.4% of the Rabun County labor force was in 
service-providing sector jobs.  With the loss of jobs since 2000, the Rabun County Comprehensive Plan (2005-2025) 
estimates that only 15-20 percent of the labor force work in the manufacturing sector. This estimate is currently lower 
with 8.1% of the Rabun county labor force working in this sector. 

The agriculture, forestry, fishing, and mining sector saw a drop in jobs from 189 jobs in 1990 to only 63 jobs in 2000. 
According to 2014 annual averages, this sector only accounts for 1.3% (approximately 282 people)) of the job force 
in the greater Rabun County area. Seasonal migrant workers, who typically sow and harvest the crops, are not 
accounted for in these numbers.  According to the Rabun County Comprehensive Plan (2005-2025), although 
agriculture is not considered a base industry for employment, when value is considered Rabun County agriculture is 
still thriving.  According to the 2003 Farm Gate Report, Rabun County’s agricultural products were values at over 
$29 million, with over half of that value coming from poultry.  As property values rise, pressure on farmers to convert 
their land to developments will increase and the Comprehensive Plan calls on local governments to search for ways 
to minimize the conversion of prime agricultural land to developments.  

                                                      
3 Humphreys, Jeffrey M. “The Economic Benefits of the Governor’s Road Improvement Program (GRIP).” terry.uga.edu. Selig 

Center for Economic Growth, Terry College of Business, The University of Georgia, October 23, 2003. Web.
4 Jack Faucett Associates and Economic Development Research Group. “Economic Impact of Selected Rural Interstates at the 

County Level.” edrgroup.com. Federal Highway Administration, 2005. Web.
5 Georgia Department of Labor. “Georgia Area Labor Profile: Rabun County” Accessed online at: 

http://explorer.dol.state.ga.us/mis/Profiles/Counties/Rabun.pdf. 
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The construction sector of the economy increased significantly from 1990 to 2000 and has been a base industry,
resulting from rapid residential growth in neighboring Forsyth and Hall Counties and the second home market of the 
region.  As of 2005, 1,247 people were employed in the construction sector, accounting for 18.6% of the labor force;
in 2014, these figures have decreased to 252 people (5.5%).  Although the 2005-2025 Comprehensive Plan projected 
the construction to continue as a base industry, the data trends indicate a significant plateau. The Comprehensive 
Plan has not been updated to account for the recent changes in the state, regional or local economies nor consumer 
trends. Its anticipation that the construction sector will account for approximately 20% of employment by 2025, as a 
result of the expected demand in the second and retirement home markets, is currently speculative.

The retail sector in Rabun County experienced a decline from 900 to 754 people in 1990 to 2000, respectively.  This 
16.2% decrease was attributed to several factors, according to the Rabun County Comprehensive Plan (2005-2025) 
to include: i) the widening of US 441 from Clayton to Cornelia in Habersham County which improved access to 
Gainesville, Georgia and the metropolitan Atlanta area; ii) a Wal-Mart opened in Rabun County which created a large 
number of jobs but put several locally-owned stores out of business; and iii) many jobs in the tourism industry are 
now reported in the service sector rather than the retail sector. However as of 2014, the retail trade sector provides 
the highest employment at 19.9& (904 people) with accommodation/food service (16.4%/774 people) and local 
government (14.8%/672 people) following. 

Due to the natural beauty of Rabun County, abundance of recreation opportunities, cultural opportunities, and 
peaceful and friendly atmosphere, tourism and recreation play a major role in Rabun County’s economy.  According 
to the Rabun County Chamber and Economic Development Authority, an estimated 30 to 40 percent of taxable sales 
are tourist related.  As mentioned above, thousands of tourists are attracted to Rabun County annually to take 
advantage of the three state parks (Black Rock Mountain State Park, Moccasin Creek State Park, Tallulah Gorge 
State Park), five lakes (Lake Burton, Lake Seed, Lake Rabun, Lake Tallulah, and Lake Tugaloo), two rivers (Tallulah 
River and Chattooga River), and approximately 150,000 acres of National Forest land that provide outstanding leisure 
and recreational opportunities for visitors and residents alike.

Unemployment in Rabun County in 2014 was higher than the surrounding counties, the Georgia Mountain Region 
and the State of Georgia.  Rabun County’s unemployment was 8.3% compared to 6.2% for the Georgia Mountain 
Region and 7.2% for the State of Georgia.  The trend began reversing in 1996 and continued through 2004, with 
comparatively lower unemployment rates in Rabun County than in the surrounding counties and the State.  Only 18% 
of the labor force in Rabun County commutes to other counties for work.  This is the lowest rate in the Georgia 
Mountain Region, where in some counties close to 50 percent of the labor force commutes to other counties for work. 
SR 15/US 441 is the principal north-south roadway for Northeast Georgia and Rabun County therefore it is integral 
to the economic engine of the county serving as the north-south commuting route for those who work in Rabun 
County as well as the 18% who commute to other counties for work. 
     
Direct Effects

Approximately 55 acres would need to be acquired for the proposed project.  In addition, it is estimated that 
approximately 37 commercial businesses operations would be displaced as a result of the proposed project (see 
Section 3. Relocations below).  At the time of the survey completed for the Conceptual Stage Study (see Appendix 
C, Conceptual Stage Study: approved April 1, 2010), it was estimated that approximately 132 employees would be 
effected by the commercial business displacements, however the analysis indicated ample availability of local 
replacement business space that could be used for relocating the displaced commercial businesses.  Every effort will 
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be made to relocate these businesses within the same area, rather than relocating them to locations outside the local 
area or closing entirely.

The amount of additional ROW needed for the proposed project from residential and commercial properties would 
have a minimal effect on the overall tax bases for Rabun County and the Cities of Clayton, Mountain City, or Dillard.  
The acquisition of required ROW would cause reductions in yard and property size and may affect property value.  
Property owners would be compensated for all ROW acquisitions in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.   
Sales volumes for some area businesses may temporarily drop during the actual construction of the project; however, 
following construction, area businesses should benefit from the expected improvement in access and increases in 
traffic volumes.  Newly planned developments would be provided with appropriate access.  The project has been 
designed to minimize effects to individual properties where possible, and the widening would vary from widening to 
the east, to the west, or to both sides in order to minimize damage to residential and commercial properties and 
cultural or environmental resources.  The proposed project would enhance operations for the highway user and 
improve accessibility to business driveways.

Comments received at the Public Information Open Houses held on April 19, 2005 and on August 20, 2009 mentioned 
that the road widening would have a direct effect on planning future businesses (see Appendix B-2, Public 
Involvement: 2005 PIOH Comments Received; Appendix B-7, Public Involvement: 2009 PIOH Comments 
Received).  In addition, there were concerns regarding the road design, including how the median would affect 
businesses, if there would be provisions for existing businesses that would be affected by the project, and ensuring 
that median openings would accommodate existing businesses.  During a community meeting with city of Dillard 
representatives on October 27, 2006 (see Section 7.2, Public Involvement), concern was expressed for how citizens 
leaving the Dillard Post Office would travel north on SR 15/US 441 and how citizens and delivery trucks traveling 
south on SR 15/US 441 would access the businesses on the east side of SR15/US 441 and north of Greenwood Street 
(see Appendix B-4, Public Involvement: Meeting Held with City of Dillard Officials: City of Dillard Local Officials 
Meeting Minutes).  The direct access along the project area would change with the addition of a raised median.  A 
description of the proposed change to access and how the corridor will function is provided in Section II.B., 2. Build 
Alternative.  

The GDOT Safety Program addresses issues such as median installations on existing and proposed roadways and 
presents related information on the GDOT website.  A presentation entitled, The Benefits of Installing Medians: 
Improving Safety, Reducing Crashes, and Developing Community Pride6 is provided on this site.  This presentation 
provides information on the definition of medians and median types, presents an understanding of how medians 
eliminate turning movement conflicts, examines the criteria for installing medians, addresses concerns of local 
businesses, and looks at ways communities benefit from the installation of medians.  In addition to providing 
significant safety benefits to drivers and pedestrians, the increased level of safety has also been shown to benefit local 
businesses along the corridor.  Although businesses owners typically express concern that the addition of median will 
adversely affect their level of business, GDOT states that “numerous surveys indicate patronage remains the same or 
increases after installing medians; in fact, property values often go up.”  The study results from surveys in Iowa, 
Texas, and Kansas indicated local businesses on corridor where median had been installed experienced sales levels 
at or above levels prior to the median installation.  In addition, “business owners reported that the volume of passer-
by traffic did not change”.  

                                                      
6 “The Benefits of Installing Medians: Improving Safety, Reducing Crashes, and Developing Community Pride.” dot.state.ga.us.

Georgia Department of Transportation, July 26, 2005. PowerPoint. Web.
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Since the present roadway has no median, side streets and driveways to residences or businesses on SR 15/US 441 
may be entered or exited from either travel direction along SR 15/US 441.  The variable width 6-foot to 20-foot wide 
raised median proposed for the majority of the corridor would include median openings at major intersections and 
where otherwise deemed appropriate.  The preliminary design spaces median openings separated by a distance 
ranging between 560 feet and 3,120 feet depending on the existence of side streets and type of existing land use.  
Movements at most business and private driveways would be limited to right turn only entrances and right turn only 
exits.  However, the median would enhance safety for the highway user and ensure that the capacity improvements 
are not offset in the future by heavy left turning movements.

According to the Rabun County Comprehensive Plan (2005-2025), a short term negative effect of the widening of 
SR 15/US 441 would be possible delays and backups during construction which would impact local tourist activity 
and the local economy.  In order to minimize the delays and backups during the approximate three-year long 
construction the proposed project would have staged construction with traffic utilizing the existing roadway during 
the first phase of construction, with temporary reductions in travel lanes occurring as needed through project 
completion.  The second stage of construction would utilize the newly constructed lanes from the first phase of 
construction for maintenance of traffic while improvements are made to the existing travel lanes.  Access to existing 
side streets and driveways to residents and businesses along the corridor would be maintained throughout 
construction.   

Another concern expressed by the Comprehensive Plan would be the direct impacts to businesses through ROW
acquisition and reduced accessibility by the construction of a raised median.  Business closure could result in a major 
economic loss, especially in the city of Dillard, where most of the existing downtown tourist district is in the path of 
the widening project.  The Mayor of Dillard, William Robinson, was contacted on September 4, 2008 regarding 
economic development within the city [see Appendix A, Correspondence: Mayor William Robinson Phone Log 
(Mayor of Dillard)].  He stated that due to slow development of this project and lack of final property take 
determinations, two potential restaurants have delayed opening.  Mayor Robinson indicated that he thought the project 
would have already started and believed that the completion of the project would spur economic development. 

The expenditure of funds for construction materials of the project would result in a short-term boost to the local 
economies in the region as materials and services are procured and construction jobs are focused along the corridor. 

Indirect Effects

Sales volumes for some area business may temporarily drop during the actual construction of the project; however, 
following construction, area businesses should benefit from the expected improvement in access and increased traffic 
flow.  Therefore, the proposed project may result in a short-term indirect effect to the businesses in the immediate 
vicinity during project construction.  However, it is possible that the project would result in a positive economic 
change to those same businesses after project completion, due to increased traffic flow and safer access.

According to the Rabun County Comprehensive Plan (2005-2025), widening of US 441 would increase accessibility 
to the metropolitan Atlanta area, increase accessibility to regional markets to the north and south, reduce travel time 
through the county and should make Rabun County more attractive for wholesale and distribution activities.  The 
improvement in accessibility could potentially increase its desirability to tourists who wish to take advantage of the 
recreational opportunities and beauty of Rabun County; thereby increasing the number of annual visitors or the 
number of trips by visitors to the area and potentially resulting in an increase in tourism related revenue.  According 
to the city of Dillard’s Mayor, William Robinson, Dillard expects future commercial growth as a result of the 
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proposed project.  The 20-foot median would accommodate future growth and development, since additional median 
openings with appropriate spacing from existing median openings could be constructed without the need to widen 
the median and buy additional ROW for new openings.  These additional openings would require prior approval by 
GDOT during the design process.

According to the phone conversation with Rabun County’s Zoning Director [see Appendix A, Correspondence: 
Phone Log (Rabun County Zoning Director)], Les Neely, on September 23, 2008, the proposed project could result 
in commercial development which could stimulate an increase in jobs for residents of Rabun County.  Mr. Neely also 
suggested that a slight increase in residential construction could occur as a result of the proposed project and that any 
new developments would likely be scattered along the corridor rather than concentrated in any particular area.  Mr. 
Neely suggested that the loss of several tracts of agricultural land along the corridor were inevitable over time as 
pressure mounted to develop the properties either for commercial or residential development.  Mr. Neely suggested 
that this loss may occur with or without the proposed project being developed.   

Cumulative Effects 

As noted above, because of the natural beauty of Rabun County and abundance of recreation and cultural 
opportunities, tourism and recreation have played a major role in Rabun County’s economy since the late 1800’s.  
When the Tallulah Falls Railway was completed in 1907, jobs were created and the region was connected to the rest 
of the world, and according to Foxfire 107, sending cattle, chicken, timber, mining products, and textiles along the 
railroad helped the local economy continue to grow and thrive.  In the 1960s, US 441 replaced an existing narrow 
two-lane road through the project corridor. Although the railroad did not continue to play as a large a role in the 
community, tourism and recreation visitors continued to travel to and through the Rabun County area.   

Continued growth within Rabun County is anticipated by county and city officials.  As noted above, two restaurants 
are planning on opening along the project corridor; however, due to slow project development and lack of final ROW
determinations they have not opened.  Project completion could allow these two potential businesses to become an 
asset to the community.  County and city officials know of no other projects that are specifically reliant on the 
proposed project; however, they stated that the development of the road had the potential to attract new businesses, 
but that nothing is certain.  As noted previously, this roadway is part of the GRIP system, which is intended to provide 
the transportation infrastructure necessary for economic growth by providing connectivity, opportunities for growth, 
efficient and safe transportation. While additional growth in Rabun County is expected to occur, spurring an increase 
in economic vitality for the area, economic growth is a complex measurement and there are no guarantees of future 
economic growth.  After completion of the proposed improvements, it is reasonable foreseeable that positive 
cumulative economic effect will be seen along the project corridor, however these changes have been accounted for 
in area growth plans and are a desired result of the project.       

Relocations

The project alignment was chosen to minimize impacts to residents and property to the fullest extent possible.  The 
impact of the Preferred Alternative on residential and commercial properties has been preliminarily assessed through 
a Conceptual Stage Study (see Appendix C, Conceptual Stage Study: approved April 1, 2010).  The study reports that 
the preferred alternative may displace approximately 49 properties.

                                                      
7 Reynolds, George P. and His Students, eds. Foxfire 10. GA: Foxfire Fund Inc., 1993. Print. 
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The GDOT can assure that all displacees will be offered decent, safe and sanitary comparable housing or business 
establishments under the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Properties Acquisition Act of 1970. Similarly, 
within a reasonable period of time prior to displacement, GDOT can assure that a comparable replacement dwelling 
would be available or provided for displaced individuals, families and businesses who are initial occupants or, 
adequate replacement housing will be available or provided for subsequent occupants. There is a realistic expectation 
for the State Relocation Program to provide orderly, timely, and efficient relocations for all displacees.

Community Cohesion

There would be no major adverse impacts to neighborhoods, services, and/or community facilities as a result of 
project implementation.  The proposed improvement would enhance operations for the highway user and increase 
accessibility to business and residential driveways.  Because SR 15/US 441 is the principal north-south roadway for 
Northeast Georgia and Rabun County, it serves local citizens that live and work in the area, tourists who are visiting 
local destinations, part-time residents who own second homes in the area, as well as those traveling between the 
Metro Atlanta and Athens areas and western North Carolina.  SR 15/US 441 is the only access for community and 
tourist destinations in Rabun County such as Tallulah Falls, Tiger, Clayton, Mountain City, Dillard, Sky Valley, 
Tallulah Gorge State Park, Rock Mountain State Park, Andy’s Trout Farm at Betty’s Creek Mountain Park, the 
Dillard House Restaurant and Resort, River Vista Mountain Village Resort, the Rabun County Historical Society 
Museum, the Foxfire Museum & Heritage Center, Tallulah Falls Railroad Museum, the Hambidge Center for Creative 
Arts & Sciences, and the North Georgia Community Players in Dillard.  In addition, SR 15/US 441 is the most direct 
route for those traveling from Metro Atlanta and Athens areas to destinations in western North Carolina such as the 
Great Smokey Mountains National Park, the Blue Ridge Parkway, Nantahala National Forest, and second home 
destinations in Franklin, Highlands, Bryson City and Ashville. 

The proposed improvements to SR 15/US 441 would not cause major adverse impacts to neighborhoods.  However, 
reductions in yard and property size to individual parcels would occur.  The project has been designed to minimize 
effects to individual properties where possible.  Property owners would be compensated for all ROW acquisitions in 
accordance with applicable laws and regulations.

Beginning at the southern end of Mountain City, the proposed roadway will consist of two travel lanes in each 
direction along with a raised median.  Urban shoulders will be constructed which will include curb and gutter and a 
ten-foot multi-use path.  Beginning at Dotson Street, the shoulder on the east side will change to a rural shoulder with 
a 6.5-foot paved shoulder.  At Johnson Road, the shoulder on the west side will change to a rural shoulder with a 6.5-
foot paved shoulder.  On the west side of the roadway the existing setback distance varies greatly through the City 
from 30 feet to several hundred feet.  Since most of the widening is occurring to the east side, there is little change 
the setbacks of the existing buildings.  On the east side, the existing setback distance varies greatly from 15 feet to 
several hundred feet.  There are a number of businesses located within 50 feet of the existing roadway.  With most of 
the widening occurring to the west side, there are a number of businesses impacted, particularly those located close 
to the existing roadway.  There will be impacts to parking at the Cross Creek Campground and Appalachian Surveying 
Company.  The following businesses will require relocation: Smith Collision Repair, Down the Road Motors, 
Gillespie’s Cabinet Shop, Champion Storage, C&J Automotive, River Valley Diesel and Auto, Micah 6:8 Studios 
and the US Post Office. 

Throughout the City of Dillard, the proposed roadway will consist of two travel lanes in each direction along with a 
raised median.  Urban shoulders will be constructed which will include curb and gutter and a ten-foot multi-use path.  
The building setbacks from the existing roadway on the west side vary between 35 and more than 100 feet.  With the 
proposed widening, these buildings will be between 25 to more than 100 feet away from the proposed roadway.  The 
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building setbacks from the existing roadway on the east side vary between 5 and more than 100 feet.  With the 
proposed widening, these buildings will be 15 to more than 100 feet away from the proposed roadway.  There will 
be parking impacts to the Dillard United Methodist Church, Valley Gas, the Lazy Bear, Pa’s Front Porch, the Knights 
Inn, US Post Office, Mane Design, Subway, Rabun Homeless Shelter Thrift Store, Gulf Station, Old Shoppes and 
Scooters Restaurant.  The following business will require relocation:  Cabin Fever Antiques and Bass Real Estate.

Direct Effects

The proposed project would displace 12 owner-occupied single family residences and 37 commercial business 
operations, but is not anticipated to cause substantial changes to population structures or demographic patterns in the 
project area.  This project would not bisect any communities within Rabun County.  The proposed project would 
introduce a new raised median, potentially removing direct access to existing neighborhoods, businesses and 
residences.  The limitations would be alleviated through appropriately spaced median openings for left and u-turns.  
A 6-foot raised median is proposed for approximately 300 feet within the city of Dillard.  Transitions between the 6-
foot median width and a 17-foot median width of 250 feet would be provided north and south of this 300-foot section.  
Median openings would be restricted within this 800-foot length of reduced width raised median. 
  
The proposed project would take into account appropriate local access.  No properties would be cut-off from utility 
or other municipal services.  Communities would not be isolated with the implementation of the proposed project.  
The project would benefit residents and businesses in the area by improving the safety of both motorists and 
pedestrians by reducing congestion and improving the response time of law enforcement, fire protection, and 
emergency medical services.  The accommodation of bicycles along the project corridor and the provision of a multi-
use path in the urban curb and gutter roadway typical sections could result in increased community cohesion and 
would increase transportation options along the corridor. 

The public comments from the Public Information Open Houses (PIOH) were centered on the road design; 
specifically, the incorporation of a raised concrete median with spaced median openings, realignment of side roads, 
traffic lights, turning lanes, and how to accommodate pedestrians (see Section III. B. 7.1 Public Information Open 
Houses; Appendix B-2, 2005 PIOH Comments Received; Appendix B-7, 2009 PIOH Comments Received).  The 
community demonstrated concern with safety, including the desire to slow vehicles by adding traffic lights, access in 
and around the communities of Mountain City and Dillard, how the median would alter the existing access, and the 
realignment of side streets. As mentioned previously, a reduced width raised median width is proposed for 
approximately 800 feet within the city of Dillard in order to minimize impacts to community and historic resources 
as well as local businesses located along both sides of the roadway.  

A meeting was held with city of Dillard Local Officials on October 27, 2006 (see Section 7.2, Public Involvement).  
During this meeting concern was expressed about how access to the Dillard Post Office would change since there is 
no proposed median opening at Carolina Street due to the reduced width median.  Since this meeting, the preliminary 
design plans have been revised to provide a median opening at the intersection of Franklin Street and Carolina Street 
at SR 15/US 441 and allow improved access to the Dillard Post Office.  

The Mountain City Post Office at the northeast corner of US 441 and Dotson Road would be displaced.   

A representative for Eagle Chase Homeowners Association participated in the meeting with city of Dillard Local 
Officials (see Section 7.2, Public Involvement), and expressed concern over the displacements to that community.  
Preliminary plans presented at the meeting indicated a total of 3 to 4 residents would be displaced.  By implementing 
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a retaining wall along SR 15/US 441 to limit impacts, these displacements of residences within Eagle Chase 
subdivision have been avoided. 

There are several road realignments described in the Build Alternative discussion in Section II. B, which would be 
anticipated to improve the traffic operations.  In addition, there is one short length of new location road in Mountain 
City, which would provide cross access between Shepard Street and Green Street thus allowing residents in the area 
to access the median opening at Green Street.  

Indirect Effects

There may be some reasonably foreseeable indirect effects of the proposed corridor on communities along SR 15/US 
441.  Invariably some road projects will have an effect on citizens along the project corridor.  The existing roadway 
facility, and thus the construction of the proposed improvements, will take place within two of Rabun County’s cities, 
Mountain City and Dillard, and provides the only access to northeastern Rabun County.  One potential indirect effect 
that may result with the construction of the proposed project is the perceived sense of community that the residents 
and visitors have.  It is possible that the perceived sense of community connection between the areas east and west 
of SR 15/US 441 will be impeded or blocked with the implementation of a raised median along the length of the 
proposed project.  The inclusion of striped crosswalks across SR 15/US 441 at existing striped locations, as well as 
at proposed intersections along the corridor that are deemed appropriate, would assist in mitigating this change in 
perception.  The proposed multi-use paths and crosswalks would likely encourage more residents to get out and 
walking among the community.  The addition of the raised median in lieu of the flush or non-existent median will 
provide a place of refuge for pedestrians crossing SR 15/US 441 at marked crosswalks.  The location of the raised 
median in the center of the roadway splits each marked crosswalk into two shorter crossing distances as opposed to 
one long distance, which will provide improved access and operations for pedestrians in the community. 

Initially, it was proposed that a 6-foot raised median section be implemented for approximately 2100 feet within the 
city of Dillard, which would prevent additional median openings between CR 220/Betty Creek Road and CR 
6/Greenwood Street.  It was proposed during the meeting with city of Dillard Local Officials (see also Section 7.2 
Public Involvement) that the city consider making additional improvements to make accommodations for the citizens 
to enhance access.  The locals are considering construction of the CR 220/Betty Creek Road extension to Franklin 
Street which would help improve access to businesses along SR 15/US 441 and Franklin Street.  In addition, there 
was a recommendation by the GDOT that the locals consider improving inter-parcel access between businesses along 
SR 15/US 441 to assist in improving access (see Appendix B-4, Meeting Held with City of Dillard Officials held 
October 27, 2006).  As the preliminary plans development continued, the length of the 6-foot raised median within 
the city of Dillard was reduced from 2,100 feet to 800 feet and a median opening was added at the intersection of SR 
15/US 441 with Franklin Road/Carolina Street, thus enhancing the operations and access to commercial properties 
and the post office within the city.

Cumulative Effects 

The communities along the SR 15/US 441 corridor would not exist if it weren’t for the former railroad and now 
roadway infrastructure.  Although capacity and operations will be improved along the roadway corridor, the overall 
width of roadway is not changing much through the majority of the project. Area growth and an increase in traffic 
volumes from the existing 2014 to projected 2041 levels along the proposed corridor would potentially contribute to 
cumulative impacts furthering change from the rural sections of the corridor area.  However, this same growth of
traffic volumes would help support the communities and local economies by bringing additional visitors through the 



Page 46

Draft Environmental Assessment 
area.  The improved conditions have the potential to attract more visitors, permanent residents and businesses.  Future 
development potentially could increase or decrease community cohesion depending on their nature and scope.  It is 
not reasonable to conclude that any or all cumulative impacts would be detrimental to community cohesion. 

Churches and Institutions

There are ten churches and seven institutions located in the vicinity of the SR 15/US 441 project corridor (Table 8).
Of these resources, three churches and four institutions are located directly on SR 15/US 441, while seven churches 
and three institutions are located on side roads off of SR 15/US 441.  The location of these resources is indicated on
Figure 7. 

Direct Effects

Of the seven church and institution resources listed in Table 8, Churches and Institutions along the SR 15/US 441 
Corridor, only one would be displaced.  The ROW impacts are outlined in the table below.  The Mountain City Post 
Office is proposed to be displaced due to the SR 15/US 441 widening and Dotson Street improvements.  The loss of 
church and institution property for right of way acquisition would not affect parking or facilities; therefore, there 
would be no direct adverse effect to the churches or institutions.  The National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 
eligible Blue Heights Baptist Church cemetery would not be impacted by the proposed project, since widening would 
occur away from the resource (see Section C.2. Historic Resources).  No impact to the Rabun Gap-Nacoochee School 
recreational facilities located on the west side of US 441 would occur as a result of the proposed project. Property 
owners would be compensated for all ROW acquisitions in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.  Access 

Table 8: Churches and Institutions along the SR 15/US 441 Corridor 
Property Address / Location Parcel Impacts

Churches/Places of Worship

Blue Heights Baptist 
Church and Cemetery

46 Cross Street, Mountain City
Northwest corner of the intersection of Cross 
Street with SR 15/US 441, parcel extends to 
US 441, cemetery between church building 
and 441

Total Area of Parcel:  2.296 AC 
Area of Req’d ROW:  0.015 AC 
% of Parcel Impacted:  0.65 

First Christian Church 
of Mountain City  

15 Black Rock Mountain Parkway, Mountain 
City
Southwest corner of the intersection of Black 
Rock Mountain Parkway and SR 15/US 441 

Total Area of Parcel:  0.664 AC 
Area of Req’d ROW:  0.060 AC 
% of Parcel Impacted:  9.04 

Dillard United 
Methodist Church

5 Betty White Cloud Street, Dillard
Southwest corner of Betty White Cloud St. 
and SR 15/ US 441 

Total Area of Parcel:  1.865 AC
Area of Req’d ROW:  0.119 AC 
% of Parcel Impacted:  6.38

Institutions
Rabun County 
Schools 
Administration 
Building

41 Education Street, Clayton  
Southwest corner of Education St. and Green 
St. and the parcel extends to US 441 

Total Area of Parcel:  5.301 AC 
Area of Req’d ROW:  1.190 AC 
% of Parcel Impacted:  22.45

Rabun Gap 
Nacoochee School and 
Chapel 

339 Nacoochee Drive, Rabun Gap 
Total Area of Parcel:  1,007.909 
AC
Area of Req’d ROW:  13.911 AC 
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Table 8: Churches and Institutions along the SR 15/US 441 Corridor
Property Address / Location Parcel Impacts

Southwest corner of the intersection of 
Nacoochee Dr. and SR 15/US 441, along US 
441

% of Parcel Impacted:  1.38

Mountain City Post 
Office

23 Dotson Street, Mountain City 
Northeast corner of Dotson Street and US 
441. 

Total Area of Parcel:  0.233 AC
Area of Req’d ROW:  0.231 AC 
% of Parcel Impacted:  99.14
Full Displacement

Dillard Post Office
6971 Highway 441 N, Dillard
West side of US 441 just north of Carolina 
Street

Total Area of Parcel:  0.822 AC
Area of Req’d ROW:  0.244 AC 
% of Parcel Impacted:  29.68

to these churches and institutions would change from open access to limited access due to the installation of raised 
medians.  However, each of these churches and institutions is located at a side street which would have a median 
break.   

A public comment was received during the August 20, 2009 PIOH regarding potential impacts to the Dillard United 
Methodist Church and the desire to widen to the opposite side of the road at the Farmers Market.  Questions were 
raised about the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility of the Farmer’s Market in Dillard and 
community feelings were expressed that property should be taken from the Farmer’s Market instead of the Dillard 
United Methodist Church.  In response to this comment (see Appendix B-8, 2009 GDOT PIOH Response Letters), 
information was provided about how a resource becomes NRHP eligible and how transportation projects are subject 
to Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (see Section C.6., Section 4(f) Applicability, below). 
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The Dillard Post Office access would not change since a median opening is proposed for the intersection at Carolina 
Street where the post office is located.  The Mountain City Post Office at the northeast corner of SR 15/US 441 and 
Dotson Road would be displaced. 

Indirect Effects

Within the ICI Study Area, but not located directly on SR 15/US 441, there are seven churches, including one 
cemetery, and three institutions (see Table 9, Churches and Institutions in the ICI Study Area).  None of these would 
be directly impacted by the proposed corridor.  One indirect effect could be the change in access to the side streets 
that these churches are on due to the proposed median along SR 15/US 441.  However, all of these churches and 
institutions, except one, are located at a side street which would have a median break.  The Mountain City 
Congregation of Jehovah’s Witnesses is located on Shepherd Street in Mountain City, which would not be provided 
with a median opening.  As mentioned above, there is one short length of new location road, which would provide 
cross access between Shepard Street and Green Street thus allowing access to the median opening at Green Street.    

There was public comment at the PIOH in 2009 regarding the proposed design at the US 441 and Betty’s Creek Road 
intersection due to the high traffic for the Rabun Gap Community School.  Under the proposed project this intersection 
would be improved with a median opening at this intersection.   

Cumulative Effects

According to the Dillard United Methodist Church, in the early days of Rabun County, traveling pastors held services 
in homes.  In addition, there was a tradition of multiple denominations sharing places of worship.  According to 
Section C.1., Cultural Resources, Property #80, Head of Tennessee Baptist below, there is documentation that the 
city of Dillard Baptist Church dates to 1819.  As growth of the churches in Dillard expanded, in the 1920’s there were 
financial constraints, which continued the tradition of sharing buildings for different congregations.  The Methodist 
and Presbyterian Church congregations decided to share a building in the heart of Dillard on US 441 to facilitate 
access for the congregation.  The churches have developed as a result of the local congregation.  The US 441 corridor 
has provided county residents access to these churches in Mountain City, Rabun Gap, and Dillard.   

Table 9: Churches and Institutions in the ICI Study Area
Church and Institution Address Location

Churches / Places of Worship

North Clayton Baptist 
Church  

171 Clayburn Street, 
Clayton

Northeast corner of the intersection of 
Stagecoach Dr. and Clayburn St., approximately 
800 ft west of US 441

Blue Heights Church of 
God or Mountain City 
Church of God 

352 Cross Street,  
Mountain City 

Northwest corner of the intersection of Shepherd 
St. and Cross St. 

Mountain City 
Congregation of Jehovah’s 
Witnesses

176 Shepherd Street, 
Mountain City

Northeast corner of the intersection of Jasmine 
Ln. and Shepherd St. 

Mountain City United 
Methodist Church

68 Black Rock 
Mountain Parkway, 
Mountain City 

Northwest corner of the intersection of Black 
Rock Mountain Parkway and N. Johnson Ave., 
1 block west of US 441
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Table 9: Churches and Institutions in the ICI Study Area

Church and Institution Address Location

Grace Bible Church 235 Dotson Street, 
Mountain City 

Northwest corner of the intersection of Hunt 
Ave. and Dotson St. 

Rabun Gap Presbyterian 
Church 

8397 Wolffork Road,  
Rabun Gap 

North of Wolffork Road, between the 
intersections of Wolffork Rd. and SR 15/US 441 
and Wolffork Rd. and Neville Rd., parcel 
located approx. 500 feet west of US 441

Head of Tennessee Baptist 
and Cemetery

895 Franklin Street, 
Dillard

Northwest corner of Henry Dillard St. and 
Franklin St.

Institutions
Mountain City Police 
Department/City Hall

102 Dotson Street, 
Mountain City Southeast corner of Lovejoy Ln. and Dotson St. 

Dillard Police 
Department/City Hall

892 Franklin Street, 
Dillard

East of the intersection of Henry Dillard St. and 
Franklin St.

Rabun Gap Community 
School 

1411 Betty’s Creek 
Road, Dillard 

Approx. 1 mile west of US 441 (outside ICI 
area, however public comment expressed 
concern over school related traffic 

Continued population growth would be anticipated to lead to the need for additional services.  The proposed project 
is not expected to precipitate changes to alter the existing neighborhood demographics or alter community cohesion 
as it relates to churches or educational institutions.  In addition, the land use and population changes are expected to 
occur regardless of the proposed project.  Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any reasonably 
foreseeable cumulative effects to churches, schools or institutions in the immediate area of the project corridor.

Environmental Justice

In accordance with Executive Order 128988, the proposed project was analyzed for potential disproportionately high 
and adverse effects to minority and low-income populations and communities.  Minority persons include citizens or 
lawful, permanent residents of the U.S. who are African-American, Hispanic, Asian-American, American Indian or 
Alaskan Native.  Low income persons are defined as those whose median household income is below the U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services poverty guidelines.  Minority or low income populations or communities 
are groups of minority or low income persons who live in reasonably close proximity to one another.  Executive 
Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations, requires federal agencies to address environmental justice for all actions by identifying and addressing 
disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority or low-income populations.  FHWA’s documentation to use 
in complying with Executive Order 12898 is outlined in FHWA Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and low-income Populations (6640.23) dated December 2, 1998.  It is FHWA’s policy to 
actively ensure nondiscrimination in federally funded projects.  If a potential for discrimination would be discovered, 
action to eliminate that potential shall be taken.  This analysis serves to identify populations affected by the project 
and make conclusions as to whether disproportionately high and adverse effects would occur.  
Presence of Low Income and Minority Populations Assessment

                                                      
8 “Executive Order 12898: Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income 

Populations.” archives.gov. Presidential Documents, February 11, 1994; amended January 30, 1995. Web.
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Throughout the proposed project corridor, the potential for Environmental Justice (EJ) issues were examined.  This 
analysis serves to identify populations that have the potential to be underserved: low-income and minority.  The US 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) EJ Geographic Assessment Tool9 was used to perform an initial analysis to 
identify minority and low-income populations along the project corridor.  This tool utilizes data from the 2010 US 
Census along the digitized Study Area corridor and compares it with county and state data.  The Study Area was 
determined based on the existing US 441 alignment and includes a 0.5 mile buffer to the east and west between the 
southern and northern termini.  Low-income persons are defined as those whose median household income is below 
the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services poverty guidelines.  Minority or low-income populations are 
groups of minority or low-income persons who live in reasonably close proximity to one another. 

Table 10, Low-Income/Minority/Hispanic Percent Composition in the Study Area, provides comparisons between 
reference populations and the Study Area for these communities.  The Study Area percentages of low-income and
minority populations are greater than the reference populations of the county average and percent low-income is 
greater than the state average, while the percent minority is much less than the state average.

Table 10: Low-Income / Minority Composition in the Study Area
Environmental 
Justice Criteria

Study Area Avg. in County Avg. in GA
(total pop. 629) (total pop. 15,050) (total pop. 8,186,453)

Low-Income(1)
13%

(82 persons) 
11%

(1,649 persons) 
12.6% 

(1,033,793 persons)

Minority(2) 9.5%
(60 persons)

7%
(1,054 persons)

37.3%
(3,053,457 persons)

Hispanic(2) 6.3%
(40 persons) 

4.5%
(678 persons) 

5.3%
(433,882 persons) 

(1) This value is calculated based on numbers of persons below poverty divided by the total population, instead of 
the total population for whom poverty was established.  This is a data limitation provided by EPA’s EJ 
Geographic Assessment Tool and approximates the percentage of persons in poverty.

(2) Data note: Minority data do include those who identify themselves as Hispanic and may belong to any race, 
including white.  The Hispanic population is not additive in these numbers of race breakdown, since those who 
identify themselves as Hispanic can belong to any race. 

In addition to evaluating the census data in a quantitative manner using the data provided by the US Census Bureau 
and the EPA’s EJ Geographic Assessment Tool, a windshield survey to locate any readily identifiable low-income or 
minority communities that flank the east and west sides of the project corridor was conducted on Tuesday, December 
22, 2009, with follow-up reviews made June 28, 2014 and June 13, 2015.  During this survey, one possible low-
income and/or minority community, a cluster of informal mobile homes, was documented along US 441 in Mountain 
City on Hitching Post Lane between Black Rock Mountain Parkway and Page Street on the west side of the corridor. 
The presence of mobile homes was used as an indicator of potential low-income or minority populations. No other 
readily identifiable low-income or minority populations were identified.

Low-Income Community 
The cluster of mobile homes located in Mountain City on Hitching post lane is not part of a formal mobile home 
park. Based on the Conceptual Stage Study (see Appendix C, Conceptual Stage Study approved April 1, 2010), four 
of the approximately 14 mobile homes residences on these adjacent parcels would be displaced with the proposed 

                                                      
9 Accessible online at <http://epamap14.epa.gov/ejmap/entry.html>.



Page 52

Draft Environmental Assessment 
project. Since the completion of the Conceptual Stage Study the preliminary design has been further developed and 
indicates that none of the 14 mobile homes would be impacted by the proposed improvements and ROW acquisition.  
An evaluation of the potential for impact to this mobile home community is provided below under Disproportionate 
Impact Evaluation.  Current access to this community is through direct access from northbound and southbound.
However, as a result of the project, access to this community would be altered slightly. Residents of the mobile home 
community traveling northbound along US 441 would need to make a left-turn at the Black Rock Mountain Parkway 
intersection, just south of the main driveway, and then turn right into their community through an existing access off 
of Black Rock Mountain Parkway.  No change would occur for southbound travelers. 

In response to one of the public comments received at the August 2009 PIOH about access to a mobile home lot north 
of Cross Street on the west side of US 441 in Mountain City (see Appendix B-8, Public Involvement: 2009 GDOT 
PIOH Response Letters), the corridor was reassessed for the presence of a mobile home park.  However, upon review, 
it was noted that the mobile homes referred to in the public comment is in actuality a business that sells mobile homes 
and is not a neighborhood of mobile homes nor a low-income community.  In addition, a review of aerials graphics 
revealed another mobile home cluster as a potential indicator of readily identifiable low-income communities located 
in Mountain City.  This community is located at the end of Shepard Street, but would not be directly impacted.  Access 
to this community would not change; it would be maintained via US 44.  

During the assessment of the population demographics of the Rabun Gap Community School (see Section C.5, 
Churches and Institutions, above) it was observed that 67 percent of the school students were identified as 
"economically disadvantaged" as compared to the state average of 59 percent based on the Georgia Department of 
Education, 2012-2013 data (from Great Schools website (www.greatschools.org accessed on August 5, 2010 and 
updated on August 17. 2015).  This indicates that there are low-income students that attend this public elementary 
school; however, no distinct low-income community were identified along the SR 15/US 441 corridor during the 
project windshield survey, additional field visits, or through the public involvement process, which would be 
disproportionately affected by the proposed widening.  Continued efforts would be made through the design process 
to ensure no disproportionate high and adverse effect on low-income communities in the vicinity of Dillard would 
occur as a result of this project. 

Minority Community 
For the 595 persons in the Study Area over age 5 accounted for in the Ability to Speak English section of the EPA 
EJ Geographic Assessment Tool data, 91.4 percent (544 persons) speak only English and 8.6 percent (51 persons) 
are identified as Non-English at home.  Within the study area 33 persons have been identified as non-English speaking 
and approximately 67 percent (22 persons) of these persons speak Spanish or Spanish Creole.  Although it is not 
anticipated that public involvement in other languages for this project would be necessary due to the low overall 
percentage of non-English speakers within the Study Area. Public comment indicated a need for outreach in another 
language.  Every effort to accommodate these persons would be made.  It is proposed that Public Hearing Open 
House (PHOH) would be advertised in Spanish, and PHOH meeting handouts would be available for review and 
approval. 

In assessing the proposed indirect impacts to the Rabun Gap Community School contact was made on March 21, 
2011 with Lisa Patterson, Principal of the school (see Appendix A, Correspondence, Phone Notes with Lisa Patterson, 
March 21, 2011, Rabun County Community School).  Ms. Patterson indicated that according to the October 2010 
student demographic data 61 of the total school student population of 215 identified themselves as Hispanic. Prior to 
this, there did not appear to be any other readily identifiable limited English proficiency groups along the proposed 
project corridor.  However, since there was a Spanish portion of the school website, it was determined to evaluate the 
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remainder of the corridor, especially the city of Dillard for non-English speaking residents.  Once the proposed project 
corridor was broken down by each city, it was observed that the city of Dillard has a different demographic population 
structure than the remainder of the corridor and county.  According to the Census 2010 data, the city of Dillard with 
a total population of 339 persons has a Hispanic population of 24.8% (84 persons).  Mountain City (1,062 total 
persons) and Rabun County (16,243 persons) also have a small Hispanic population, representing 16.3% (173 
persons), 8.1% percent (1,315 persons), respectively.

Although there appears to be a higher Spanish speaking population in Dillard, no Hispanic communities along the 
US 441 corridor were identified during the windshield survey, additional field visits, or through the public 
involvement process, and as such it would be anticipated that no adverse effects would occur to this population as a 
result of the project.  The proposed project would not be expected to produce disproportionately high or adverse 
effects on this identified Spanish speaking population.   

Disproportionate Impact Evaluation
In addressing the first of the two part environmental justice assessment, which is whether low-income and minority 
populations are present along the proposed project corridor, the conclusion is “yes”, there are low-income and/or 
minority populations along the proposed corridor, which was indicated by the windshield survey and Rabun Gap 
Community School data.  There are no anticipated displacements of known low-income or minority individuals as a 
result of the project.  In addressing the second part of the assessment of whether there would be a disproportionately 
high and adverse impact to these communities, the answer is no since no known low-income or minority populations 
would be affected differently than the remainder of the population along the proposed project.

There would be no disproportionate effect due to the project with respect to access since any inconvenience that may 
be experienced by the residents in mobile homes as a result of a median, would also be experienced by all residents.
Additionally, if low-income residents are likelier to use non-motorized methods of transportation, i.e. walking and/or 
biking, then they would benefit from the median, multi-use paths, bicycle lanes, and access provided by the upgraded 
facility.

Environmental Justice Summary
The proposed project would benefit all area residents, including low-income, minority, and limited English proficient 
populations, schools, churches and businesses by improving: 

i. access and operational efficiency throughout the corridor for motorists, cyclists and pedestrians, especially 
in the urbanized areas; and

ii. the response time of law enforcement, fire protection and emergency medical services by providing a 
consistent number of travel lanes along this heavily traveled corridor.   

The proposed project is not anticipated to cause substantial changes to population structure or demographic patterns 
in the area.  Neighborhoods would not be additionally physically divided and the viability of the local communities 
would not be anticipated to be altered by the displacements. Existing community resources for minority/low-income 
persons would not be directly or indirectly affected by the proposed project and it is not anticipated that this project 
would precipitate significant changes to the existing community demographics.  No other projects are currently 
planned along the roadway corridor that would be anticipated to result in low-income or minority community impacts. 
The project would not result in a disproportionately high and/or adverse effect on low-income or minority 
communities. 



Page 54

Draft Environmental Assessment 

C. Effects on the Cultural Environment

In compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 and amendments thereto, 
the proposed project has been surveyed for archaeological and historic resources, especially those on or eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  The purpose of the survey was to locate, identify and 
evaluate the significance of any historic and archaeological resources within the project corridor.  The survey 
boundary and methodology were established using the GDOT/ FHWA Cultural Resource Survey Guidelines.  These 
guidelines were established as a result of past interaction with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and his 
staff and were agreed upon by FHWA and the SHPO.  

The DNR Rabun County 1996 survey for historic resources was consulted in preliminary identification of historic 
resources.  Lists of current and pending NRHP properties were checked and aerial photographs along the length of 
the proposed project were consulted.  A field survey for potentially eligible historic resources was also conducted 
along the project corridor.   

The review of existing information on previously identified historic properties revealed that no National Register 
listed properties, proposed National Register nominations, National Historic Landmarks, or bridges determined 
eligible for inclusion in the National Register in the updated Georgia Historic Bridge Survey (GHBS) were identified 
within the proposed project’s area of potential effects (APE).

The APE, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16(d), is the geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may directly 
or indirectly cause changes in the character or use of historic properties if any such properties exist.  Based on the 
nature and the scope of the undertaking, the guidance in the GDOT/FHWA Cultural Resources Survey Guidelines, 
and past experience with similar projects, GDOT has evaluated and defined the APE for this proposed project. The 
area of potential direct effects would include the areas within the proposed ROW and the viewshed of the proposed 
project.  Due to the varying topography in this mountainous region of Georgia, the APE varies along the proposed 
project corridor based on the viewshed and also based on the extent and nature of side road improvements and 
realignments.  

Archaeological Resources

In 1992, 2002, 2011, and 2015 archaeological surveys were conducted in accordance with GDOT/FHWA Cultural 
Resource Survey Guidelines developed by the GDOT Staff Archaeologists in consultation with Georgia Department 
of Natural Resources Historic Preservation Division (HPD) staff and concurred with by the FHWA and SHPO.  These
guidelines provide general survey boundaries and methodological approaches to archaeological surveys based on the 
type/scope of work of proposed highway projects and are followed during the initial identification of archaeological 
resources. The APE of the proposed project used for the archaeology resource evaluation includes the existing and 
proposed ROW within the project limits as described in Section II. B. Preferred Alternative.  

The review of the Georgia Archeological Site Files (GASF)10 housed at the University of Georgia in Athens, files11

maintained by the Historic Preservation Division (HPD) in Atlanta, and the Natural, Archaeological, and Historic 

                                                      
10 “The Georgia Archaeological Site Files.” shapiro.anthro.uga.edu. University of Georgia, n.d. Web.
11 “National Register and County Survey Files.” n.d. Georgia Department of Natural Resources Historic Preservation Division,

Atlanta, Georgia.
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Resources Geographic Information System (NAHRGIS)12 on previously identified archeological resources revealed 
that no National Register listed sites or proposed National Register nominations were identified within the proposed 
project’s APE.  In addition, no archaeological sites were identified within the proposed project’s APE in written 
reports and survey forms for Rabun County, archaeological journals, cultural resource management reports, 
topographic or geological maps, soil surveys, or data on climate, hydrology, or flora and fauna.   

As a result of these efforts, no resources listed in or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP were located within the 
proposed project's APE.  It is concluded, therefore, that the project will have no effect upon archaeological resources 
listed in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register.

Concurrence on the field studies, the proposed project’s area of potential effects, and the evaluation of all identified 
archeological sites through the application of the National Register Criteria for Eligibility was received from the 
SHPO on October 30, 1992,  and on July 11, 2002, [see Appendix A-3, Report Coordination: letter from Teresa 
Paglione (Archaeologist) to Jack Burnside (Planner); letter from James Pomfret (Archaeologist) to Tajsha Lashore 
(NEPA Specialist); and letter from Hiral Patel (GDOT) to David Crass (Deputy SHPO) on December 30, 2015,
respectively].  

Given the proposed project limits extend into North Carolina, the North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources, 
State Historic Preservation Office was contacted a letter dated July 25, 2011 [see Appendix A-3, Report Coordination: 
letter from Glenn Bowman (GDOT) to Claudia Brown (Administrator, NC-State Historic Preservation Office)] to 
assist with the identification of potentially significant archaeological resources. No response to this letter has been 
received to date.

Historic Resources

The proposed project was field surveyed in 2001, 2003, 2008, 2010, and 2014 for historic properties in compliance 
with Section 106 of the NHPA of 1966 and amendments thereto.  The Historic Resource Survey Report (September 
2001 and subsequent addendums August 2003, May 2008, June 2010, and February 2014) are on file at the GDOT 
Office of Environmental Services. The results of these surveys are provided in the following paragraphs. The 
identified resources were further analyzed in the Assessment of Effects (November 2008 and subsequent addendums
and amendments December 2010, February 2012, and July 2014); these reports are also on file at the GDOT Office 
of Environmental Services.  

Given the proposed project limits extend into North Carolina, the North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources, 
State Historic Preservation Office was contacted a letter dated June 28, 2011 (corrected July 12, 2011) [see Appendix 
A-3, Report Coordination: letter from Glenn Bowman (GDOT) to Claudia Brown (Administrator, NC-State Historic 
Preservation Office)] to assist with the identification of potentially significant historic resources. Ms. Brown’s 
response to said letter, dated July 19, 2011, was no comment on the project as proposed after conducting a review of 
the project area; they were not aware of any historic resources which would be affected by the project [see Appendix 
A-3, Report Coordination: letter from Claudia Brown (Administrator, NC-SHPO) to Glenn Bowman (GDOT) dated
July 19,2011]. 

                                                      
12 “Georgia’s Natural, Archaeological, and Historic Resources Geographic Information System.” gnahrgis.org. Georgia 

Department of Natural Resources Historic Preservation Division and the University of Georgia’s Archaeological Site Files, 
n.d. Web.
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2001 Survey 

Of the 44 properties 50 years old or older that were surveyed in 2001 and to which the Criteria of Eligibility were 
applied, 13 were recommended eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (see Table 11). 
The SHPO concurred with these recommendations in letters dated October 4, 2001, and January 23, 2002 [see
Appendix A-3, Report Coordination: letters from Richard Cloues (Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer-
DSHPO) to Harvey Keepler (GDOT)].

2003 Survey 

Changes were made to the project in 2003, and the expanded APE was surveyed for historic resources. These 
changes were documented in the First Survey Report Addendum. Of the five properties 50 years old or older that 
were surveyed in 2003 and to which the Criteria of Eligibility were applied, none were recommended eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.  The SHPO concurred with these recommendations in a 
letter dated August 20, 2003 [see Appendix A-3, Report Coordination: letter from Sandy Lawrence (GDOT) to 
the project file signed by W. Ray Luce (DSHPO)].  Additionally, Property #32/Bickerstaff Home was demolished 
by the property owner in 2005, and the SHPO concurred that it was no longer eligible for the National Register 
in a memo dated October 28, 2005 [see Appendix A-3, Report Coordination: letter from Sandy Lawrence 
(GDOT) to the project file signed by W. Ray Luce (DSHPO)].  This property is listed as “Demolished” in Table 
11: NRHP-Listed & Eligible Resources within the SR 15/US 441 Project Area.  

2008 Addendum Survey

Because the history survey was over five years old, and because the project design was modified at several 
intersections along the corridor, the project corridor was resurveyed in 2008 for resources that had turned 50 
years of age in the intervening years. Of the 40 additional properties 50 years old or older that were surveyed in 
2008 and to which the Criteria of Eligibility were applied, 14 have been recommended NRHP eligible (see Table 
11.) The SHPO concurred with these recommendations in a letter dated May 29, 2008 [see Appendix A-3, Report 
Coordination: letter from Richard Cloues (DSHPO) to Glenn Bowman (GDOT)]. Additional concurrence on a 
revised Property Information Form (PIF) for Property #60/Blue Heights Baptist Church was received on April, 
15, 2009 and on revised PIFs for Property #83/Grist-Dillard House and Property #85/Roberts Property was 
received on November 19, 2009 [see Appendix A-3, Report Coordination: letter from Sandy Lawrence (GDOT) 
to the project file signed by W. Ray Luce (DSHPO) dated April 2, 2009 and letter from Sandy Lawrence (GDOT)
to the project file signed by David Crass (DSHPO) dated November 6, 2009, respectively].

During the resurvey of the corridor, two previously determined NRHP eligible resources, Property #8/Nelson 
Antique Store and Property #21/W. Bell Jones Store, were found to have been demolished.  These resources are 
also labeled “Demolished” in Table 12, NRHP-Listed & Eligible Resources within the SR 15/US 441 Project 
Area. Additionally, the eligible NRHP eligible boundary for Property #39/Rabun Gap-Nacoochee School 
Campus Historic District was re-evaluated and the boundary expanded.  Property #31/Tallulah Falls Railroad 
was also re-evaluated for additional contributing features that may be located along the project corridor.  The 
SHPO concurred that Property #8/Nelson Antique Store and Property #21/W. Bell Jones Store were no longer 
eligible for the National Register, concurred with the addition of contributing features to Property #31/Tallulah 
Falls Railroad and concurred with the expansion of the National Register boundary of Property #39/Rabun Gap-
Nacoochee School Campus Historic District in letters dated May 29, 2008 and April 29, 2010 [see Appendix A-
3, Report Coordination: letter from Richard Cloues (DSHPO) to Glen Bowman (GDOT) and letter from Sandy 
Lawrence to the project file, signed by David Crass (DSHPO), respectively].   
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2010 Addendum Survey

After the 2008 addendum survey was completed, two previously undocumented resources 50 years old or older 
were identified within the APE for the proposed project; they are identified as Property #90 and Property #91.  
The previous owner of Property #90 attended the PIOH for the proposed project and expressed concern about the 
viewshed from this property.  Property #91 was not identified during previous surveys.  Of the two additional 
properties 50 years old or older that were surveyed in 2010 and to which the Criteria of Eligibility were applied, 
none were recommended NRHP eligible.  The SHPO concurred with these recommendations in a letter dated 
June 15, 2010 [see Appendix A-3, Report Coordination: letter from Sandy Lawrence (GDOT) to the project file 
signed by David Crass (DSHPO)].

2014 Addendum Survey 

After the addendum 2010 survey was completed, 20 previously undocumented resources 50 years old or older 
were identified within the APE for the proposed project in a Fourth Survey Report Addendum performed by 
GDOT. As a result of this survey Property #92 through Property #111 were identified. Of the 20 additional 
properties 50 years old or older, one, the Asbury and Sallie Hodgson House/Property #109, was listed in the 
NRHP; it had not been identified in the previous surveys.  The property was listed in the National Register on 
June 11, 2011 [see Appendix B, Second Assessment of Effects Addendum (July 2014): National Register 
Nomination Form for the Asbury and Sallie Hodgson House on file at GDOT].  A second AOE to encompass the 
resources identified during the fourth survey addendum was reviewed and concurred by SHPO in a letter dated 
July 24, 2014 [see Appendix A, Correspondence, Report Coordination: letter from William Hover (DSHPO) to 
Hiral Patel (GDOT).]

Summary
Of the 111 total properties 50 years old or older that were identified during the field surveys conducted in 2001, 2003, 
2008, 2010 and 2014 and to which the Criteria of Eligibility were applied, 28 were recommended eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.  During the iterative design process for the proposed 
improvements the area of impact of the Preferred Alternative as described in Section II.A. Description of Alternatives 
has been reduced or refined in a number of areas resulting in several resources recommended eligible for inclusion 
in the NRHP now being located outside the APE.  Of the 28 properties originally recommended eligible for inclusion 
in the NRHP, five properties (Property #80/Head of Tennessee Baptist Church, Property #82/Hawkinson Property, 
Property #83/Grist-Dillard House, Property #84/McCurdy’s Drug Store, and Property #87/Tumidalsky Property) are 
no longer within the APE and are not included in the resource descriptions below.  The 23 properties within the APE 
and recommended eligible for inclusion in the NRHP are summarized in Table 11: US 441 NRHP-Listed and Eligible 
Resources and shown on Figure 8, Cultural Resources Map. Of the 23 properties included in Table 11, four properties 
have been demolished by activities not associated with the proposed project. There are 19 properties remaining within 
the APE and recommended eligible for inclusion in the NRHP (Table 12). For additional details, please refer to the 
Historic Resource Survey Report (September 2001 and subsequent addendums August 2003, May 2008, June 2010, 
and February 2014), which are on file at the GDOT Office of Environmental Services.
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Table 11: NRHP-Listed & Eligible Resources within the SR 15/US 441 Project Area
Year 

Surveyed Name of Resource Date of 
Const.

Type and/or 
Style Location

2001-3 

1 Property #8* Demolished
2 Property #21* Demolished

3 Property #26 / N. G. Holleman 
Vacation Home 1920 Vernacular 30 Page Street

4 Property #29 / Tenvannah Farm ca. 1830 Farm Complex 3419 US 441

5 Property #31 / Tallulah Falls 
Railroad, Culvert & Quarry

1871-
1907 Linear Parallels US 441

6 Property #32* Demolished

7 Property #34 / 
Scruggs Farm Complex ca. 1930 Bungalow/Farm 

Complex 88 York House Road

8 Property #35 / Miller-Gibson-
Fisher House 1920 I-House 43 Wolffork Road

9 Property #37 1887 I-House 4755 US 441

10 Property #38 / Mountain Sounds 
Music Store ca. 1925 Commercial NE corner of CR 7 and US 

441

11
Property #39 / Rabun Gap-
Nacoochee School Campus 
Historic District

1903-
1930 Institutional

Rabun Gap; on the west 
side of US 441 just south 
of the city limits of Dillard

12 Property #41/ Valley Pharmacy 
Commercial Building ca. 1925 Commercial 6712 US 441

13 Property #43 / Speed House ca. 1920 Saddlebag 7233 US 41

2008

14 Property #58 / Mullis Property 1900 No Type or Style 203 Cross Street

15 Property #60 / Blue Heights 
Baptist Church Cemetery

1880s to 
Present Cemetery NW Corner of Cross Street 

& Highway 441
16 Property #64 / Law Property 1955 Ranch 84 Green Street

17 Property #65 / Banter-Williams 
Property 1952 American Small 

House 50 Depot Avenue

18 Property #67 / Tanner Property 1935 Craftsman Side 
Gable Bungalow 323 Wolf Fork Road

19 Property #69 / Sinclair Station 1964 Commercial 4581 Highway 441
20 Property #72 / Farmer’s Market* Demolished
21 Property #79 / Jollay Property 1910 I-House 107 Glory Street
22 Property #85 / Roberts Property ca. 1900 Commercial Franklin Street

2014 23 Property #109 / Asbury and Sallie 
Hodgson House/Property** 1880 Georgian Cottage 278 White Street

*These properties were originally surveyed and considered NRHP-eligible by the SHPO but have since been demolished therefore 
their concurrence and eligibility is no longer valid. Properties #8, #21 and #32 were originally surveyed in 2001; Property #72 was 
originally surveyed in 2010.
** NRHP-Listed Resource.
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Direct Effects

The information in this section assesses the effects to those resources found to be eligible for listing in the NRHP as 
evaluated in the Historic Resources Survey Assessment of Effects (AOE) dated November 10, 2005 and in the 
Assessment of Effects Addendum & Amendment dated December 2010; both are on file at the GDOT Office of 
Environmental Services.  The SHPO concurred with the findings in the November 2005 AOE in a letter dated 
November 28, 2005 [see Appendix A-3, Report Coordination: letter from Richard Cloues (DSHPO) to Harvey 
Keepler (GDOT)].  The December 2010 AOE Addendum & Amendment was reviewed by SHPO.  Upon receipt of 
SHPO concurrence with these findings, the letter will be included in Appendix A-3, Report Coordination.  A 
Technical Assistance Meeting was held on February 22, 2011 between GDOT and the SHPO regarding concerns the 
SHPO had in regard to the potential effects of retaining walls on Property #35/Miller-Gibson-Fisher House, Property 
#39/Rabun Gap-Nacoochee School Campus Historic District, Property #43/Speed House, and Property #72/The 
Farmer’s Market (see Appendix A-3, Report Coordination: Technical Assistance Meeting Minutes held February 22, 
2011, April 15, 2011). Given Property #72/The Farmer’s Market was subsequently found demolished during the 2014 
survey, their guidance no longer applies to this resource.

The 2005 AOE identified 12 National Register eligible historic properties within the proposed project’s APE and 
presented Section 106 documentation for Property #8/Nelson Antique Store, Property #21/W. Bell Jones Store, 
Property #26/N. G. Holleman Vacation Home, Property #29/Tenvannah Farm, Property #31/Tallulah Falls Railroad, 
Property #34/Scruggs Farm Complex, Property #35/Miller-Gibson-Fisher Property, Property #37/Unnamed, 
#38/Mountain Sounds Music Store, Property #39/Rabun Gap-Nacoochee School Campus Historic District, Property 
#41/Valley Pharmacy Commercial Building, and Property #43/Speed House.  

In a letter dated November 28, 2005, the SHPO concurred with the findings of No Adverse Effect to Property 
#8/Nelson Antique Store, Property #21/W. Bell Jones Store, Property #26/N. G. Holleman Vacation Home, Property 
#29/Tenvannah Farm, Property #34/Scruggs Farm Complex, Property #35/Miller-Gibson-Fisher Property, and 
Property #38/Mountain Sounds Music Store, Property #39/Rabun Gap-Nacoochee School Campus Historic District, 
Property #41/Valley Pharmacy Commercial Building, and a finding of No Effect to Property #31/Tallulah Falls 
Railroad, Property #37/Unnamed, and Property #43/Speed House [see Appendix A-3, Report Coordination: letter 
from Richard Cloues (DSHPO) to Harvey Keepler (GDOT)]. 

During the time since the submission of the 2005 AOE Report, the proposed engineering design was refined resulting
in minor changes to the amount of property required and proposed construction of retaining walls on or near six 
historic properties evaluated in the 2005 AOE.  In addition, the results of the 2008 and 2010 History Survey Report 
Addendums and subsequent evaluations determined that an additional nine National Register eligible historic 
properties were located within the proposed project’s APE.  These properties include: Property #58/Mullis Property, 
Property #60/Blue Heights Baptist Church Cemetery, Property #64/Law Property, Property #65/Banter-Williams 
Property, Property #67/Tanner Property, Property #69/Sinclair Station, Property #72/Farmer’s Market, Property 
#79/Jollay Property, and Property #85/Roberts Property.  The determination of eligibility of the properties 
documented in the 2008 and 2010 HRSR Addendums were concurred by SHPO on May 29, 2008 and April 29, 2010 
respectively.  Since the concurrence of the 2005 AOE, two resources, Property #8/Nelson Antique Store, and Property 
#21/W. Bell Jones Store, were found to be demolished.  The SHPO concurred that Property #8/Nelson Antique Store 
and Property #21/W. Bell Jones Store were no longer eligible for the National Register in a letter dated May 29, 2008 
[see Appendix A-3, Report Coordination: letter from Richard Cloues (DSHPO) to Glen Bowman (GDOT)].  During 
the 2010 survey, eligible Property #72 was found demolished and thus was no longer considered eligible; SHPO 
concurred with this finding on February 29, 2014 [see Appendix A-3, Report Coordination: interoffice 
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correspondence letter from Derek Anderson (GDOT) to David Crass (DHPO)]. In a letter dated July 24, 2014, the 
SHPO concurred with the findings of No Adverse Effect to Property #109/Asbury and Sallie Hodgson House [see 
Appendix A-3, Report Coordination: letter from William Hover (DSHPO) to Hiral Patel (GDOT)].

During the time since the July 2014 Addendum, there have been various changes to the amount of property required 
for ROW and easements.  None of the changes resulted in an enlargement of the APE; however, some of the changes 
were made within the boundaries of eligible resources.  These changes documented in a memo dated October 6, 2015, 
were minor and did not result in a change to the previously documented and SPHO concurred effect to the resources.  
This memo was provided to SHPO, but does not require concurrence (see Appendix A-3: Report Coordination:
Interdepartmental Correspondence from Sandy Lawrence to the Files dated October 6, 2015).

A summary of the effects to National Register eligible historic properties Preferred Alternative are presented in Table 
12: Summary of Effects to NRHP Eligible Resources along the Preferred Alternative.  Additional details are available 
in the Historic Resources Survey AOE (November 2005) and in the AOE Addendum & Amendment (December 2010); 
both are on file at the GDOT Office of Environmental Services. The minimization of impacts to effected resources 
such as retaining walls at Property #29/Tenvannah Farm, #35Miller-Gibson-Fisher House, and #109/Ashbury and 
Sallie Hodgson House; and the preservation and protection of historic sidewalk associated with Property #41/Valley 
Pharmacy Commercial Building are detailed in the referenced assessment documents.

Table 12: Summary of Effects to NRHP Eligible Resources along the Preferred Alternative

No Property Overall Effect
Physical

Destruction/
Damage

Alteration
of Use/ 

Features

Visual/
Audible/ 

Atmospheric
Indirect

1. Property #26 / N. G. Holleman Vacation 
Home No Adverse Effect Yes No Yes No

2. Property #29 / Tenvannah Farm No Adverse Effect Yes No No Yes
3. Property #31 / Tallulah Falls Railroad No Effect No No No No
4. Property #34 / Scruggs Farm Complex No Adverse Effect Yes Yes Yes Yes

5. Property #35 / Miller-Gibson-Fisher 
House No Adverse Effect No No Yes Yes

6. Property #37 No Effect No No No No

7. Property #38 / Mountain Sounds Music 
Store No Adverse Effect No No No Yes

8. Property #39 / Rabun Gap-Nacoochee 
School Campus Historic District No Adverse Effect Yes No Yes No

9. Property #41 / Valley Pharmacy 
Commercial Building No Adverse Effect No No No No

10. Property #43 / Speed House No Adverse Effect Yes No Yes No
11. Property #58 / Mullis Property No Adverse Effect No No No Yes

12. Property #60 / Blue Heights Baptist 
Church Cemetery No Adverse Effect Yes No Yes No

13. Property #64 / Law Property No Adverse Effect No No No Yes
14. Property #65 / Banter-Williams Property No Adverse Effect No No Yes Yes
15. Property #67 / The Tanner Property No Effect No No No No
16. Property #69 / Sinclair Station No Adverse Effect Yes No No No
17. Property #79 / Jollay Property No Adverse Effect No No Yes Yes
18. Property #85 / Roberts Property No Effect No No No No
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Table 12: Summary of Effects to NRHP Eligible Resources along the Preferred Alternative

No Property Overall Effect
Physical

Destruction/
Damage

Alteration
of Use/ 

Features

Visual/
Audible/ 

Atmospheric
Indirect

19.
Property #109 / Asbury and Sallie 
Hodgson House No Adverse Effect Yes No No No

Indirect Effects

Project implementation is anticipated to indirectly affect these properties, but these would not be an adverse effect.  
Project implementation would not affect location of driveway access between the National Register eligible historic 
resources within the proposed project’s APE and SR 15/US 441, however there would be a change in traffic patterns 
resulting from the installation of a raised median along the length of SR 15/US 441, resulting in an indirect impact to
the resource access traffic patterns. Project implementation could indirectly affect properties, both historic and non-
historic, beyond the project limits as it is a transportation artery providing access to its north and south. Increased 
accessibility to the area as a result of project implementation is anticipated to have positive economic impacts 
throughout the region. Determining if this this accessibility has a positive or negative influence on historic or non-
historic properties and recreational outlets is based on findings in similar areas but is nonetheless speculative in 
nature.

Resources located outside the APE

As noted above, of the 28 properties recommended eligible for inclusion in the NRHP, five are no longer within the 
APE. These include Property #80/Head of Tennessee Baptist Church, Property #82/Hawkinson Property, Property 
#83/Grist-Dillard House, Property #84/McCurdy’s Drug Store, and Property #87/Tumidalsky Property. These 
properties are all located within the city limits of Dillard and east of SR 15/US 441, but do not front the project 
corridor.  As documented in Section III.B.1. Land Use Changes, and according to a more detailed review of Figure 
5d Existing Land Use Map (2005) and Figure 6d Future Land Use Map (2025), existing and future land use within 
the City of Dillard and in the vicinity of these resources are expected to remain largely unchanged.  The 2005-2025 
Rabun County Comprehensive Plan states that “Rabun County has good reason to place great value on our historical 
and cultural resources. They contribute to the aesthetics and character of our community and can serve as important 
resources as we look for even more ways to strengthen the local economy.”  Although there are no guarantees that 
new development or redevelopment will not cause future loss of these historic resources, the recognition of their 
importance by the County and Dillard should provide some level of protection against indirect impacts caused by the 
completion of the SR 15/US 441 improvements.  In addition, although the completion of this section of GRIP corridor 
is to provide the transportation infrastructure necessary for economic growth, it is intended to do so by providing
connectivity to and through the region as opposed to generating parcel level economic development.    

Cumulative Effects 

Past actions that have resulted in impacts to the National Register eligible resources located within the proposed 
project’s APE have primarily been railroad and roadway construction projects.  The railroad was constructed and 
opened through Rabun County in 1907.  In the 1920’s the roadway known as US 441 was constructed from the 
Smokey Mountains to South Florida.  Traffic increased dramatically in the 1930’s between Asheville, North Carolina 
and Athens, Georgia and subsequently resulted in roadway improvements. Other minor roadway improvements have 
been constructed over the years to provide the three and four lane typical sections as they exist today.  Those resources 
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that are located closest to the SR 15/US 441 roadway or on both sides of the roadway were presumably impacted 
during the original roadway construction and/or subsequent roadway improvement projects.  It is not anticipated that 
land use along the proposed project corridor would be cumulatively impacted by this project or in conjunction with 
the actions of others within the region.  Based on this available information it appears that past actions involving 
roadway improvements have impacted the National Register eligible resources located within the proposed project’s 
APE.  There are no reasonably foreseeable future changes in land use, additional occurrences of infill or roadway 
projects anticipated that would impact this neighborhood and its residents, therefore, no cumulative effects are 
anticipated for the NRHP eligible resources or contributing features. 

Historic Markers

There is one historic marker located along the project corridor, Marker #91 Black Rock Mountain/Talmadge Trail 
located at the northwest corner of US 441/Black Rock Mountain Parkway. This resource was identified in the Third 
Survey Report Addendum and was determined ineligible for listing in the National Register by the SHPO in a letter 
dated June 7, 2010. 

Project implementation in the area of this historic resource requires ROW to construct a curb with a 50’ radius and 
installation of a multi-use path. Research confirmed this marker has already been previously removed from its original 
location to its current location on an unknown date. This marker will need to be relocated as a result of the proposed 
project. Proper coordination with the appropriate GA DNR staff will need to occur. 

Parklands/Recreation Areas/Wildlife Refuges

Over 80 percent of the land area in Rabun County is held by public interests.  Three State Parks are located within 
Rabun County: Black Rock Mountain State Park, Moccasin Creek State Park, and Tallulah Gorge State Park.  
Additionally, five lakes (Lake Burton, Lake Seed, Lake Rabun, Lake Tallulah, and Lake Tugaloo), two rivers 
(Tallulah River and Chattooga River) and approximately 150,000 acres of National Forest land are located within 
Rabun County, providing outstanding leisure and recreational opportunities for visitors and residents alike.  Despite 
the abundance of publicly owned parklands/recreation areas/wildlife refuges within Rabun County, there are no 
publicly owned parklands/recreation areas/wildlife refuges of State, local or national significance located along the 
proposed SR 15/US 441 project corridor.  Based on local data and knowledge, the proposed project would have no 
reasonably foreseeable direct, indirect or cumulative effects to parklands/recreation areas/wildlife refuges.

Section 4(f) Applicability to Cultural Resources

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as amended and subsequently recodified, is applicable 
to a Federal transportation project when construction of the project would result in temporary, permanent or 
constructive use of publicly owned land that is detrimental to the function of the resource.  Section 4(f) specifically 
applies to publicly-owned recreation land, parkland, and wildlife/waterfowl refuges that are open to the public, as 
well as to public and private historic sites.  The FHWA may not approve the use of land from a significant publicly-
owned park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or any significant historic site, unless a determination 
is made that:

i. There is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of land from the property; and 
ii. The action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the property resulting from such use.

The Preferred Alternative would not result in the use of land from a significant publicly-owned park, recreation 
area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge.  As outlined in Table 13: Summary of Effects to Section 4(f) Resources, the 
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Preferred Alternative would result in the use of land from significant historic sites, however because there would be 
no substantial impairment of the current activities, features, or attributes that qualify the resources for protection 
under Section 4(f), there would be no adverse effect to each National Register eligible historic property within the 
proposed project’s APE and from which ROW would be acquired. The proposed project would have a “de minimis”
impact on these National Register eligible historic properties within the proposed project’s APE and no individual 
Section 4(f) Evaluation is required (see the Appendix A-3, Report Coordination: letter from William Hover (DSHPO) 
to Hiral Patel (GDOT) dated July 24, 2014). 

Table 13: Summary of Effects to Section 4(f) Resources requiring ROW Acquisition
Resource Effect Criteria Preferred Alternative

Property #26 
N. G. Holleman Vacation Home 

Overall Effect No Adverse Effect
Physical Impact Permanent
Type of Impact (ac) 0.006 - ROW acquisition
Section 4(f) Yes/ de minimis

Property #29 
Tenvannah Farm 

Overall Effect No Adverse Effect
Physical Impact Permanent
Type of Impact (ac) 2.5 - ROW acquisition
Section 4(f) Yes/ de minimis

Property #34 
Scruggs Farm Complex

Overall Effect No Adverse Effect
Physical Impact Permanent
Type of Impact (ac) 0.75 – ROW acquisition
Section 4(f) Yes/ de minimis

Property #39 
Rabun Gap-Nacoochee School 
Historic District

Overall Effect No Adverse Effect
Physical Impact Permanent
Type of Impact (ac) 13.82 – ROW acquisition
Section 4(f) Yes/ de minimis

Property #43 
Speed House 

Overall Effect No Adverse Effect
Physical Impact Permanent
Type of Impact (ac) 0.06 – ROW acquisition
Section 4(f) Yes/ de minimis

Property #60 
Blue Heights Baptist Church 
Cemetery

Overall Effect No Adverse Effect
Physical Impact Permanent
Type of Impact (ac) 0.03 – ROW acquisition
Section 4(f) Yes/ de minimis

Property #69 
Sinclair Station

Overall Effect No Adverse Effect
Physical Impact Permanent
Type of Impact (ac) 0.05 – ROW acquisition
Section 4(f) Yes/ de minimis

Property #109 
Asbury 

Overall Effect No Adverse Effect
Physical Impact Permanent
Type of Impact (ac) 0.34 – ROW acquisition
Section 4(f) Yes/ de minimis
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IV. Effects on the Natural Environment

A. Water Quality/303(d) List

The Eastern Continental Divide runs through Rabun County and regional watersheds drain into both the Gulf of 
Mexico and the Atlantic Ocean.  The proposed project corridor is located within the Tugaloo watershed (HUC 
03060102) and the Upper Little Tennessee watershed (HUC 06010202).  The southern segment of the corridor from 
Clayburn Road to between Shepherd Street and Green Street in Mountain City is located in the Tugaloo watershed.  
The remainder of the proposed corridor is located within the Upper Little Tennessee watershed.  The proposed 
corridor is located within the Blue Ridge Physiographic Province.  Water use for all streams in the vicinity of the 
proposed project would be classified as fishing.  The proposed corridor crosses Stekoa Creek north of Clayton and 
then runs parallel with Stekoa Creek into Mountain City.  Stekoa Creek is classified as a year round trout stream by 
the GA DNR.  According to the Little Tennessee River Basinwide Water Quality Plan13, water use classification in 
North Carolina is assigned based on the best-intended use of that water.  In the Upper Little Tennessee watershed, 
use support was assigned for the aquatic life, recreation, fish consumption, and water supply categories.  Water use 
classification for the Little Tennessee River in Georgia was not determined, however at the state line North Carolina 
data shows that the Little Tennessee River is classified as “C”: freshwaters protected for secondary recreation, fishing, 
aquatic life propagation and survival, and wildlife.  Betty Creek, the Little Tennessee River, and several unnamed 
tributaries to the Little Tennessee River are classified as seasonal trout streams by the GA DNR.  Sections of the 
Little Tennessee River are classified as year round trout stream.

Sections 305(b) and 303(d) of the Clean Water Act of 1972, as amended, provide a Federal requirement to catalogue 
streams with impaired water quality.  Section 303(d) catalogues water quality by the ability of a stream to support its 
designated use (e.g., fishing, recreation, water supply, etc.).  Within one-mile of the project area Stekoa Creek, Saddle 
Gap Creek and the Little Tennessee River are listed on the 2012 GA EPD Integrated 305(b)/303(d) List.   

Stekoa Creek is categorized as a 4a stream and a TMDL has been established for the criterion violated of biota 
impacted macro invertebrate communities (Bio M), as well as fecal coliform (FC).  The proposed project corridor 
begins just north of the US 441 crossing of Stekoa Creek on the north side of the city of Clayton, in the Bio M 
impacted segment, and runs on the east side and parallel with the creek into Mountain City.   

Saddle Gap Creek is located nearly a mile to the southeast of the proposed project and is categorized as a 4a stream.  
Saddle Gap Creek is impaired from its headwaters to its confluence with Stekoa Creek.  The criterion violated for 
Saddle Gap Creek is Bio M and fecal coliform from non-point sources.  

The Little Tennessee River is a category 4a stream and is impacted by fecal coliform from urban runoff.  It is impaired 
from the city of Dillard to the North Carolina state line.  The proposed project corridor crosses the Little Tennessee 
River south of the city of Dillard prior to, but upstream of, the impacted segment.  North Carolina also listed the Little 
Tennessee River as impacted in the Little Tennessee River Basinwide Water Quality Plan 200714.  The project 
corridor runs parallel with the Little Tennessee River from south of Dillard to the North Carolina state line.   

                                                      
13 “Basinwide Planning Program: Little Tennessee River Basinwide Water Quality Plan.” h2o.enr.state.nc.us. North Carolina 

Department of Environment and Natural Resources Division of Water Quality, March 2007. Web.
14 North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources Division of Water Quality. “Basinwide Planning Program: 

Little Tennessee River Basinwide Water Quality Plan.” h2o.enr.state.nc.us. March 2007. Web.
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According to the Little Tennessee River Basin Basinwide Assessment Report15, there are a total of 12 National 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permits that have been issued for the Upper Little Tennessee 
Basin, four of which are in Georgia.  Within the Tugaloo Basin, five NPDES Permits have been issued in Rabun 
County.  The Dillard Waste Water Treatment Plant and Rabun Apparel, Incorporated’s water and sewer treatment 
facility are both located in the vicinity of the proposed project.  Rabun County has purchased the water intake and 
sewer outflow facilities from the now defunct Rabun Apparel, Incorporated’s facilities and is working to secure 
separate new permits for both the drinking water and sewerage treatment facilities.16

Surface water

Direct Effects

Approximately 954 linear feet of streams would be impacted by the proposed project because of road crossings.  
Provisions in the construction contract would require the contractor to exercise every reasonable precaution during 
construction to prevent the pollution of streams in the project vicinity.  Early revegetation of disturbed areas would 
be accomplished so as to hold soil movement to a minimum where possible.  Dumping of chemicals, fuels, lubricants, 
bitumens, raw sewage, or other harmful wastes into or alongside of streams or impoundments, or natural or manmade 
channels leading thereto, would be prohibited.  During the public involvement process, community concern regarding 
drainage problems for properties along Darling Spring Road was identified.  These drainage concerns would be 
addressed during the engineering phase where areas with flooding problems are evaluated. 

To assure economical, effective, and continuous erosion control throughout the construction and post-construction 
periods, common storm water management practices would be used to mitigate anticipated increases in non-point 
source pollution and runoff from the project (in accordance with 23 CFR, Part 650, Subpart B). Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) for storm water management would be incorporated into the construction plans. Further, a variety 
of temporary erosion and sedimentation control measures would be used during project construction. These may 
include the use of berms, dikes, dams, sediment basins, fiber mats, netting, gravel, mulches, grasses, slope drains, 
and other erosion control devices or methods, as applicable. The temporary provisions would be coordinated with 
permanent erosion control features (such as re-vegetation). Bridge design would prevent direct roadway water runoff
discharge to all streams that would be crossed by the proposed project.   

Indirect Effects

Despite the pollution prevention controls used during highway construction, the area’s water quality may eventually 
decline due to increased runoff from roads, parking lots, and other impervious surfaces.  The proximity of the 
proposed project to Stekoa Creek, the Little Tennessee River and other water bodies in the area, could have long-
term indirect effects due to increased pollutant loadings from the roadway operations.   

The proposed project would create a four-lane divided highway on existing location, which would increase the 
impervious surface in the area from that which exists at the present time.  The increased impervious surface area has 
the potential to increase runoff and increase water velocity into the adjacent surface waters.  Potential storm water 
drainage could decrease surface water quality of the streams, wetlands, and ponds in the vicinity.  However, Rabun 

                                                      
15 Ibid. “Little Tennessee River Basin Basinwide Assessment Report, Whole Effluent Toxicity Program 2005-2009.” 

portal.ncdenr.org. April 2005. 
16 Forest News: Georgia ForestWatch Quarterly Newsletter. Georgia ForestWatch Newsletter, Winter 2008. Web.
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County has local ordinances to protect its water quality, which would be implemented as development is spurred 
along the proposed bypass.  Rabun County and some of its cities enforce provisions of the Georgia Soil Erosion and 
Sedimentation Control Act as part of their zoning ordinances in order to curb the erosion and sedimentation problems 
associated with storm water drainage and runoff.

Previous agricultural and urban runoff, as well as point-source discharges from wastewater treatment plants, has 
already impacted water quality in Stekoa Creek and the Little Tennessee River, which has resulted in the 303(d) status 
of “not supporting designated uses.”  According to the EPD 2008 Integrated 305(b)/303(d) List, “the goal of the 
watershed protection program in Georgia is to effectively manage, regulate, and allocate the water resources of 
Georgia.  In order to achieve this goal, it is necessary to monitor the water resources of the State to establish baseline 
and trend data, document existing conditions, study impacts of specific discharges, determine improvements resulting 
from upgraded water pollution control plants, support enforcement actions, establish waste load allocations for new 
and existing facilities, develop TMDLs, verify water pollution control plan compliance, and document water use 
impairment and reasons for problems causing less than full support of designated water uses.  Trend monitoring, 
intensive surveys, lake, estuary, biological, toxic substance monitoring, aquatic toxicity testing, and facility 
compliance sampling are some of the monitoring tools used by the GA EPD.”  As part of the 303(d) listing process 
and TMDL establishment, measures must be identified to correct the problems associated with the “not supporting” 
designation.  A TMDL has been established for the Little Tennessee River for the criterion violated of fecal coliform.  
Stekoa Creek has established TMDLs for both criterion violated, fecal coliform and BioM.   

The proposed project is not anticipated to precipitate substantial new development along the corridor, which could 
result in indirect effects to the further impairment of Stekoa Creek or the Little Tennessee River.  As the area develops, 
lawn chemicals used by individuals and businesses for landscaping may enter the waterways and degrade the water 
unless measures are in place to restrict the levels of these pollutants.  The State of Georgia recently established 
TMDLs for regulated water pollutants, and rigorous monitoring of permitted releases of these pollutants will be 
essential to the maintenance of regional water quality.  

Given the negligible quantity of land involved in the road project in comparison to the overall land area and the 
enforcement of the Georgia Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control Act by Rabun County, it is not reasonably 
foreseeable that the surface water quality in Rabun County, and Stekoa Creek and the Little Tennessee River would 
be indirectly impacted as a result of the proposed project.  

Cumulative Effects

Water quality has historically been altered in the local area through the building of dams and hydroelectric plants 
along the Tallulah River between 1911 and 1927, which created lakes Burton, Seed, and Rabun, and generated 
electricity for Atlanta.   According to the Rabun County Comprehensive Plan, a TMDL implementation plan has been 
developed for Stekoa Creek.  As a part of the TMDL plan, the Stekoa Creek Greenway is a linear park that is being 
developed along Stekoa Creek that would stretch from the North Carolina State Line south to Tallulah Gorge when 
complete.  The Stekoa Creek Greenway is proposed to provide environmental benefits to the stream in the form of 
protective buffers while also providing an opportunity for walking trails and space for environmental education.  The 
proposed roadway would widen the existing road and not open new areas for development.  Future development 
along the proposed corridor has been planned for by the county and would occur regardless of the widening of the 
existing facility. As development occurs, an increase in impervious surfaces (i.e., parking lots, roof structures, new 
roadways) has the potential to raise the temperature of storm water temperature reaching the streams, as well as 
increasing the nutrient and sediment load reaching the streams.  Increased sediment quantities within waterways can 
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increase the overall water temperature within the water body.  Increased nutrient runoff can lead to eutrophication or 
anoxic conditions within waterways.  These changes to a stream or waterbody’s ecosystem as a result could lead to 
multiple problems including, but not limited to fish kills and the reduction or elimination of temperature tolerant 
species. 

Considering the development of TMDL’s and watershed protection strategies, as well as sediment and erosion control 
strategies required by Rabun County, it is not reasonably foreseeable that the water quality of Stekoa Creek and the 
Little Tennessee River, or any of the small tributaries along the project corridor would be cumulatively impacted as 
a result of the proposed project.     

Groundwater 

Direct Effects

There would be no direct impact to groundwater supply or quality because of the proposed project.  A search of the 
Groundwater Site Inventory (GWSI)17 indicated that four wells are located along the project corridor in Rabun 
County.  These wells are as follows: 

site name 18PP06, located at latitude 34.9866667, longitude 83.3841667;  
site name 18PP08, located at latitude 34.9822222, longitude 83.3858333;  
site name 18PP07, located at latitude 34.9769444, longitude 83.3844444; and  
site name 18PP21, located at latitude 34.9738889, longitude 83.3847222.   

In addition, two other private wells were identified during field surveys.  The first is located in close proximity to 
Jiles Drive, to the west of US 441 and the second is located in front of the Woodmen of the World building on 
Greenwood Drive/CR6.  Both of the wells were located and are identified on the survey drawings. 

Three of these wells are located approximately 85 feet or greater from the proposed project construction and should 
not be affected.  These include well 18PP08 which is approximately 350 feet from the proposed ROW; well 18PP07 
which is approximately 100 feet from the proposed Carolina Street ROW and approximately 230 feet from the 
proposed 441 ROW; and well 18PP21 which is approximately 95 feet from the proposed edge of fill and 
approximately 85 feet from the proposed ROW. 

The remaining three wells are located in close proximity to the proposed project and could potentially be affected; 
however there are provisions in the construction contract which would require the protection of drinking wells and 
other resources on private property in the proposed project area.  In the event that any damage occurs to private 
property as a result of construction of the proposed project, the owner would be fairly compensated.  The wells in 
proximity to the proposed project include well 18PP06 which is approximately 57 feet from the edge of pavement of 
the proposed project and approximately 31 feet from the edge of fill of the proposed project; a well located in close 
proximity to Jiles Drive, to the west of US 441 which is approximately 85 feet from the proposed edge of fill and 
approximately 5 feet from the proposed ROW; and a well located in front of the Woodmen of the World building on 
Greenwood Drive/CR6 is approximately 45 feet from the proposed edge of fill and 27 feet from the proposed ROW.

                                                      
17 “Groundwater Site Inventory: USGS Groundwater Data for Georgia.” waterdata.usgs.gov. United States Geological Survey, 

National Water Information System: Web Interface, n.d. Web.
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Private wells may not be accounted for in the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) well database or on the USGS Digital 
Environmental Atlas of GA18; as a result there is a possibility that additional wells may be located in the vicinity of 
the project that are not described in this document.  A public comment received during the public involvement 
process, indicated the concern for the maintenance and preservation of the Eagle Chase subdivision drinking well 
during the blasting phase of the construction process.  The response noted that there are provisions in the construction 
contract which would require the protection of drinking wells and other resources on private property in the proposed 
project area.  In the event that any damage occurs to private property as a result of any blasting associated with the 
proposed project, the owner would be fairly compensated. The proposed project area passes through an area of low 
ground water pollution susceptibility.  The proposed project area does not pass through a groundwater recharge area 
(Georgia’s Groundwater Recharge Areas, Georgia Geologic Survey, produced by the Department of Community 
Affairs [DCA]).  The Digital Environmental Atlas of GA19 and the Georgia Geologic Survey indicate that the 
proposed project does not pass through a probable area of thick soils.  There is a probable area of thick soils located 
east of the proposed corridor between Mountain City and Dillard on the east side of the Stekoa River (See Figure 9: 
Groundwater Recharge Area/Probable Area of Thick Soils).  According to the Georgia DCA Guidelines (2000) for 
local governments to identify areas of thick soils, “the state has tested several of these areas [of thick soils] and all 
tested areas have proven to be recharge areas.”  The Georgia DCA mandates that local governments with significant 
groundwater recharge resources within their jurisdiction adopt and implement a groundwater recharge protection 
ordinance mirrored after the GA DNR standards.  These standards include the “establishment of minimum lot size 
limitations for new homes and new mobile home parks served by septic tank/drain field systems; the use of 
agricultural waste impoundment sites; and secondary containment for above-ground chemical or petroleum storage 
tanks with a minimum of 660 gallons.”  According to the Rabun County Comprehensive Plan, two small areas of 
groundwater recharge are located within the county and should consider and adopt regulations at least as stringent as 
those outlines by GA DNR, due to the greater vulnerability of these areas to pollution of ground water from the 
surface or near surface activities of man.

Indirect Effects

The proposed project is not anticipated to precipitate substantial new development along the corridor which could 
result in indirect effects to the groundwater in the project area.  The proposed project passes through an area of low 
ground water pollution susceptibility and does not pass through any significant groundwater recharge areas; therefore, 
it is not reasonably foreseeable that the water quality would be indirectly impacted as a result of the proposed project.  
A groundwater recharge area is situated approximately 670 feet to the east of the SR 15/US 441 corridor 
encompassing an area around the convergence of Blacks Branch with the Little Tennessee River and predominantly 
covering land to the south and east of this convergence.  

Cumulative Effects

As development continues in the area, cumulative impacts could occur to groundwater recharge and quality.  With 
increases in impervious surface area, more runoff occurs, thereby decreasing water infiltration into the ground to 
recharge the aquifer or groundwater table.  With increased development and human traffic in an area there is an 

                                                      
18 “Digital Environmental Atlas of Georgia.” ga-ims.er.usgs.gov. United States Geological Survey, n.d. Web.
19 Ibid. 



Page 70

Draft Environmental Assessment 

increased possibility of contaminant introduction.  The increase in the impervious surface as a result of the roadway 
is minimal versus the overall land area and that which would be introduced by future growth. Although the proposed 
project passes through an area of low ground water pollution susceptibility, it does not pass through any significant 
groundwater recharge areas.  It is reasonably foreseeable that the water quality would be cumulatively impacted as a
result of the proposed project, however these impacts are expected in association with area growth regardless of the 
proposed road construction being completed.

Conclusion

The proposed project would not have substantial direct, indirect or cumulative impacts to surface water or 
groundwater.  In accordance with the Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) and current GDOT practices, mitigation 
credits will be withdrawn from a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) approved commercial mitigation bank or 
the use of a mitigation bank owned or developed by the GDOT. As the area becomes more urbanized, impervious 
surfaces may reduce groundwater recharge, but there is no evidence suggesting this may be a problem in the 
reasonably foreseeable future.  



Page 71

Draft Environmental Assessment 

B. Waters of the US 

The proposed project corridor has been surveyed with respect to involvement with Waters of the U.S. as required by 
the provisions of Executive Order 1199020 and subsequent federal regulations.  The Description of Jurisdictional 
Wetlands and Wetland Mitigation Plan (May 1994); the Ecology Assessment of Streams, Stream Buffers, Migratory 
Bird Habitat, Essential Fish Habitat, and Invasive Species (June 2004); the Addendum to Approved Ecology 
Assessment/Description of Jurisdictional Wetlands, Non-Wetlands, Waters of the U.S. and Protected Species Survey
(December 2010); and the Revised Addendum (#2) to the Ecology Assessment/Description of Jurisdictional Wetlands, 
Non-Wetland Waters of the U.S. and Protected Species (October 2015) were completed for the proposed US 441 
project in Rabun County and are all on file at the GDOT Office of Environmental Services.   

Wetlands and Streams 

Jurisdictional Waters of the US are defined by 33 CFR Part 328.3(b) and are protected by Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act (33 USC 1344), which is administered by the USACE.  Field surveys for wetlands were conducted in June 
1992 and documented in the Description of Jurisdictional Wetlands and Wetland Mitigation Plan.  Subsequent field 
surveys were conducted in May 2003, May 2009, December 2010, July 2015, and September 2015.  As a result of 
these assessments there were 25 perennial streams, 27 intermittent streams, 2 ephemeral drainages, 9 wetlands and 2 
open waters documented within the project corridor (Table 14). The results of these reports and subsequent addendum 
are summarized below. The Preferred Alternative for the proposed improvements was designed to avoid and/or 
minimize impacts to jurisdictional waters of the U.S. crossed by the existing or proposed roadway, and that were
located outside of the construction limits, but within the existing and/or proposed ROW.  Where possible, 
jurisdictional wetlands and streams will be designated as an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) and bottomless 
culverts will be considered where existing culverts are completely replaced.  Where feasible, slopes associated with 
roadway shoulder have been increased (steepened) to minimize impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and streams.

                                                      
20 “Executive Order 11990: Protection of wetlands.” archives.gov. Presidential Documents, May 24, 1977. Web.

Definitions for Wetland and Open Water, and Stream Tables:

Label – Abbreviated name/numbering system assigned to each identified Water of the U.S.
Stream Type –  
o Perennial (P)
o Intermittent (I)

Station # - numbering system used to delineate the roadway improvements on the design drawings
FWCA – denotes requirement for consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) under the Fish 
and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA)
Protected Species Habitat – indicates if resource provides potential habitat for protected species
Permanent impacts – impacts that result from placement of permanent fill within a resource
Temporary impacts – impacts that result from clearing for construction or placement of temporary fill; the 
resource would be expected to return to this current state following construction
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Wetlands

An assessment of Jurisdictional Waters of the US was completed and wetland locations were determined using the 
1987 USACE Wetlands Delineation Manual.21  Table 14 provides a summary of wetlands, ephemeral streams, and 
open waters (ponds) identified within the proposed project area and assessed for impacts by the proposed US 441 
project improvements.  The wetland sites displayed the characteristics required for wetland definition as given in the 
1987 USACE Wetlands Delineation Manual: 

 1) prevalence of hydrophytic vegetation 
 2) hydric soils 
 3) permanent or periodic inundation or saturation. 

Table 14: Summary of Wetland/Ephemeral Stream/Open Water Resources in the Project Corridor

Label Resource Type Buffer Protected 
Species Habitat

Station # Impact 
Type

Impact Area 
(acre)*

Begin End T P
W1b Wetland No No 106+40 106+40 N/A 0.00 0.00
W3a Wetland No No 152+91 154+50 N/A 0.00 0.00
W5b Wetland No No 169+50 169+53 N/A 0.00 0.00
S5c Ephemeral Stream Yes No 169+37 170+00 N/A 0.00 0.00
W12c Wetland No No 225+89 226+89 N/A 0.00 0.00
W15b Wetland No No 271+89 273+61 N/A 0.00 0.00
P18 Pond Yes No 331+29 333+00 N/A 0.00 0.00
S19 Ephemeral Stream Yes No 332+90 334+53 piping 0.00 0.009
W21a Wetland No No 361+80 364+47 fill/clear 0.09 0.13
W21d Wetland No No 368+17 375+53 N/A 0.00 0.00
P23 Pond Yes No 383+74 389+40 N/A 0.00 0.00
W24f Wetland No No 430+50 431+45 N/A 0.00 0.00

S25a Ephemeral Stream Yes No 459+50 459+50
culvert 

extension 
(ext.)

0.00 0.0004

W26c Wetland No No 482+66 492+10 fill 0.00 0.25
W26d Wetland No No 484+85 492+78 N/A 0.00 0.00

Total Impacts 0.09 0.39
* T: Temporary impact; P: Permanent impact

Streams 

A summary of the Non-Wetland Waterbodies – Streams is found in Table 15. All streams are identified on the Waters 
of the U.S. Location Map, Figure 10. Of the documented streams, 13 perennial streams and seven intermittent streams 
would be impacted by the proposed project.  In addition, 16 stream buffers associated with identified resources would 
be impacted.  Summarized descriptions from Ecology Addendum #2 of only those resources, which would be 
impacted by the proposed project are included below. Streams 3d, 11, 14c, 16, and 16b will require coordination 
under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1934 (as amended), (FWCA). FWCA coordination is required for 
impacts at Streams 3d and 14c because the streams would be relocated. FWCA coordination is required for impacts 
at Streams 11, 16, and 16b because more than 100 linear feet of stream would be impacted at each of these locations. 

                                                      
21 Wetlands Research Program. “U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual.” wetlands.com. Environmental 

Laboratory, Department of the Army, January 1987. Web.
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Table 15: Summary of Non-Wetland Waters of the U.S. - Streams

Label Type1 Station # SBV FWCA 
Protected 

Species 
Habitat

DNR
Trout 

Stream2

303(d) 
Listed 
Stream

Impact 
Type

Channel Impact 
Length

(ft)
Area
(acre)

S1/2 P 103 + 00 Yes No No 1 Yes N/A - -
S1a I 103 + 68 Yes No No 1 Yes N/A - -
S3 P 14 + 45 No No No 1 No N/A - -
S3b I 154 + 44 No No No 1 No Culvert ext 50.0 0.003
S3c I 155 + 64 No No No 1 No Culvert ext 79.0 0.005

S3d I 155 + 65 No Yes No 1 No Stream 
relocation 38.0 0.002

S3e P 161 + 87 No No No 1 No Culvert ext 68.0 0.01
S4 P 162 + 50 No No No 1 Yes N/A - -
S5 P 168 + 00 No No No 1 No N/A - -
S5a I 168 + 28 Yes No No 1 No N/A - -
S6 P 162 + 50 Yes No No 1 Yes N/A - -
S7 P 182 + 40 Yes No No 1 No N/A - -
S7a P 184 + 65 No No No 1 No N/A - -
S8 P 185 + 84 No No No 1 No Culvert ext 30.0 0.006
S9 P 189 + 24 No No No 1 No N/A - -
S9a I 12 + 22 No No No 1 No N/A - -
S10 P 12 + 21 Yes No No 1 No N/A - -
S10a I 198 + 67 No No No 1 No N/A - -
S11 P 209 + 08 No Yes No 1 No Culvert ext 121.0 0.02
S11a I 12 + 93 No No No 1 No N/A - -
S11b I 12 + 92 No No No 1 No N/A - -
S11c I 210 + 17 No No No 1 No N/A - -
S11d I 211 + 85 No No No 1 No N/A - -
S12 P 213 + 24 Yes No No 1 No N/A - -
S12a I 12 + 14 No No No 1 No N/A - -
S12b I 13 + 87 No No No 1 No N/A - -
S12d I 229 + 00 No No No 1 No Culvert ext 48.0 0.002
S13 P 241 + 65 Yes No No 1 No Culvert ext 52.0 0.006
S13a P 241 + 92 No No No 1 No Culvert ext 76.0 0.008
S13b P 244 + 23 No No No 1 No N/A - -
S14 P 249 + 46 No No No 1 No Culvert ext 60.0 0.009
S14a I 249 + 46 No No No 1 No Culvert ext 44.0 0.003
S14b P 248 + 31 No No No 1 No N/A - -

S14c I 249 + 60 No Yes No 1 No Stream 
relocation 20.0 0.001

S15 I 268 + 23 Yes No Yes 1 No N/A - -
S15a P 261 + 00 Yes No No 1 No N/A - -
S16 P 279 + 20 Yes Yes Yes 1 No Culvert ext 116.0 0.19
S16b P 293 + 64 No Yes No 1 No New culvert 117.0 0.03
S17 P 292 + 05 No No Yes 2 No N/A - -
S19 I 334 + 53 No No Yes 1 No Culvert ext 30.0 0.003
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Table 15: Summary of Non-Wetland Waters of the U.S. - Streams

Label Type1 Station # SBV FWCA 
Protected 

Species 
Habitat

DNR
Trout 

Stream2

303(d) 
Listed 
Stream

Impact 
Type

Channel Impact 
Length

(ft)
Area
(acre)

S20 I 334 + 53 No No Yes 1 No N/A - -
S21 P 343 + 28 No No Yes 1 No Culvert ext 93.0 0.020
S21b I 364 + 70 No No Yes 1 No N/A - -
S21c I 367+53 No No Yes 1 No N/A - -
S22 P 382+67 No No Yes 1 No Culvert ext 40.0 0.004
S24 P 400+00 No No Yes 1 No N/A - -
S24a P 401+53 No No Yes 1 No N/A - -
S24b I 14+00 Yes No Yes 1 No N/A - -
S24c I 428+24 No No Yes 1 No N/A - -
S24d P 431+75 Yes No Yes 1 No N/A - -
S24e I 14+52 No No Yes 1 No N/A - -
S25 P 454+68 No No Yes 1 No Culvert ext 88.0 0.01
S25a I 459+50 No No No 1 No N/A - -
S25b P 466+00 No No Yes 1 No Culvert ext 90.0 0.004
S26 P 492+33 No No Yes 1 No Culvert ext 72.0 0.02
S26a I 491+64 No No Yes 1 No N/A - -
S26b I 490+00 No No Yes 1 No N/A - -
S27 P 492+00 No No Yes 2 Yes N/A - -

TOTAL IMPACTS 1,332 0.36
1 P-Perennial; I-Intermittent                                            2 1-Primary Trout Stream; 2-Secondary Trout Stream

State Waters

State waters are defined by the official Code of Georgia 12-7-1 and protected by the Georgia Erosion and 
Sedimentation Control Act of 1975. All of the waters of the U.S. described above are also state waters of Georgia.  
Forty-three (43) additional state waters (eight perennial streams, twenty-three (23) intermittent streams, two 
ephemeral drainages, and ten wetlands) were identified within or adjacent to the proposed project corridor during the 
December 2010 survey. In addition, twenty-three (23) waters (seventeen perennial streams, four intermittent streams, 
and two open waters) were identified that had been previously described by the 2011 Addendum. The non-ephemeral 
waters identified are designated as primary trout streams in the most recent version of the Georgia Water Quality 
Control Act. Please refer to the Ecology Reports on file at GDOT Office of Environmental Services for more 
information about state waters of Georgia and mandated buffers.  

All of the perennial and intermittent streams north of the City of Clayton are considered to be primary trout water by 
the GA DNR, with the exception of the Little Tennessee River north of SR 15/US 441, which has been designated as 
a secondary trout stream. The GDOT is allowed a roadway drainage exemption for culverts (50 feet) and bridges 
(100 feet) to allow for impacts to stream buffer.  
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Impacts to the 50-foot buffer of fifteen (15) perennial streams (S3e, S7a, S8, S9, S11, S13, S13a, S14, S16, S16b, 
S21, S22, S25, S25b, and S26), seven (7) intermittent streams (S3b, S3c, S3d, S12d, S14a, S14c, and S19), and two 
ephemeral streams (S19 (ephemeral portion) and S25a), lie entirely within the roadway drainage structure buffer 
exemption area and thus do not require a stream buffer variance.  Impacts to the 50-foot buffer of four (4) perennial 
streams [Stekoa Creek (S1, S6, S7, S10, and S12), S15a, S16, and S24d), six (6) intermittent streams (S1a, S5a, S15, 
S19, S24b, and S25a), one ephemeral stream (S5c), and two ponds (P18 and P23) would require a buffer variance. 
Stream buffer variance requests will be filed with the GA EPD of the GA DNR.  
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C. Floodplains

Direct Effects

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has produced Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMS), which 
identify the 100 year flood level for Rabun County and its municipalities.  The cities of Clayton, Mountain City and 
Dillard all have flood hazard areas identified within their jurisdictions and are enrolled in the national flood insurance 
program.  A survey of the project corridor for floodplains as required by the provisions of Executive Order 11988 
has identified encroachments on the floodplains established for Stekoa Creek, Blacks Creek, Little Tennessee River, 
Jerry Brook, Betty Creek, Lamb Creek, and an unnamed tributary to the Little Tennessee River approximately 200 
feet south of the intersection of CR 262/Forest Service Road and SR 15/US 441 (see Figures 11a-h: FEMA Map).  
Construction of the project could require the placement of fill material in these floodplains.  The project design and 
construction would comply with NFIP standards as required for Guidelines set forth in the June 27, 1982 FEMA 
memorandum on “Procedures for Coordinating Highway Encroachments on Floodplains.”22 The project would not 
represent a significant risk to life or property; it would not have a significant impact on natural and beneficial 
floodplain values; it would not support incompatible floodplain development; and it would not interrupt or terminate 
a transportation facility which is needed for emergency vehicles or provides a community's only evacuation route.

The GA DNR has been notified of the project's potential involvement with floodplains as part of the early 
coordination process [see Appendix A-1, Early Coordination Letters: letter from Harvey Keepler (GDOT) to Collis 
Brown (GA DNR, Floodplain Management Office)].  Procedures for Coordinating Highway Encroachments on 
Floodplains with the FEMA are being followed, and the GA DNR has been notified of the project's potential 
involvement with floodplains as part of the early coordination process in the same letter. No further coordination is 
required since there will be no regulatory floodway impacts associated with the proposed project. 

Indirect Effects

According to the Rabun County Comprehensive Plan (2005-2025), Clayton, Mountain City, Dillard and Rabun 
County have floodplain management ordinances.  These ordinances limit development within the 100 year floodplain 
only to uses appropriate for floodplains.  The existence of flood maps and floodplain management ordinances help to 
steer improper uses away from floodplains, thereby reducing the risk of floodplain damage, danger and public and 
private losses.  Indirect impacts to floodplains are not anticipated and future development within the floodplains 
would be regulated by the local floodplain ordinances.  

Cumulative Effects

Commercial and residential growth that could impact floodplains in the area is regulated by Rabun County and the 
municipalities of Clayton, Mountain City and Dillard’s floodplain ordinances.  Any potential action associated with 
the proposed project that could result in floodplain impacts would be regulated by the local floodplain ordinances.  
Therefore, it is not anticipated that this project would result in cumulative effects to floodplains in the area.  

                                                      
22 “Memorandum: Procedures for Coordinating Highway Encroachments on Floodplains within the Federal Emergency 

Management Agency (FEMA).” flood.org. U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration and Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, June 25, 1982. Web.
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Figure 11a: FEMA Map

SR 15/US 441 Widening from CS 500/Clayburn Road to the North Carolina State Line
Project No. EDS00-0441-00(028)   /  P.I. #: 122090
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Figure 11b: FEMA Map

SR 15/US 441 Widening from CS 500/Clayburn Road to the North Carolina State Line
Project No. EDS00-0441-00(028)   /  P.I. #: 122090
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Figure 11c: FEMA Map

SR 15/US 441 Widening from CS 500/Clayburn Road to the North Carolina State Line 
Project No. EDS00-0441-00(028)   /  P.I. #: 122090
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Figure 11d: FEMA Map

SR 15/US 441 Widening from CS 500/Clayburn Road to the North Carolina State Line
Project No. EDS00-0441-00(028)   /  P.I. #: 122090
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Figure 11e: FEMA Map

SR 15/US 441 Widening from CS 500/Clayburn Road to the North Carolina State Line
Project No. EDS00-0441-00(028)   /  P.I. #: 122090
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Figure 11f: FEMA Map

SR 15/US 441 Widening from CS 500/Clayburn Road to the North Carolina State Line
Project No. EDS00-0441-00(028)   /  P.I. #: 122090
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Figure 11g: FEMA Map

SR 15/US 441 Widening from CS 500/Clayburn Road to the North Carolina State Line
Project No. EDS00-0441-00(028)   /  P.I. #: 122090
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Figure 11h: FEMA Map

SR 15/US 441 Widening from CS 500/Clayburn Road to the North Carolina State Line 
Project No. EDS00-0441-00(028)   /  P.I. #: 122090
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D. Farmland

The project is being developed in compliance with provisions of the Farmland Protection Policy Act.  In accordance 
with 7 CFR, Part 658, criteria have been applied to determine effects to farmland.  The project is compatible with the 
provisions of the Farmland Protection Policy Act.  

Direct Effects

The project would displace approximately 157 acres of farmland, which represent about 52.7 percent of the total 
required ROW.  Approximately 78 acres are classified as prime farmland by the Natural Resources Conservation 
Service (NRCS).  However, the site assessment criteria score and the results of coordination with the NRCS indicate 
that the total farmland impact rating would be 117 on the CPA-106 form [See Appendix A-2, Early Coordination 
Responses: letter from Jim Lathem (NRCS) to Collin Lane (Kennedy Engineering and Associates Group, LLC), dated 
November 23, 2009 and Appendix A-1, Correspondence: completed CPA-106 Form dated November 30, 2009].
Since the total farmland impact rating is less than 160 point impact rating threshold as set by NRCS, no additional 
alternatives need to be examined on the basis of farmland effects.   

Indirect Effects

Indirect effects as a result of project construction may occur to the agricultural areas as the improved roadway spurs 
residential and commercial development. Neighborhoods and shopping center developments may require large 
amounts of land for construction.  This land would possibly be acquired from the adjacent farmland along the project 
corridor, reducing the amount of cropland in the project area.  However, the conversion of land use in Rabun County 
from agricultural/rural to non-agricultural use has been occurring for the last several decades and the corridor has 
been a primary area of development within the county due to the existing transportation infrastructure and the large 
amount of public land in other areas of Rabun County restricting development to certain locales.  The future land use 
plan depicts growth along the corridor and suggests that future development would occur regardless of the proposed 
widening project, and as mentioned before, especially since the SR 15/US 441 corridor is one of the limited areas for 
development in the county.  Therefore, while farmland may be lost as a direct and/or indirect result of the proposed 
project, the area lost would be small in relation to the amount already accounted for by land planners in future growth
plans in the Comprehensive Plan for Rabun County and its municipalities.   

Cumulative Effects 

One cumulative effect identified along the proposed project corridor is that throughout the state of Georgia, US 441 
is a GRIP corridor, as mentioned above in Section I. Need and Purpose.  The widening of US 441 from Florida to 
North Carolina in order to spur economic growth and facilitate the traffic of goods and services, would ultimately 
affect segments of the US 441 corridor, including this proposed project between the city of Clayton and the Georgia-
North Carolina state line.  Cumulative development and growth along adjacent segments have and would be expected 
to continue to put pressure on natural resources, such as farmlands in the direct vicinity of the corridor.  



Page 104

Draft Environmental Assessment 



Page 105

Draft Environmental Assessment 
According to the Georgia Land Use Trends23 data compiled by the University of Georgia, land classified as “row 
crops and pasture” in Rabun County declined approximately 41 percent between 1974 (12,656 acres) and 2005 (7,462 
acres).  A 9.5 percent decrease in deciduous and evergreen forest occurred from 1974 (219,808 acres) to 2005 
(200,784 acres).  Conversely, the county experienced an upward trend in the acreage associated with low and high 
intensity urban land cover increasing from 2,345 acres to 15,415 acres (657% increase) and 80 acres to 469 acres 
(586% increase), respectively.  See Figures 12 and 13: Rabun County 1974 Land Distribution Pie Chart Rabun County 
2005 Land Distribution Pie Chart.   

Rabun County’s farmlands have experienced a decline over the last 35 years as shown by the University of Georgia 
data.  The prevalence of farmlands within Rabun County is concentrated along the US 441 corridor.  According to 
the Rabun County Comprehensive Plan (2005-2025), prime agricultural lands are located in the stream valleys and 
on gentle slopes adjacent to floodplains.  These locations coincide with prime developable lands. The Rabun County 
Comprehensive Plan (2005-2025) notes that Rabun County has benefited from an informal network of seasonal
produce markets, wineries and plant nurseries.  It suggests that while these activities are growing, other agricultural 
segments face pressures to convert the value of the land to development.  The comprehensive plan sets forth the 
objective: “Encourage and assist in the preservation of agricultural land and sound agricultural activities.”

Four action items are discussed: 
1. encourage farmland preservation policies and programs, including local education on the economic value 

of preserving farmland and agricultural practices; 
2. update and revise local ordinances that would encourage preservation and safeguarding of agricultural 

lands in Rabun County and Cities;  
3. work with local farmers and landowners to create and promote agri-tourism; and  
4. work with the Georgia Department of Economic Development to promote the wine industry within Rabun 

County.   

Additionally, the comprehensive plan recommends offering incentives to farmers, such as updating existing tax 
incentives, or providing protection from nuisance lawsuits in order to protect agricultural lands within the County.  
The proposed widening of the roadway could increase development pressures along the corridor; however, 
cumulative impacts have already occurred and would be expected to occur given the existing development pressures 
on farmland.   

Therefore, farmland would be lost regardless of the proposed project implementation. The quantity of said potential 
loss, in comparison to and in combination with past and expected future growth along the corridor, would be 
comparable.   

E. Threatened and Endangered Species

Threatened and endangered species surveys were conducted in May-June 2003, January 2006, May 2009, December 
2010, and during the summers of 2012-2014 and later documented in the Bog Turtle Survey Report (2003); Ecology 
Assessment of Streams, Stream Buffers, Migratory Bird Habitat, Essential Fish Habitat, and Invasive Species (2004); 
Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat Assessment (2006); Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat 
Assessment Report (2006); Aquatic Protected Species Survey Report (2010); Addendum to Approved Ecology 
                                                      
23 “Georgia Land Use Trends.” narsal.uga.edu. Natural Resources Spatial Analysis Laboratory College of Agricultural and 

Environmental Sciences University of Georgia, n.d. Online at <http://narsal.uga.edu/glut.html>.
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Report (2010); Addendum #2 to Approved Ecology Report (2015) which included surveying into North Carolina;
and the Biological Assessment of Effects on the Endangered Indiana Bat and the Proposed-Endangered Northern 
Long-eared Bat (2015). All referenced reports are on file at the GDOT Office of Environmental Services.  Protected 
species within Macon County, North Carolina were also evaluated given approximately 875 linear feet of the project 
corridor extends into North Carolina.  A list of federal and state-protected species known to occur in Rabun County, 
Georgia and Macon County, North Carolina occurs in Table 16 below. The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA)
requires federal agencies, in consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and/or the NOAA Fisheries Service, 
to ensure that actions they authorize, fund, or carry out are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any 
listed species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat of such species. In 
compliance with Section 7 of the ESA, GDOT must identify the presence of threatened and endangered species and 
their designated critical habitat while evaluating project impacts.  Results of the ecological surveys listed above have 
been coordinated with the USFWS and review comments were received November 16, 2015. Addendum #2 will be 
revised, a Biological Assessment will be coordinated with the USFWS for potential impacts to the Indiana Bat and 
the Northern Long-eared Bat, and Section 7 Consultation will continue as the environmental process moves forward.       

F. Federal and State Species Information

Through the series of threated and endangered species habitat assessments, wetland mitigation plans, ecological and 
biological assessments, several federal and state-protected species listed in Section E: Threatened and Endangered 
Species, federal and state-protected species were identified within the Project Study area (Table 16).  For a full 
descriptions of all federal and state-protected species and effects recommendations are included in the aforementioned 
reports on file at the GDOT Office of Environmental Services. 

G. Migratory Bird Habitat

As directed under Executive Order 1318624, in furtherance of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703-711), 
actions must be taken to avoid or minimize impacts to migratory bird resources and to prevent or abate the detrimental 
alteration of the environment for the benefit of migratory birds, as practicable.

The GDOT assesses potential impacts to migratory birds that may result from the fragmentation of large tracts of 
contiguous habitat.  In addition, for projects on which bridges, culverts, or pipes may be reconstructed or demolished,
the GDOT surveys for the nests of birds such as barn swallow (Hirundo rustica), cliff swallow (H. pyrrhonota), and 
Eastern phoebe (Sayornis phoebe).  The field activities included surveying for nesting bird habitat beneath existing 
culvert structures, bridges and pipes.  No birds were observed nesting under bridges and culverts; however, the field 
visits were conducted outside the nesting season and water levels and flows precluded thorough examination of some 
structures.  Two bird species identified under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act were observed or heard within the project 
area during May 2003 field activities.

The proposed project would not further fragment or encroach upon a large mature tract of forest or other vegetative 
communities within the project area.  The project would have minimal effect on migratory bird species utilizing the 
communities surrounding the project corridor due to the limited land that would be impacted and the existing 
disturbance to these communities.  The project would not alter the composition of the communities adjacent to the 
proposed improvements.  Soil disturbance and the slight disturbance to the vegetative communities could attract 
                                                      
24 “Executive Order 13186: Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds.” archives.gov. Presidential 

Documents, January 10, 2001. Web.
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predators, nest parasites, and invasive plant species into areas adjacent to the project limits, but available foraging 
and nesting habitat for bird species requiring large forested tracts and other vegetative communities would not be 
affected.  

During the field survey in May 2009, barn swallows (Hirundo rustica) were observed flying under and from under 
the SR 15/US 441 Bridge crossing the Little Tennessee River (see Stream 17 on Figure 10 Waters of the US Location 
Map page 4 of 7) and the SR 15/US 441 Bridge crossing Betty Creek (see Stream 24 on Figure 10 Waters of the US 
Location Map page 6 of 7).   Modification to or construction adjacent to the existing bridges should be conducted in 
accordance with Special Provision 107.23G, which requires bridge removal or modification of existing bridges to 
take place outside of the breeding and nesting season of the migratory bird species that may utilize the bridge 
structures for nesting or that netting (or an exclusionary barrier) be installed to prevent nesting beneath the bridge.   
Typically the nesting period for migratory bird species begins April 1 and ends August 31. The proposed project will 
have no significant impact on migratory bird species if SP 107.23G is followed.    
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H. Invasive Species

In accordance with Executive Order 1311225, a survey for populations of invasive plant species (see Table 17,
Invasive Plant Species Occurring along the Project Corridor) that may be spread during construction was conducted 
for this project.  Invasive species surveys were conducted during the ecological assessments as reported in the 
Ecology Assessment of Streams, Stream Buffers, Migratory Bird Habitat, Essential Fish Habitat, and Invasive 
Species (2004); Addendum to Approved Ecology Report (2010); and Addendum #2 to Approved Ecology Report 
(2012). These reports are on file at the GDOT Office of Environmental Services.  The surveys were conducted for 
invasive plant species identified by GDOT as having the highest priority due to environmental and economic impacts 
caused by those species.  Both the selected species and the management practices specified will be re-evaluated and 
revised appropriately as more information is obtained. A list of invasive plant species known to occur in Rabun 
County, Georgia and Macon County, North Carolina occurs in Table 18 below.  

Table 17: Invasive Species Occurring within the Project Survey Area
Species Common Name
Ligustrum sinense Chinese privet
Hedera helix English ivy
Ligustrum vulgare European privet
Lonicera japonica Japanese honeysuckle
Pueraria montana Kudzu
Rosa multiflora Multiflora rose
Ailanthus altissima Tree-of-heaven

GDOT will take measures during project construction to prevent or minimize the spread of these species as 
appropriate for the time of the year.  These measures will include removal and disposal of vegetative parts in the soil 
that may reproduce by root, raking prior to moving the soil, burning on-site any such parts and aboveground parts 
that bear fruit, controlling or eradicating infestations prior to construction, and cleaning of vehicles and other 
equipment prior to leaving infested sites.  The measures used will be those which are appropriate for the particular 
species and the specific site conditions that exist within the project as described in the Georgia Standard Specifications 
Section 201, Clearing and Grubbing of Right-of-Way.

                                                      
25 “Executive Order 13112: Invasive Species.” archives.gov. Presidential Documents, February 3, 1999; amended by E.O. 

13286 on February 28, 2003. Web.
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V. Effects on the Physical Environment

A. Climate Change

The issue of global climate change is an important national and global concern that is being addressed in several ways 
by the federal government.  The Transportation sector is the second largest source of total greenhouse gas emissions 
(GHG) in the U.S. and the largest source of CO2 emissions – the predominant GHG.  In 2004, the transportation 
sector was responsible for 31% of all U.S. CO2 emissions.  The principal anthropogenic (human-made) source of 
carbon emissions is the combustion of fossil fuels, which account for approximately 80 percent of anthropogenic 
emissions of carbon worldwide.  Almost all (98%) of transportation-sector emissions result from the consumption of 
petroleum products such as motor gasoline, diesel fuel, jet fuel, and residual fuel.  

To date, no national standards have been established regarding greenhouse gases, nor has EPA established criteria or 
thresholds for greenhouse gas emissions.  On April 2, 2007, the Supreme Court issued a decision in Massachusetts et 
al v. Environmental Protection Agency et al that the USEPA does have authority under the Clean Air Act to establish 
motor vehicle emissions standards for CO2 emissions.  The USEPA is currently determining the implications to
national policies and programs as a result of the Supreme Court decision.  However, the Court’s decision did not have 
any direct implications on requirements for developing transportation projects.  

Recognizing these concerns, FHWA is working with other modal administrations through the Department of 
Transportation Center for Climate Change and Environmental Forecasting to develop strategies to reduce 
transportation’s contribution to greenhouse gases – particularly CO2 emissions – and to assess the risks to 
transportation systems and services from climate changes.

Because climate change is a global issue and the emissions changes due to project alternatives are very small 
compared to global totals, greenhouse gas emissions were not calculated for the alternatives considered.  FHWA does 
not believe it is informative at this point to consider greenhouse gas emissions in a project level NEPA document. 
The climate impacts of CO2 emissions are global in nature.  Further, due to the interactions between elements of the 
transportation system as a whole, emissions analyses would be less informative than ones conducted at regional, state, 
or national levels.  Because of these concerns, CO2 emissions cannot be usefully calculated in this document in the 
same way that other vehicle emissions are addressed.   As more information emerges and as policies and legal 
requirements evolve, approaches to climate change at both the project and policy level will be reviewed and updated.

B. Noise

In compliance with 23 USC Section 109(h) and (i), the Federal Highway Administration 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 (CFR), 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 EPA has been completed.  The noise assessment has been prepared in accordance with 23 CFR Part 772, was 
approved by GDOT and submitted to FHWA August 4, 2010 [see Appendix A-3, Report Coordination: letter from 
Glen Bowman (GDOT) to Rodney Barry (FHWA) dated August 13, 2010].  An amendment to the Noise Assessment 
was completed and transmitted to FHWA on October 27, 2015 (see Appendix A-3, Report Coordination: letter from 
Hiral Patel (GDOT) to Rodney Barry (FHWA) dated October 27, 2015).  The Noise Impact Assessments (2005 and 
2010) and Addendum (2015) are on file at the GDOT Office of Environmental Services.  
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The noise assessment documents the results of a noise analysis completed for the proposed project, in order to:
a. Provide baseline noise levels that will be used in determining project impact.  
b. Predict the effects that the proposed project would have on the noise environment.  
c. Identify impacted locations where noise abatement is feasible and reasonable and likely to be included in the 

project and locations where impacts will occur and abatement is not feasible and reasonable.

Noise considerations are part of the planning, design and construction of all federal-aid projects. 23 CFR 772 defines 
traffic noise impacts as “impacts which occur when the future predicted traffic noise levels approach or exceed the 
Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC), or when the future predicted traffic noise levels substantially exceed the existing 
noise levels.” 

Direct Effects

The GDOT defines a noise impact as occurring when design-year build noise levels approach or exceed the NAC 
thresholds listed in Table 18 or when predicted design-year build noise levels result in a substantial noise level 
increase over existing noise levels.  The GDOT considers approach levels as 1 decibel (dBA) less than the noise 
levels shown in Table 18 and defines a substantial noise level increase as being 15 dBA or greater than existing noise 
levels.

Table 18: Number of Receptors Exceeding the NAC by Activity Category 
NAC/Threshold NAC Description Existing No-Build Build

A - 57 (Exterior) 

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary 
significance and serve an important public need and where the 
preservation of those qualities is essential if the area is to continue 
to serve its intended purpose.

N/A N/A N/A

B – 67 (Exterior) Residential 20 25 25

C – 67 (Exterior) 

Active sport areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums, campgrounds, 
cemeteries, day care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical 
facilities, parks, picnic areas, places of worship, playgrounds, 
public meeting rooms, public or nonprofit institutional structures, 
radio studios, recording studios, recreation areas, Section 4(f) 
sites, schools, television studios, trails, and trail crossings.

3 4 4

D – 52 (Interior) 

Auditoriums, day care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical 
facilities, places of worship, public meeting rooms, public or 
nonprofit institutional structures, radio studios, recording studios, 
schools, and television studios

N/A N/A N/A

E – 72 (Exterior) Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/bars, and other developed 
lands, properties, or activities not included in A-D or F N/A N/A N/A

F (Not Noise 
Sensitive, No 

Threshold)

Agriculture, airports, bus yards, emergency services, industrial, 
logging, maintenance facilities, manufacturing, mining, rail 
yards, retail facilities, shipyards, utilities (water resources, water 
treatment, electrical), and warehousing

N/A N/A N/A

G (Not Noise 
Sensitive, No 

Threshold)

Undeveloped lands that are not permitted
N/A N/A N/A

No receptor sites along the project corridor would experience noise level increases of greater than 15 dBA.  Therefore, 
no receptors are considered impacted based on the substantial increase criterion.
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The construction of this project will result in 9 impacts (representing 29 receptors) by approaching and/or exceeding 
the NAC and no impacts by substantial increase (see Table 19).  The proposed project in the design year would result 
in a 7.0 decibel increase in traffic generated noise.  Existing noise levels range from 49.0 to 68.0 dBA.  The predicted 
no-build noise levels will range from 50.6 to 69.5 dBA.  The predicted build noise levels will range from 55.2 to 69.9 
dBA.  As summarized in Table 19, no abatement measures were found to be reasonable and feasible. Please refer to 
Figure 14 for approximate receptor locations.  Mitigation in the form of noise abatement was determined to be not 
feasible for this project.

Table 19: Summary of Findings 
Impacted 
Receiver #

# of Receptors 
Represented

Property Identification Is Abatement Feasible & 
Reasonable 

Approximate 
cost of abatement

5 4 Old US 441 and File 
Street

Not Feasible due to 
driveway breaks

N/A

7 10 Cross Street and E 
Langston Avenue

Not Feasible due to 
driveway breaks

N/A

8, 8b 7 Between E Langston 
Avenue and Bell Jones 

Not Feasible due to 
driveway breaks

N/A

12-5c 1 John Beck Docking Road 
and Explorer Lane 

Not Feasible due to 
driveway breaks

N/A

15-1 1 Henry Dillard Street and 
Franklin Street

Not Feasible due to 
driveway breaks

N/A

17-1, 17-1c, 17-2 6 Colony Road and Betty’s 
Creek Road

Not Feasible due to 
driveway breaks

N/A
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7 8 8b 12-5c 15-1

17-1c

17-1

17-2

5
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Construction Noise

Although temporary in nature, construction noise can, at times, interfere with day-to-day activities.  23 CFR 772 
requires that sensitive receptors that may be affected by highway construction noise be identified.  Receptors affected 
by highway traffic noise also may be assumed to be affected by construction noise.  

Measures to Minimize Adverse Construction Noise Impacts

Construction equipment would be required to have factory-installed mufflers or their equivalents in good working 
order during the life of the construction contracts, and construction, where feasible, would take place primarily during 
the less noise sensitive daylight hours to avoid impacts during the hours associated with sleep.

Coordination with Local Officials

A copy of the noise analysis report will be provided to the appropriate local officials as part of the NEPA review 
process.  Also, copies of 23 CFR 772 and FHWA publications concerning highway noise and land use control would 
be made available to these officials and agencies, which complies with the requirements of 23 CFR Part 772. 

Indirect Effects

As discussed in Section III.B, Effects on the Social Environment, the proposed SR 15/US 441 roadway improvements 
are not anticipated to cause any additional changes in land use not already accounted for the in the area Future Land 
Use Plans nor are any new developments planned or anticipated to occur as a result of the proposed improvements.  
As such, there are no additional contributors to the corridor noise level expected outside the traffic generated noise 
levels and no indirect noise level effects are anticipated.

Cumulative Effects 

The proposed future land use surrounding the SR 15/US 441 corridor is expected with or without the proposed 
widening project and continued growth within Rabun County is anticipated by county and city officials.  As noted 
above, noise levels are expected to approach or exceed the NAC at 13 of the 45 modeled receptors.  Of these 13 
impacted receptors, eight (61.5 percent) have existing noise levels that approach or exceed the NAC and 10 (77 
percent) would have higher noise levels in the 2041 No-Build scenario than in the 2041 Build scenario.  In other 
words, the majority of these 13 receptors are already being impacted by noise levels generated by traffic on the 
existing roadway facility and would be more greatly impacted by the future traffic projections if no improvements 
were made to the facility.  The increased projections in the No-Build scenario over the Build scenario would be 
attributed to the projected increase in traffic volume sitting idle for longer period of time at signalized intersections 
or in stop-and-go traffic congestion along the corridor due to the lack of improved capacity. -The purpose of this 
project is to infrastructure improvements necessary for economic growth by providing connectivity in rural areas of 
Georgia, opportunities for growth, effective and efficient transportation, and safer travel in rural areas.  In addition, 
the improvements would add capacity, improve access and improve operations along this facility.  The proposed 
project would not result in any reasonably foreseeable cumulative effects to the noise levels within the immediate 
area.
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C. Air

An Air Assessment was prepared for the proposed project and presented determinations for its consistency with state 
and federal air quality goals, including CO, Ozone, PM 2.5 and MSATs as part of this assessment. The Air Quality 
Impact Assessment (2005), Air Assessment Addendum (2010), and Air Assessment Addendum II (2015) are on file 
at the GDOT Office of Environmental Services.  Results indicated that the project is consistent with the State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) for the attainment of clean air quality in Georgia and would comply with both state and 
federal air quality standards.  GDOT approved the Air Assessment Addendum (2010) on September 30, 2010 [see 
Appendix A-3, Report Coordination: e-mail from Alexis John (GDOT) to Lenor Bromberg (Kennedy Engineering 
and Associates Group, LLC) dated October 15, 2010] and transmitted the Air Assessment Addendum II (2015) to 
FHWA for their information on September 29, 2015 (see Appendix A-3, Report Coordination: letter from Hiral Patel 
(GDOT) to Rodney Barry (FHWA) dated September 29, 2015). 

Direct Effects

This project was evaluated for its consistency with state and federal air quality goals.  The 1990 Clean Air Act 
amendments and guidelines, issued by the Environmental Protection Agency, set forth guidelines to be followed by 
agencies responsible for attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).26 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 to the SIP means that transportation activities will not cause new violations of the NAAQS, worsen 
existing violations of the standards, or delay timely attainment of the relevant standard.  In complying with these
guidelines, GDOT has completed an analysis on the effects of the proposed project on air quality and determined that 
the project is consistent with the SIP for attainment of clean air quality in Georgia.  

Ozone

This project is located outside of the ozone non-attainment area.

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

Georgia is in an attainment for CO; however, CO is also a concern in areas where signalized intersections are 
operating at a LOD D, E, or F in the project design year.  The project was evaluated for the potential to result in 
increased CO concentrations in the project area. Based on the LOS estimates it has been determined that this project 
would not increase traffic congestion or increased idle emissions and CO concentrations, therefore; the project is 
consistent with state and federal air quality goals for CO.

PM2.5 Qualitative Analysis

This project is located within a PM2.5 attainment area.  Qualitative PM2.5 assessments are only required for projects 
of air quality concern within the PM2.5 non-attainment area.  Therefore, an assessment is not required.

Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT)

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 

                                                      
26 “National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).” epa.gov. United States Environmental Protection Agency, 1990. Web.
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Analysis in NEPA Documents,”27 the widening of SR 15/US 441 would be classified as a project with low potential 
MSAT Effects. In addition to the criteria air pollutants that must meet the NAAQS, EPA also regulates air toxics.  
Most air toxics originate from human-made sources, including on-road mobile sources, non-road mobile sources 
(e.g., airplanes), area sources (e.g., dry cleaners) and stationary sources (e.g., factories or refineries).

A qualitative analysis provides a basis for identifying and comparing the potential differences among MSAT 
emissions, if any, from the various improvement alternatives.  Because the estimated VMT under each of the design 
year alternatives are the same, it is expected there would be no appreciable difference in overall MSAT emissions 
among the various alternatives.  Also, regardless of the alternative chosen, emissions will likely be lower than present 
levels in the design year as a result of EPA's national control programs that are projected to reduce annual MSAT 
emissions by over 80 percent between 2010 and 2050. Local conditions may differ from these national projections in 
terms of fleet mix and turnover, VMT growth rates, and local control measures. However, the magnitude of the EPA-
projected reductions is so great (even after accounting for VMT growth) that MSAT emissions in the study area are 
likely to be lower in the future in nearly all cases.

The additional travel lanes contemplated as part of the project Preferred Alternative will have the effect of moving 
some traffic closer to nearby homes, schools and businesses; therefore, under the Preferred Alternative there may be 
localized areas where ambient concentrations of MSATs could be higher than the No Build Alternative.  The localized 
increases in MSAT concentrations would likely be most pronounced along the expanded roadway sections of SR 
15/US 441, specifically at the two existing signalized intersections at Kelly Creek Road and SR 246/Glenkaren Road.
However, as discussed above, the magnitude and the duration of these potential increases compared to the No Build 
Alternative cannot be accurately quantified due to the inherent deficiencies of current models.  In sum, when a 
highway is widened and, as a result, moves closer to receptors, the localized level of MSAT emissions for the 
Preferred Alternative could be higher relative to the No Build Alternative, but this could be offset due to increases in 
speeds and reductions in congestion (which are associated with lower MSAT emissions).  Also, MSATs will be lower 
in other locations when traffic shifts away from them.  However, on a regional basis, EPA’s vehicle and fuel 
regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will over time cause substantial reductions that, in almost all cases, will 
cause region-wide MSAT levels to be significantly lower than today.

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

In FHWA's view, information is incomplete or unavailable to 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. EPA is responsible for protecting the public health and welfare from any known or anticipated effect 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 to cause human health effects" (EPA, http://www.epa.gov/ncea/iris/index.html). Each 

                                                      
27 Marchese, April. “INFORMATION: Interim Guidance Update on Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents.” 

fhwa.dot.gov. U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration, September 30, 2009. Web.
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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 HEI 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, http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282) or in the 
future as vehicle emissions substantially decrease (HEI, http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=306).

The methodologies for forecasting health impacts include emissions modeling; dispersion modeling; exposure 
modeling; and then final determination of health impacts - each 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 patterns and vehicle technology (which affects emissions rates) over that time frame, 
since such information is unavailable. 

It is particularly difficult to reliably forecast 70-year lifetime MSAT concentrations and exposure near roadways, and 
to determine the portion of time that people are actually exposed at a specific location; and to establish the extent 
attributable to a proposed action, especially given that some of the information needed is unavailable. 

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 exposure data to the general population, a 
concern expressed by HEI (http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282 ). As a result, there is no national 
consensus on air dose-response values assumed to 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 HEI 
(http://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 level 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 a million. Additional 
factors are considered in the second step, the goal of which is to 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 exposure to air toxics 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.
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Because of the limitations in the methodologies for forecasting health impacts described, any predicted difference in 
health impacts between alternatives is likely to be much smaller than the 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 GA DNR Environmental Protection Division28, 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, except as may be permitted by local regulations.   

Conclusion 

This project was evaluated for its consistency with state and federal air quality goals, including CO, Ozone, PM2.5 
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.

Indirect Effects

As discussed in Section III.B, Effects on the Social Environment, the proposed SR 15/US 441 roadway improvements 
are not anticipated to cause any additional changes in land use not already accounted for the in the area Future Land 
Use Plans nor are any new developments planned or anticipated to occur as a result of the proposed improvements.  
As such, there are no additional contributors to the corridor air pollution level expected outside the changes in air 
quality expected as a result of projected traffic volumes and roadway improvements.  No indirect noise level effects 
are anticipated.

Cumulative Effects 

Traffic volumes and congestion have been steadily growing along the SR 15/US 441 corridor.  As shown in Table 2: 
Traffic Volumes and Level of Service Data in Section I.D. Deficiencies in the System, traffic growth is projected to 
occur whether the proposed roadway improvements are completed or not.  The proposed future land use surrounding 
the SR 15/US 441 corridor is expected with or without the proposed widening project and continued growth within 
Rabun County is anticipated by county and city officials.   The purpose of this project is to provide infrastructure 
improvements necessary for economic growth by providing connectivity in rural areas of Georgia, opportunities for 
growth, effective and efficient transportation, and safer travel in rural areas.  In addition, the improvements would 
add capacity, improve access and improve operations along this facility.  Since the peak one hour concentrations were 
below the NAAQS for the eight-hour ambient CO level and the MSAT emissions in the study area are likely to be 

                                                      
28 “Rules for Air Quality Control Chapter 391-3-1.” Georgia Department of Natural Resources Environmental Protection 

Division, June 1998. Web.



Page 120

Draft Environmental Assessment 
lower in the future in nearly all cases, the proposed project would not result in any reasonably foreseeable cumulative 
effects to the air quality within the project area.

D. Energy/Mineral Resources

Direct Effects 

Construction of the proposed project would result in a one-time increase in the demand for energy supplies resulting 
from the manufacture of required materials and actual construction activities.  Heavy machinery and other vehicles 
necessary for the construction phase use fossil fuels.  This increase in fossil fuel use should not create a burden on 
available supplies of fuel.  The energy requirements of the proposed action are certainly more than that required by 
the No Build Alternative; however, the impact of the proposed action is not significant in the context of regional 
energy usage.  

Indirect Effects 

Although the energy requirements of construction and many construction materials themselves would require the 
consumption of crude oil, the net result of project construction would be a long-term savings of this resource.  The 
proposed improvements would allow for energy conservation by providing an efficient roadway that would help 
eliminate existing bottlenecks and provide a stable flow of traffic.

Another factor that has been given consideration is the possibility of making sources of raw materials for energy 
production unavailable due to road construction.  There are no known energy reserves such as oil or natural gas in 
the project corridor, and therefore the project would have no such impacts.  In terms of impacts to mining operations 
or mineral reserves, there are no economically important mineral resources in the project area.

Cumulative Effects 

It would be expected that cumulative increases in energy and mineral resource usage would occur in the foreseeable 
future as a result of future development, as well as from the expected increase in roadway traffic along the corridor.  
Given that the predicted traffic volumes are the same for the Preferred Alternative and No Build Alternative
conditions and that the area has become a popular area for second home ownership due to the natural beauty of Rabun 
County, it is not reasonable to assume that any cumulative increase in energy consumption or loss of mineral resources 
in the area could be attributed to the proposed project.

E. Construction/Utilities

Construction of the proposed project would create unavoidable inconveniences to motorists, but construction 
activities would be conducted in a manner that would maintain access and minimize conflict with traffic.  The safety 
and convenience of the general public and residents of the area would be provided for at all times.  Any necessary 
relocation of utilities i.e., water, sewer, telephone, etc. would be accomplished with no long term interruption of 
services.  All other required construction functions would be accomplished in a timely and orderly fashion so as to 
keep disruptions minimal, for short duration and so as not to compromise safety.  The increased burning of fossil 
fuels needed for construction would slightly increase emissions in the project area, but this is expected to be a small 
and temporary impact.  To mitigate increased suspended particulates, dust control measures such as watering would 
be used. 
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F. UST’s/Hazardous Waste Sites

During preliminary phases of the project an inventory of potential hazardous or residual waste sites, including 
underground storage tanks (UST) and generators of hazardous waste, was completed in the project study area.  
Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR®) of Milford, Connecticut conducted a commercial database search of 
regulatory databases.  The federal and state environmental databases obtained from EDR® and reviewed were 
generated in accordance with the ASTM E-1527-05 guidelines for standard environmental record sources.   
Approximate minimum search distances were followed where applicable an additional search of available regulatory 
databases to augment the information provided by EDR® was also completed.  This preliminary inventory consisted 
of a review of regulatory agency files and databases, and field survey of the proposed corridor.  The literature search 
and database review provided a preliminary determination of potentially contaminated sites that may impact the 
project corridor.  

On December 29, 2009, a visual inspection was conducted along the project corridor.  During the site reconnaissance, 
a walk along the immediate area of SR 15/US 441 was conducted.  An area reconnaissance was conducted as a driving 
tour to identify facilities within specified regulatory search distances listed within the previously referenced EDR® 
Report.  The following Table 20: Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) within the Project APE presents 
facilities identified adjacent to the existing highway, which are shown as numbered on Figure 15: Recognized 
Environmental Conditions Location Map.

Table 20: Recognized Environmental Conditions within the Project APE

# Facility Type Location ROW 
Req’d? Displacement?

1 Former gasoline station 1605 Highway 441, Clayton Yes No
2 Former automotive body shop 1654 Highway 441, Clayton Yes Yes
3 Former Pure Oil gasoline station 2391 Highway 441, Mountain City Yes No

4 Smith’s Collision, formerly 
Terry’s Service Center 2496 Highway 441, Mountain City Yes No

5 Former gasoline station 2553 Highway 441, Mountain City Yes No

6 Former gasoline station now 
operating as Sign Shop 2995 Highway 441, Mountain City Yes No

7 Don’s Mobil Food Mart, 
formerly known as Don’s Exxon 4244 Highway 441, Mountain City Yes No

8 Former gasoline station 
(Burnette’s) 4581 Highway 441, Rabun Gap Yes No

9 Marathon gasoline station 6619 Highway 441, Dillard Yes Yes
10 BP gasoline station/Hasty Mart 6676 Highway 441, Dillard Yes Yes
11 Former gasoline station 7409 Highway 441, Dillard Yes No

12 Former gasoline station,
formerly Circle K Food Mart 

Intersection of US 441 and SR 246, 
Dillard No No
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Surrounding Properties

No Recognized Environmental Conditions were identified on surrounding properties during this Phase I ESA 
investigation.  De minimis conditions were observed in the vicinity of the property corridor including general debris 
and solid waste which appears to have been disposed of along the roadway.

Recommendations

Based on the findings of the Phase I ESA, the following are recommended:  A subsurface investigation (Phase II 
Environmental Site Assessment) is recommended to assess the REC’s identified above and where right-of-way would 
be acquired. A Phase II ESA would assess the potential impact of contamination to the proposed construction of the 
SR 15/ US Hwy 441 road widening project.

If soils potentially considered to be contaminated based on visual staining, sheens, and/or odor, are encountered 
during construction, the soils and water, if applicable, should be sampled and properly disposed of. 

General debris and solid waste in areas affected by the proposed work should be removed and properly disposed of 
prior to commencing work. 

Given that the widening of the road may require subsurface construction activities or grading, it is possible that soils 
or groundwater affected by potentially hazardous materials and/or petroleum products could be encountered.  If such 
materials are disturbed or removed during the planned construction project, the material will be considered a “solid 
waste” by the Georgia Environmental Protection Division and will require appropriate handling and disposal 
techniques.  This includes, but not limited to, soil disturbed during general grading near properties with recognized 
environmental site conditions, as well as mass excavations, utility excavations and foundation excavation spoils.  This 
material is typically the responsibility of the party that “generates” the solid waste (owner, developer, etc.) and could 
impact future construction costs.
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VI. Planning to Minimize Harm and Proposed Mitigation

Planning to minimize harm was taken into consideration to the extent possible during project development. In order 
to avoid adversely impacting the historic resources, required ROW was shifted to the opposite side of the road, or in 
the case where resource boundaries crossed the road or resources were located on both sides of the road, the design 
was modified to take the least amount of ROW as necessary. In addition, historic contributing features located within 
or adjacent to existing ROW including, but not limited to, stone pillar entrances, stone steps, or historic sidewalks, 
will be avoided and preserved during project implementation.  Further, reduced typical sections were included in 
Mountain City and Dillard and retaining walls have been proposed at specific areas to reduce the amount of ROW
required from properties adjacent to either US 441 or side roads that will be improved as part of this project. 

A. Measures to Avoid and Minimize Impacts

In accordance with Section 404(b)(1) guidelines, alternatives were considered in order to avoid and minimize 
jurisdictional impacts.  NEPA, other acts, and regulations require that a number of additional environmental factors 
be taken into account. The methods utilized during the development of the proposed improvements are provided in 
Section II. Description of Alternatives. 

The potential ecological impacts within the project corridor have been identified, mapped, and quantified.  The 
conceptual design for the project used optimal design criteria as outlined in the current GDOT Design Policy and 
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) guidance in order to minimize 
impacts to the existing ecological resources.  The proposed design reflects improvements located as close as possible 
to the existing road alignment.  New location alternatives will not serve the required traffic demands and would have 
a greater impact on wetlands and other ecological resources.  A number of design criteria were considered during the 
conceptual layout for the avoidance and minimization measures:

Widths for typical sections based on design speed and traffic counts.
Alignment locations based on locations and offsets of existing roadways, residences, businesses, and 
transmission lines.
Right-of-way requirements based on construction and clear zone requirements. 
Distances between intersection locations.
Alignments of proposed intersections. 
Geometric design of roadways and ramps.
Cost of alternative alignments.

The design of the project has been modified to avoid and minimize the environmental impacts to the maximum extent 
practicable; these modifications included reducing the ROW by reducing median widths and utilizing curb and gutter 
sections, maintaining the existing edge of pavement within environmentally sensitive areas, shifting construction 
away from these areas of concern, and proposing the use of retaining walls to reduce the amounts of fill required 
within environmentally sensitive areas.  Modifications to avoid or minimize impacts include the following: 

SR 15/US 441 will be widened on the west side of the project from the southern end of the project north to 
approximately CR 39/Mountain City Road to avoid impacts to Stekoa Creek. 
North of File Street, widening will transition back to the west side of the roadway to approximately Cross 
Street in order to avoid impacts to Stekoa Creek east of SR 15/US 441. 
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The use of retaining walls to protect environmental sensitive area were evaluated and included in the 
proposed design improvements in order to minimize stream and VSB impacts along Stekoa Creek. Table 7, 
Proposed Retaining Wall Locations within the Project Corridor, is provided in Section II. Description of 
Alternatives, B. Build Alternative and provides a summary of the proposed retaining wall locations.   

Additional area may be identified where retaining walls will be utilized to avoid direct impacts to waters of the U.S, 
and to minimize the impacts to VSB along these waters. 

Measures During Construction 
The project would be expected to produce some increased siltation within wetlands and streams during the 
construction phase.  Environmental harm would be minimized by standard sedimentation and erosion and 
hydrological control measures.  These include the following:

1) Preservation of roadside vegetation beyond the limits of construction where possible.
2) Early revegetation of disturbed areas so as to minimize soil erosion. 
3) The use of slope drains, detention/retention structures, surface, subsurface, and cross-drains, designed as 

appropriate or needed, so that discharge would occur in locations and in such a manner that surface and 
subsurface water quality would not be affected (the outlets may require aprons, bank protection, silt basins, 
and energy dissipaters).

4) Inclusion of construction features for the control of predicted erosion and water pollution in the plans, 
specifications and contract pay items (Georgia Standard Specifications – 1993, Section 161 through 171 
and 700 through 715 identify the pollution control measures which may be used). 

5) The dumping of chemicals, fuels, lubricants, bitumens, raw sewage, other harmful waste into or alongside 
of streams or impoundments, or into natural or man-made channels leading thereto, would be prohibited. 

6) Compliance with terms of the NPDES permit for construction activities to include preparation and 
submittal of project Notice of Intent (NOI) and Notice of Termination (NOT).  The NPDES permit also 
requires preparation and implementation of Erosion, Sedimentation, and Pollution Control Plan and a 
Comprehensive Monitoring Program.  Best management practices outlined in the Erosion, Sedimentation, 
and Pollution Control Plan must be consistent with, and no less stringent than practices set forth in the 
Manual for Erosion and Sedimentation Control in Georgia.29

B. Mitigation of Unavoidable Impacts

Credits were calculated for mitigation of unavoidable impact credits based on the March 2004 version of the Savannah 
District, USACE Standard Operating Procedure for Compensatory Mitigation.30 The required mitigation has been 
recalculated based on the revised procedures and modified alignment.  

Based on the 2012 Ecology Addendum, the unavoidable impact credits were recalculated using the revised USACE 
2004 procedures.  A total of 7,447.7 stream mitigation credits will be needed to compensate for the 1,332 linear feet 
(0.39 acre) of stream impact proposed as a result of project construction.  Impacts are based on current preliminary 
                                                      
29 “Manual for Erosion and Sedimentation Control in Georgia, 5th Edition.” gaepd.org. Georgia Department of Natural Resources 

Environmental Protection Division, January 1, 2000. Web.
30 “Standard Operating Procedure for Compensatory Mitigation.” sas.usace.army.mil. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Savannah 

District, December 2003; updated April 2004. Web.
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design using the indicated construction limits. Other than those locations where impact avoidance was explicitly 
indicated though bridging or maintaining the existing construction limits, the quantity of impact mitigation credits 
was calculated using construction limits and were based on worst case scenarios.

In addition, there are impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and open water habitats which will require wetland credits to 
mitigate for unavoidable losses.  Approximately 0.39 acre and 0.09 acre of permanent and temporary impacts, 
respectively, would occur thus requiring 2.89 wetland mitigation credits. In accordance with the SOP’s and current 
GDOT practices, mitigation credits will be withdrawn from a USACE approved commercial mitigation bank or the 
use of a mitigation bank owned or developed by the GDOT. 

VII. Permits/Variances 

A. US Coast Guard Permit

A U.S. Coast Guard Permit is not required for this project because no waters under Coast Guard jurisdiction are 
involved. 

B. Forest Service/Corps Land

Although much of Rabun County is located within the Chattahoochee National Forest, the proposed project corridor 
is not situated within the national forest or any national or state park.  There would be no involvement of any U.S. 
Forest Service or U.S. Army Corps of Engineers lands because of the proposed project. 

C. Section 404

The placement of fill material in waters of the United States requires a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1977.  There are three levels of this permit, and the determination of the 
appropriate one is based primarily on the type of fill activity and the amount and location of fill involved.  It is 
anticipated that use of Nationwide Permit #14 would be required for this project due to impacts to Waters of the U.S.

D. Tennessee Valley Authority

All of the impacted streams that appear as blue line streams on the USGS Dillard Quadrangle map, from Stream 12d 
to the northern terminus of the project, would require a Section 26a TVA permit. 

Authorization from the TVA is required under Section 26a of the TVA Act for impacts to waters within the Tennessee
River watershed.  The proposed project would impact waters within the Tennessee River watershed, which are under 
the jurisdiction of the TVA.  Section 26a of the TVA Act requires that TVA approval be obtained before any 
construction activities can be carried out that affect navigation, flood control or public lands along the shoreline of 
the TVA lakes or in the Tennessee River or its tributaries.  Along with regulated rivers and TVA reservoirs, TVA’s 
jurisdiction includes the limits of the 500-year floodplain or to the upper limits of TVA flowage rights, whichever is 
higher. Along off-reservoir, unregulated streams and rivers, TVA jurisdiction is typically applied to the limits of the 
100-year floodplain.
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Early coordination with the TVA has taken place for this project [see Appendix A-3, Report Coordination: June 2, 
2005 letter from Jon Loney (TVA) to Harvey Keepler (GDOT)].  TVA has determined that a Section 26a TVA permit 
would be required for stream relocations, culvert extensions, and bridge widening needed for the project. The TVA 
requested consideration as a cooperating agency and requested the opportunity to review the historical documentation 
and sign as a concurring party if impacts to historical resources were determined to be adverse and a Section 106 
Memorandum of Agreement is to be prepared.  A Section 26a application would be sent to TVA, including the 
approved NEPA document, hydraulic study, and a complete set of construction plans. 

E. Stream Buffer Variance

The Georgia Erosion and Sedimentation Act of 1975, as amended, prohibits land disturbing activities within 25 feet
(horizontally measured) of state waters or 50 feet of state designated trout streams without approval from the Director 
of the EPD.  Construction of proposed widening and reconstruction of SR 15/US 441 from northern city limits of 
Clayton to the Georgia/North Carolina State Line would require stream buffer encroachments not covered under the 
roadway drainage exemptions.  These impacts will be included in an Application for a 25-foot Vegetative Buffer 
Encroachment for warm waters streams and a 50-foot Vegetative Buffer Encroachment for state designated trout 
streams.

F. Coastal Zone Management Coordination

The proposed project is not located in a coastal zone; therefore, no coastal zone management coordination would be 
required. 

G. NPDES

In compliance with the provisions of the Georgia Water Quality Control Act, the Federal Clean Water Act, and the 
Rules and Regulations promulgated pursuant to each of these Acts, all discharges of storm water associated with 
construction activities that would result in land disturbance equal to or greater than one acre are required to have a 
NPDES permit.  Upon submittal of a NOI, GDOT would be authorized to discharge storm water to the waters of the 
State of Georgia in accordance with the limitations, monitoring requirements and other conditions.   The proposed 
project would require more than the maximum allowed one acre of land disturbance for construction without 
obtaining a permit; therefore, a NPDES permit would be required for this project and shall be obtained prior to 
construction. 



Page 128

Draft Environmental Assessment 

IX. Public Involvement

A comprehensive public involvement initiative combining various outreach methods was used for this project.  
Outreach efforts included two Public Information Open Houses and a local meeting with the city of Dillard.  A Public 
Hearing Open House (PHOH) will be held once the draft environmental document is approved by FHWA. 

A. Public Information Open Houses 

PIOH Number 1

A PIOH was held April 19, 2005 at Rabun Gap-Nacoochee School, 161 Nacoochee Drive, Rabun Gap, Georgia, 
30568.  A total of 335 people attended the meeting.  From those attending, 89 comment forms, 0 letters and 29 verbal 
statements were received.  The comments received and response to comments letter are provided in Appendix B-2 
and B-3, 2005 PIOH Comments Received and 2005 GDOT PIOH Response Letters, respectively.  An additional 49 
comments were received during the ten day comment period following the meeting.  Several of the comments were 
duplicates from the same responder and were counted on the first occurrence.  A total of 138 comments were counted 
and are summarized as follows:

Opposed In Support Uncommitted Conditional
21 42 17 58

The following major concerns were raised.  Specific responses to the comments were not provided, rather a letter 
acknowledging the receipt of comments and indicating that GDOT was continuing to refine the concepts based on 
comments received from the PIOH was provided.

Every intersection involving EMS, Fire Department, Schools, Textile Industries, and businesses should 
have a median.
Traffic lights are needed along the project corridor at various locations: intersection of Franklin Street, 
Betty’s Creek Road, John Beck Dockins Road, Black Rock Mountain Road in Mountain City, and Kelly’s 
Creek Road.
Need additional median breaks at northern sections of Carolina Street.
Would like to have turning lane instead of a median through Mountain City. 
Need some form of pedestrian safety for individuals walking into Dillard.
Concrete median would be detrimental to businesses.
Need turning lanes for northbound access. 
Several roads along the project corridor need to be aligned for increased safety.
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PIOH Number 2

A PIOH was held on August 20, 2009 from 4:00 pm until 7:00 pm at Rabun Gap-Nacoochee School, 161 Nacoochee 
Drive, Rabun Gap, Georgia, 30568.  A total of 250 people attended the meeting.  From those attending, 63 comment 
forms were received.  An additional 8 comments were received during the ten-day comment period following the 
public information open house, for a total of 71 comments.  They are summarized as follows: 

Opposed In Support Uncommitted Conditional
9 32 4 26

The following major concerns were raised.  Specific responses to the comments were provided in a letter from GDOT 
(see Appendix B-8: 2009 PIOH Response Letters).  These comments are also addressed in the corresponding 
individual sections of this document (i.e. Community Cohesion, Economic Development, etc.). 

Responders in favor of the project expressed the need for the improvements to be completed soon.  
Supporters and those conditionally supportive requested additional signals at certain intersections as well as 
some modifications to access points or driveways.   
Several responders expressed concern about blasting during construction.   
Responders uncommitted to the project expressed dissatisfaction with the concrete median and either 
requested a grassed median or a 5-lane typical section.
Responders opposed to the project expressed concerns about the median, the amount of property impacts, 
and negative effects to businesses located along the corridor.

B. Meeting with Local Government

A meeting with the city of Dillard Local Officials occurred on October 27, 2006 (see Appendix B-4, Public 
Involvement: Meeting Held with City of Dillard Officials).  In attendance were the Mayor of the city of Dillard, 
representatives of the city, a representative from a homeowners association, and officials from GDOT.   The purpose 
of this meeting was to discuss a design change that reduced the 20-foot raised median to 8 feet, as approved in the 
subsequent Revised Concept Report dated January 2, 2007, between CR 200/Betty Creek Road and CR 6/Greenwood 
Road and the preliminary study of retaining walls to reduce impacts and displacements to homes northwest of SR 
246/Highlands Road just north of Dillard.  The reduced typical section width represented an attempt to reduce impacts 
to businesses along SR 15/US 441 inside the Dillard city limits.  Discussion during the meeting included the 
advantages and disadvantages of the reduced typical section through Dillard.  The changes to the typical section 
would include providing 12-foot outside lanes, 11-foot inside lanes, and a 10-foot multi-use path instead of the 
separate bike lanes and sidewalks along the 8-foot raised median section.  Additional details of the proposed road 
design in Dillard were discussed during this meeting in 2006.   

It was also discussed at the September 2006 meeting that pedestrian cross-walks would be available at intersections 
only and not mid-block for safety.  The reduced width raised median would not allow for median openings and turn 
lanes.  This was of particular concern to the city of Dillard, especially since the Post Office at Carolina Street would 
not have direct access via a median opening.  It was noted at this meeting that the Post Office and Carolina Street 
residents would be able to access northbound SR 15/US 441 by traveling north on Carolina Street to turn right on SR 
15/US 441 and making a u-turn at the CR 6/Greenwood Road median opening.  Northbound SR 15/US 441 could 
also be accessed by turning right out of the Post Office or the southern end of Carolina Street and making a u-turn at 
the CR 220/Betty Creek Road median opening. 
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Subsequent to this meeting and during the course of the concept design development, the median width within Dillard 
was revised to a variable 6-foot to 17-foot raised median width in order to allow for more median access breaks within 
the city.  In addition, a full median opening will be provided at the intersection of SR 15/US 441 with Franklin 
Road/Carolina Street (south) and at Greenwood Road.  The Post Office will have direct northbound and southbound 
access as a result of this design change.

X. Coordination & Comments

During the early project development, a number of agencies, including local governments and local planning 
agencies, were contacted and asked for their comments on the proposed action.  Copies of comments received from 
the responding agencies appear in Appendix A-2, Early Coordination Responses.  

The Georgia Department of Transportation will advertise the availability of this environmental assessment and will 
hold a public hearing.  Any comments concerning this environmental assessment should be addressed to the 
following: 

Mr. Eric Duff                 or  Mr. Rodney N. Barry, P.E. 
State Environmental Administrator                              Division Administrator
Georgia Department of Transportation   Federal Highway Administration
600 West Peachtree Street    Atlanta Federal Center
16th Floor      61 Forsyth Street, S.W. 
Atlanta, GA  30308     Suite 17 T100

Atlanta, GA  30303-3104 

After review of comments received during the comment period, a decision will be made by the responsible officials 
concerning which alternative will be selected.
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CITY OF DILLARD LOCAL OFFICIALS MEETING MINUTES 
EDS-441(28), PI# 122090 

RABUN COUNTY 

Subject: EDS-441(28), PI# 122090, Rabun County
US 441/US 23/SR 15 Improvements  

Date/Time:  Friday, October 27, 2006; 10:30am 
Place:  Rabun County, City of Dillard-Dillard City Hall 
Attending: City of Dillard: Mayor William G. Robinson, Gordon Jenkins, Jack 

Roberts, Terry Wilson, Malcolm Dillard, John Dillard, Bob Tharrington-
Twelve Waters Inc. (Eagle Chase Homeowners); GDOT-District 1:
Russell McMurry, Robert Mahoney; GDOT-Program Delivery and 
Consultant Design: David Norwood; GDOT-Environment/Location:
Ken Thompson, Dave Peters, Dylan Eagleton 

Ken Thompson opened the meeting by presenting the purpose of the meeting along with 
a brief description of the project.  The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the 
preliminary concept that reduced the 20-foot raised median to 8 feet and the study of 
retaining walls in major cut areas.  This concept was discussed with the Director of 
Preconstruction on August 18, 2006 and previously recommended by District 1 Engineer, 
Russell McMurry and the City of Dillard.  The reduced typical section is an attempt to 
reduce impacting or displacing businesses along US 441 inside Dillard city limits.  The 
advantages and disadvantages of the reduced typical section through the Dillard city 
limits were identified. 

The following describes the proposed concept through the City of Dillard: 
Changed typical section to include 16-foot shoulders, 12-foot outside lanes, 11-foot 
inside lanes, and 8-foot raised median to reduce impacts/displacements of businesses 
approximately between CR 220/Betty Creek Rd. & CR 6/Greenwood Rd. 
The 16-foot shoulders would include 10-foot sidewalks for multiuse by pedestrians 
and cyclist.  Remove the standard 4-foot urban bikelanes in the proposed 8-foot raised 
median section. 
Preliminary study of walls to reduce impacts/displacements to homes northwest of SR 
246/Highlands Rd. just outside of Dillard.  Detailed studies would be needed during 
the design phase for accurate placement of the wall and required right-of-way. 
Widen US 441 on the west approximately between CR 6/Greenwood Rd. and SR 
246/Highlands Rd. to prevent impacting the parking areas of businesses along US 441 
north of the Piggly Wiggly in Dillard.  The concept would transition as approved at 
SR 246/Highlands Rd.  The Lucy Speed historic property would be impacted with the 
proposed widening, but would not be an adverse impact. 
Franklin St. would be extended to CR 6/Greenwood Rd. The current Franklin St. and 
US 441 intersection is proposed as right turn in and right turn out. 
The extension of CR 220/Betty Creek Rd. to Franklin St. would be recommended as a
separate local project due to eligible historic resources. 
CR 91/Ft. Black Cir. would be improved to intersect US 441 and extended to River
Valley Ln. to improve intersection with a proposed median opening. 



The raised median is 8 feet as measured typically from gutter to gutter.  The “raised 
median” is 4 feet measured from face of curb to face of curb.  A few businesses in Dillard 
would still be impacted or displaced due to their close proximity along US 441 or for 
preliminary side road improvements. 

After review of the project, the following comments were made: 

City of Dillard
William Robinson: Could the property owned by Bobby Welch be used as a parking 
area?  I have spoken with him about using the property. 
Response – Ken Thompson: The property could be purchased by the City of Dillard and 
used for parking. 

William Robinson: Would there be pedestrian cross-walks?  There are existing 
pedestrian cross-walks along US 441 for the shopping areas.  I suppose a pedestrian 
bridge would be large and expensive. 
Response – Russell McMurry: We recommend having pedestrian cross-walks only at 
intersections and not mid-block for safety. 

William Robinson: There is no median opening proposed at Carolina St.  How would 
citizens leaving the Post Office travel north?  I thought improvements to Carolina St. and 
Franklin St. would be made for a median opening. 
Response – Ken Thompson: The reduced raised median prevents a full typical section 
that would allow for a median opening and turn lanes. 
Response – Dylan Eagleton: The Post Office has access to US 441 and Carolina St.  
Citizens could travel north on Carolina St., make a right onto US 441 and a u-turn at the
CR 6/Greenwood Rd. intersection.

William Robinson: Maybe the raised median should be removed or lower the speed 
design to 35mph so the raised median would not be needed.  I think we need a median 
opening at Carolina St. and a few other places. 
Response – Ken Thompson: Additional median openings are restricted by the reduced 
raised median area.  A standard 20-foot raised median would be necessary, but businesses 
would be impacted like previous studies. 
Response – Dylan Eagleton: We only show median openings at major intersections.  
The placement of additional openings will be determined during the design phase. 
Response – Russell McMurry: The projected traffic shows the need for a raised median
for safety.  The raised median will prevent head on collisions and designate left turns. 
William Robinson: How would citizens and delivery trucks traveling south on US 441 
access the businesses on the east side of US 441 and north of Piggly Wiggly? 
Response – Russell McMurry: There is enough space between SR 246/Highlands Rd. 
and CR 6/Greenwood Rd. for additional median openings during the design phase for 
access to those businesses.  Do the businesses have inter-parcel access? 
William Robinson: A few of the businesses are connected, but not the entire length.  
What if the Rabun Gap Nacoochee school zone was extended; would that allow for a 
35mph speed design? 



Response – Russell McMurry: The projected traffic would be the same.  The businesses 
should have inter-parcel access for safety by reducing turning movements from the 
mainline. 

William Robinson: Would additional right-of-way be needed in front of businesses?  
The last concept showed taking some of their parking areas.
Response – Ken Thompson: We have shifted widening to the west to prevent that. 
Response – Dylan Eagleton: We are showing holding the east side existing edge of 
pavement to utilize the existing right-of-way.

William Robinson: Would there be a traffic light at CR 220/Betty Creek? 
Response – Russell McMurry: Additional traffic capacity analysis will determine where 
and traffic signals are needed. 

William Robinson: When will the next layouts be prepared? 
Response – Ken Thompson: Our next goal will be for this concept to be approved so the 
consultant can begin the design phase.  The opportunity for a Public Hearing would then 
follow.  David Norwood with the Office of Program Delivery and Consultant Design will 
be managing the consultant. 
Response – David Norwood: Here is my card if you should have any questions during 
the design phase. 

William Robinson: When will the right-of-way be acquired? 
Response – Ken Thompson: Right-of-way acquisition is scheduled to begin in fiscal 
year 2009.  We are already in fiscal year 2007, so you are looking approximately in two 
years.  As the process moves along, right-of-way and construction scheduled dates may 
be moved closer or set back. 

Bob Tharrington: What improvements can be made without displacing or impacting the 
residents of Eagle Chase subdivision with the proposed right-of-way?  Would shear cuts 
as done in Clayton work in this area? 
Response – Ken Thompson: We are showing our preliminary maximum 2(H):1(V) for 
cut slopes represented by the proposed right-of-way.  During the design phase, 
geotechnical studies will determine if steeper slopes can be utilized. 
Response – Dylan Eagleton: We also have preliminary studies for the use of a retaining 
wall that would hopefully require less right-of-way.  Additional detailed studies during 
the design phase would determine if the wall can be stabilized.  The preliminary study 
shows the wall would be approximately 35 to 45 feet above the surface. 
Response – Russell McMurry: There should have been more shear cuts in Clayton, but 
soil samples using standard methods for locating solid rock was impossible due to the 
steep terrain. 
Bob Tharrington: When our new well was installed, they found granite approximately 6 
feet below the surface.  The proposed right-of-way would displace approximately 3 
homes and possibly a fourth home that is under construction.  There are not many 
residents in the subdivision so our homeowners association would lose income. 
Response – Russell McMurry: Hopefully changes can be made during the design phase 
to reduce impacts, but no promises can be made. 



Bob Tharrington: What happens to the remaining property after right-of-way 
acquisition in the Eagle Chase subdivision? 
Response – Russell McMurry: If the remaining portion of property is not suitable for
development, GDOT would purchase the remaining property as well.
Bob Tharrington: Who would be responsible for the maintenance of that property? 
Response – Russell McMurry: GDOT would be responsible. 

Bob Tharrington: Would there be a deceleration/right turn lane into Eagle Chase if 
traveling US 441 south? 
Response – Russell McMurry: Deceleration/right turn lanes would be studied during
the design phase as well as additional median openings and traffic signals. 

GDOT-District 1
Russell McMurry: The CR 220/Betty Creek Rd. extension to Franklin St. would be a 
great local project and help with back access to businesses along US 441 and Franklin St. 
Response – William Robinson: What process do we need to take?
Response – Russell McMurry: The City of Dillard would need to develop a design and 
acquire the right-of-way for the project.  The city can hire a consultant for the design 
work.  I will help you when the city is ready to apply for funds and meet with the GDOT 
Commissioner.  
Response – Robert Mahoney: GDOT-Environment/Location may be showing our 
standard side road typical section and more right-of-way than would be required as a 
local project. 
Response – Dylan Eagleton: Those are two 12-foot lanes with 100 feet of proposed 
right-of-way.
Response – Robert Mahoney: It may be possible to use two 10-foot lanes with 60 to 44 
feet of right-of-way if constructed as a local project. 

Russell McMurry: I strongly recommend that the City of Dillard issue future building 
permits that stipulate inter-parcel access to businesses along US 441 near Piggly Wiggly.  
The city should work towards making all of the existing businesses connected. 

Russell McMurry: We would like to come to some agreement with this concept to 
proceed to the next phase.  Does the City of Dillard like the changes that have been made 
and approve this concept? 
Response – William Robinson: I wish there was a median opening at Carolina St., but
understand the reasoning behind it.  GDOT has done a great job with this and we 
appreciate you all taking our concerns into account to make these changes.  Everyone 
else likes the idea, so I’m pleased with this.  We need to get started on extending CR 
220/Betty Creek Rd. to Franklin St. 

GDOT-Environment/Location
Ken Thompson: Our historian (Sandy Lawrence) has resurveyed the project corridor.  
The flea-market (State of Georgia property) may be an eligible historic resource.
Response – Dylan Eagleton: She believes the flea-market will have a visual boundary, 
but she is conducting more research of the property.  She is still working on the report. 



Dylan Eagleton: There are many side roads with existing steep grades.  We are 
proposing additional right-of-way in those areas for the designers to hopefully improve 
their grades before tying into US 441.

Ken Thompson: The extension of CR 91/Ft. Black Cir. to River Valley Ln. provides a 
safer intersection and median opening for both roads. 

A copy of the layouts shown at the meeting as well as a 1”=200’ aerial sheet set (dated 
08-18-06) of the project was given to District 1 for their use. 

The following commitments have been made for the Office of Environment/Location: 

Continue with proposed concept as shown to the City of Dillard. 
Submit Revised Concept Report for approval. 
Transfer approved revised concept to the Office of Program Delivery and Consultant 
Design.



PHONE LOG
Date:  August 15, 2008 

Time: 9:30 am

Subject: US 441 Land Use 

Person Called/Person Calling: Jim Bleckley: Rabun County Commission 
Administrator  
(706) 782-5271 Ext. 6  

Discussion:  

Mr. Bleckley was asked for guidance on Rabun County’s comprehensive plan, existing 
and future land use and economic development within the county.  Mr. Bleckley 
suggested I read the Comprehensive Plan for the answers and then suggested that I could 
contact Les Neely, the Rabun County Zoning Director.  A message was left for Mr. Neely 
on August 15 around 10:00.  Attempts were made on September 4 and September 23, 
2008 to contact Mr. Neely as well.   

Cissy Henry – City Manager for Clayton
Attempts were made to contact Ms. Henry on September 4 and September 23,

2008.

Mr. Les Neely (706) 782-1579 



PHONE LOG
Date:  September 4, 2008 

Time: 9:45 am

Subject: US 441 Land Use 

Person Called/Person Calling: William Robinson: City of Dillard’s Mayor  
(706) 746-7495 (home) 746-5891 (city hall)  

Discussion:  

Mr. Robinson was asked about existing and future land use and economic development 
within the city.  Mr. Robinson suggested that the lack of movement on the roadway 
project is holding up the planned opening of 2 restaurants within Dillard.  He thought that 
the project would have been started by now and that it could spur an increase in 
commercial development within Dillard.  Mr. Robinson stated that Dillard rezoned 
several properties several years ago in preparation of the widening of US 441.  He stated 
that there was a chance that further zoning changes could occur as a result of the 
proposed project.  Mr. Robinson stated that the city imposes state guidelines for erosion 
and sediment control and stream buffers on building permits issued. 



PHONE LOG
Date:  September 23, 2008 

Time: 2:20 pm 

Subject: US 441 Land Use 

Person Called/Person Calling: Les Neely – Rabun County’s Zoning Director
(706) 782-1579   

Discussion:  

Mr. Neely stated that the project could result in an increase in commercial development 
and therefore could stimulate an increase in jobs for residence of Rabun County.  He also 
stated that there of course could be a slight increase in residential development as well.  
He suggested that any new developments would likely be scattered along the corridor and 
stated that there was a possibility that land use/zoning changes could occur as a result of 
the proposed project.  He said that several tracts of agricultural land were scattered along 
the corridor and that they would likely be converted to residential and commercial 
properties over time and may occur with or without the proposed project.  Mr. Neely 
stated that Rabun County’s environmental regulations are based on state guidelines and 
are not any more stringent.  He stated that the changes in land use from commercial to 
residential and from industrial to residential and agriculture in the future land use map 
had to be oversights. 



From: Mike Stoltzfus
To: "Mccoy, Kristin D"; 
CC:
Subject: RE: Plans on US 441 
Date: Tuesday, March 17, 2009 5:11:00 PM
Attachments: image001.jpg

image002.jpg

Kristin,

We received the CD and were able to plot the plans out. Thank you so 
much for the help.

Regards,

Mike

J. Michael Stoltzfus, P.E.
Roadway Section Manager

KCI Technologies, Inc.
3235 Satellite Boulevard
Building 400, Suite 500
Duluth, GA 30096

678-990-6211  Direct
678-990-6200  Main
678-990-6222  Fax

mstoltzfus@kci.com

-----Original Message----- 
From: Mccoy, Kristin D [mailto:kmccoy@ncdot.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2009 11:00 AM 
To: mstoltzfus@kci.com 
Cc: Williams, Stephen J 
Subject: Plans on US 441 



Dear Mr. Stoltzfus,

A CD of the plans for US 441 from 0.14 miles South of the Georgia 
Line to SR 1116 were mailed this morning to your office.

We apologize for the delay in sending you this information.  We have 
been experiencing difficulties with our scanning files.

-------
Kristin McCoy
Division 14 DDC
828-631-1173
-------

E-mail correspondence to and from this address may be subject to the North 
Carolina Public Records Law GS 132 and may be disclosed to third parties by 
an authorized state official.

Email correspondence to and from this sender is subject to the N.C. Public Records Law and 
may be disclosed to third parties.



From: Mike Stoltzfus
To: "jsetzer@ncdot.gov";
CC:
Subject: US 441 Construction Plans at Georgia/North Carolina state line
Date: Tuesday, January 06, 2009 5:37:00 PM
Attachments:

Joel,

As you may be aware, GDOT is currently in the engineering stage for the widening 
and improvements of US 441 in Rabun County, GA. KCI is the prime consultant 
doing the design for the department. We have to tie our design into your existing 
section at the state line and I was looking on the NCDOT website to see if I could 
find the plans for when you did the improvements at the state line.

Is there any way you could point me in the direction of where I can obtain the 
plans? Electronic would be preferred, but a hard copy would also help us a lot. Any 
help you could provide would be greatly appreciated!

Regards,

Mike

J. Michael Stoltzfus, P.E.
Roadway Section Manager

KCI Technologies, Inc.
3235 Satellite Boulevard
Building 400, Suite 500
Duluth, GA 30096

678-990-6211  Direct
678-990-6200  Main
678-990-6222  Fax

mstoltzfus@kci.com



From: Wilson, Jamie R
To: mstoltzfus@kci.com;
CC:
Subject: FW: US 441 Construction Plans at Georgia/North Carolina 

state line
Date: Monday, February 16, 2009 11:21:48 AM
Attachments:

From: Wilson, Jamie R
Sent: Monday, February 16, 2009 11:14 AM 
To: Williams, Stephen J 
Cc: Setzer, Joel B; 'mstolzfus@kci.com' 
Subject: FW: US 441 Construction Plans at Georgia/North Carolina state line 

Steve ,
I had closed this e-mail and forgotten to get this done.  Please have somone 
locate these ASAP and mail to Mr. Stoltzfus.  Send him e-mail when finished.
Thanks,
JRW

From: Setzer, Joel B
Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2009 9:10 PM 
To: Mike Stoltzfus 
Cc: Wilson, Jamie R 
Subject: RE: US 441 Construction Plans at Georgia/North Carolina state line 

Dear Mike,

By copy of this reply and your message, I am asking our Division Construction 
Engineer, Jamie Wilson, PE to assist you with locating the as-constructed plans 
for US 23/441 at the state line.  I believe this project predates electronic files for 
as-constructed plans, so we made need to make copies of the plan sheets to 
send to you.  You should be hearing from Mr. Wilson in the coming days.

Thanks,



Joel Setzer

From: Mike Stoltzfus [mstoltzfus@kci.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2009 5:37 PM 
To: Setzer, Joel B 
Subject: US 441 Construction Plans at Georgia/North Carolina state line 

Joel,

As you may be aware, GDOT is currently in the engineering stage for the widening 
and improvements of US 441 in Rabun County, GA. KCI is the prime consultant 
doing the design for the department. We have to tie our design into your existing 
section at the state line and I was looking on the NCDOT website to see if I could 
find the plans for when you did the improvements at the state line.

Is there any way you could point me in the direction of where I can obtain the 
plans? Electronic would be preferred, but a hard copy would also help us a lot. Any 
help you could provide would be greatly appreciated!

Regards,

Mike

J. Michael Stoltzfus, P.E.
Roadway Section Manager

KCI Technologies, Inc.
3235 Satellite Boulevard
Building 400, Suite 500
Duluth, GA 30096

678-990-6211  Direct
678-990-6200  Main
678-990-6222  Fax

mstoltzfus@kci.com



Email correspondence to and from this sender is subject to the N.C. Public Records Law and 
may be disclosed to third parties. 
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March 22, 2010        

Douglas Chamblin 
Ecologist 
GDOT 
Georgia Dept. of Transportation 
2992 Aviation Circle 
Atlanta, GA   30336 

Dear Mr. Chamblin: 

This is in response to your request of February 12, 2010.  According to our records, within a 
three-mile radius of the project corridor there are the following Natural Heritage Database 
occurrences:  

Project Start - Clayburn Road (-83.39179, 34.89055; NAD27): 
  Agastache scrophulariifolia (Purple Giant Hyssop) approx. 1.0 mi. N of site  
  GA Aneides aeneus (Green Salamander) approx. 1.0 mi. E of site  
   Calystegia catesbeiana ssp. sericata (Silky Bindweed) approx. 3.0 mi. E of site  
   Carex appalachica (Appalachian Sedge) approx. 1.5 mi. NW of site  
  Clinostomus funduloides (Rosyside Dace) 0.1 mi. S of site  
   Clinostomus funduloides (Rosyside Dace) approx. 1.0 mi. S of site  
   Clinostomus funduloides (Rosyside Dace) approx. 1.5 mi. SW of site in Scott Creek 
   Corydalis sempervirens (Pale Corydalis) approx. 1.5 mi. N of site  
   Melanthium latifolium (Broadleaf Bunchflower) approx. 1.5 mi. N of site  
  GA Monotropsis odorata (Sweet Pinesap) [HISTORIC] approx. 2.0 mi. NW of site  
   Panax trifolius (Dwarf Ginseng) approx. 2.5 mi. E of site  
   Pituophis melanoleucus melanoleucus (Northern Pine Snake) approx. 1.5 mi. SW of site  
   Plethodon teyahalee (Southern Appalachian Salamander) approx. 2.0 mi. NW of site  
   Plethodon teyahalee (Southern Appalachian Salamander) approx. 2.5 mi. E of site  
   Sorex hoyi (Pygmy Shrew) approx. 2.5 mi. E of site  
   Sorex hoyi (Pygmy Shrew) approx. 3.0 mi. E of site  
   Tamiasciurus hudsonicus (Red Squirrel) approx. 1.0 mi. SW of site  
   Tamiasciurus hudsonicus (Red Squirrel) approx. 2.0 mi. E of site  
   Tamiasciurus hudsonicus (Red Squirrel) approx. 2.0 mi. NW of site  
   Chattahoochee National Forest [U.S. Forest Service] approx. 0.5 mi. SE of site  



IR 12837

  WARWOMAN WMA [GA DNR] approx. 1.5 mi. E of site  

Little Tennessee River Crossing (-83.38851, 34.93916; NAD27): 
  GA Aneides aeneus (Green Salamander) approx. 3.0 mi. SE of site  
  GA Cambarus georgiae (Little Tennessee Crayfish) [HISTORIC?] on site in the Little 

Tennessee River 
   Clinostomus funduloides (Rosyside Dace) approx. 3.0 mi. W of site in Betty Creek & 

Tributaries 
  Clinostomus funduloides (Rosyside Dace) approx. 3.0 mi. W of site in Keener Creek 
  GA Cryptobranchus alleganiensis alleganiensis (Eastern Hellbender) in Betty's Creek  
 GA Cymophyllus fraserianus (Fraser's Sedge) approx. 2.0 mi. NE of site 
   Desmognathus marmoratus (Shovel-nosed Salamander) [HISTORIC?] approx. 1.5 mi. S 

of site  
   Lycopodium clavatum (Ground Pine) approx. 1.5 mi. SW of site  
  GA Monotropsis odorata (Sweet Pinesap) [HISTORIC] approx. 2.0 mi. E of site  
  GA Phenacobius crassilabrum (Fatlips Minnow) approx. 1.5 mi. NE of site in Little 

Tennessee River 
   Sorex cinereus (Masked Shrew) approx. 2.5 mi. E of site  
   Betty Creek [High Priority Stream] approx. 1.5 mi. N of site  
   Black Rock Mountain State Park [GA DNR] approx. 0.5 mi. SW of site  
   Chattahoochee National Forest [U.S. Forest Service] approx. 1.0 mi. E of site  
  Little Tennessee River [High Priority Stream] approx. 1.5 mi. N of site  
   Little Tennessee River [High Priority Stream] less than 0.1 mi. S of site  

End Project - NC State Line (-83.38180, 34.99522; NAD27): 
  GA Aneides aeneus (Green Salamander) [HISTORIC] approx. 2.0 mi. SE of site  
   Brachyelytrum septentrionale (Northern Shorthusk Grass) approx. 1.5 mi. W of site  
  GA Cambarus georgiae (Little Tennessee Crayfish) approx. 2.0 mi. S of site  
  GA Cambarus georgiae (Little Tennessee Crayfish) on site in the Little Tennessee River 
 GA Cambarus georgiae (Little Tennessee Crayfish) approx. 2.5 mi. SW of site in Betty Creek 
   Clinostomus funduloides (Rosyside Dace) approx. 1.0 mi. SE of site in Betty Creek and 

Tributaries 
   Clinostomus funduloides (Rosyside Dace) approx. 2.0 mi. SW of site in Betty Creek and 

Tributaries 
  Clinostomus funduloides (Rosyside Dace) approx. 1.0 mi. S of site in the Little Tennessee 

River 
   Clinostomus funduloides (Rosyside Dace) approx. 1.0 mi. SE of site in Mud Creek 
  Corydalis sempervirens (Pale Corydalis) approx. 2.0 mi. E of site  
  GA Corynorhinus rafinesquii (Rafinesque's Big-eared Bat) [HISTORIC] approx. 2.0 mi. SE 

of site  
  GA Cryptobranchus alleganiensis alleganiensis (Eastern Hellbender) in Betty's Creek  
  GA Etheostoma chlorobranchium (Greenfin Darter) approx. 0.5 mi. S of site in the Little 

Tennessee River 
  GA Etheostoma chlorobranchium (Greenfin Darter) approx. 2.0 mi. SW of site in Betty Creek 
 GA Etheostoma chlorobranchium (Greenfin Darter) approx. 1.0 mi. S of site in the Little 

Tennessee River 
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 US Glyptemys muhlenbergii (Bog Turtle) [HISTORIC] approx. 0.5 mi. W of site  
 GA Notropis photogenis (Silver Shiner) [HISTORIC?] approx. 2.0 mi. S of site in Betty’s 

Creek 
   Percina evides (Gilt Darter) approx. 2.0 mi. S of site in Betty’s Creek 
  Percina evides (Gilt Darter) approx. 1.0 mi. S of site in the Little Tennessee River 
  GA Phenacobius crassilabrum (Fatlips Minnow) on site in the Little Tennessee River 
  GA Phenacobius crassilabrum (Fatlips Minnow) approx. 2.0 mi. S of site in Betty Creek 
   Plagiochila caduciloba (Gorge Leafy Liverwort) approx. 2.0 mi. E of site  
   Chattahoochee National Forest [U.S. Forest Service] approx. 2.0 mi. W of site  
   Little Tennessee River [High Priority Stream] on site  

* Entries above proceeded by “US” indicates species with federal status (Protected, Candidate or 
Partial Status). Species that are federally protected in Georgia are also state protected; “GA” 
indicates Georgia protected species. 
  

We have multiple records of aquatic species of concern at stream crossings along the project 
corridor.  We also have an historic record of a federally listed species, Glyptemys muhlenbergii
(Bog Turtle) within three miles of the proposed project.  Section 9 of the Endangered Species 
Act states that taking or harming of a listed species is prohibited.  We recommend all requestors 
with projects located near federally protected species consult with the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service.  For southeast Georgia, please contact Strant Colwell (912-265-9336, ext.30 or 
Strant_Colwell@fws.gov).  In southwest Georgia, please contact John Doresky (706-544-6999 
or John_Doresky@fws.gov).  In north Georgia, please contact Robin Goodloe (706-613-9493, 
ext.221 or Robin_Goodloe@fws.gov). 

Because of the large numbers of aquatic species of concern with the project corridor, we are 
concerned about streams and other habitats that could be impacted by the proposed road 
improvement project.  We recommend that stringent erosion control practices be used during 
construction activities and that vegetation is re-established on disturbed areas as quickly as 
possible. Silt fences and other erosion control devices should be inspected and maintained until 
soil is stabilized by vegetation.  Please use natural vegetation and grading techniques (e.g. 
vegetated swales, turn-offs, vegetated buffer strips) that will ensure that the road or ROW does 
not serve as a conduit for storm water or pollutants into the water during or after construction. 
These measures will help protect water quality in the vicinity of the project as well as in 
downstream areas.  

Please be aware that this project crosses the Little Tennessee River and Betty Creek, both high 
priority streams.  As part of an effort to develop a comprehensive wildlife conservation strategy 
for the state of Georgia, the Wildlife Resources division has developed and mapped a list of 
streams that are important to the protection or restoration of rare aquatic species and aquatic 
communities.  High priority waters and their surrounding watersheds are a high priority for a 
broad array of conservation activities, but do not receive any additional legal protections. We 
now have GIS ESRI shapefiles of GA high priority waters available on our website 
(http://www.georgiawildlife.com/content/displaycontent.asp?txtDocument=89&txtPage=13).  
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Please contact the Georgia Natural Heritage Program if you would like additional information on 
high priority waters.  

By visiting the Nongame Conservation Section Website you can view the highest priority species 
and natural community information by Quarter Quad, County and HUC8 Watershed.  To access 
this information, please visit our GA Rare Species and Natural Community Information page at: 
http://georgiawildlife.dnr.state.ga.us/content/displaycontent.asp?txtDocument=89

An ESRI shape file of our highest priority species and natural community data by quarter quad 
and county is also available.  It can be downloaded from:  
http://georgiawildlife.dnr.state.ga.us/assets/documents/gnhp/gnhpds.zip

Please keep in mind the limitations of our database.  The data collected by the Nongame 
Conservation Section comes from a variety of sources, including museum and herbarium 
records, literature, and reports from individuals and organizations, as well as field surveys by our 
staff biologists.  In most cases the information is not the result of a recent on-site survey by our 
staff.  Many areas of Georgia have never been surveyed thoroughly.  Therefore, the Nongame 
Conservation Section can only occasionally provide definitive information on the presence or 
absence of rare species on a given site.  Our files are updated constantly as new information is 
received.  Thus, information provided by our program represents the existing data in our 
files at the time of the request and should not be considered a final statement on the species 
or area under consideration. 
  
If you know of populations of highest priority species that are not in our database, please fill out 
the appropriate data collection form and send it to our office.  Forms can be obtained through our 
web site (http://www.georgiawildlife.com) or by contacting our office.  If I can be of further 
assistance, please let me know.  

Sincerely, 

Katrina Morris             
Environmental Review Coordinator 



    

Appendix A-3 
Report Coordination 
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