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BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF
HENRY COUNTY, GEORGIA

This

RESOLUTIONNO. _22-187

RESOLUTION OF THE HENRY COUNTY BOARD OF
COMMISSIONERS ADOPTING
THE HENRY COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLAN: 2022 UPDATE

WHEREAS, the Henry County Board of Commissioners (BOC) approved a Henry Joint
County/Cities Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) on June 7, 2016; and

WHEREAS, the BOC wished to update the CTP to cover a planning period from 2022
to 2050; and

WHEREAS, the BOC entered into a contract with Pond & Company on April 27, 2021
to update the CTP for a fee of $624,998 in accordance with Henry County’s procurement
process; and

WHEREAS, Henry County separately entered into a contract with the Atlanta Regional
Commission (ARC) for ARC to contribute up to $500,000 of federal transportation
planning funds from the U.S Department of Transportation through the Georgia
Department of Transportation and, thus, share the cost of the transportation plan
development; and

WHEREAS, the Henry County Department of Transportation Planning budgeted
$125,000 for the required 20% local match in its fiscal year 2022 budget; and

WHEREAS, Henry County invited the Cities of Stockbridge, McDonough, Locust
Grove, and Hampton to join in this transportation plan update and share the local match
based on their share of the County’s population; and

WHEREAS, the update has been completed in compliance with the standards
established by ARC and to the satisfaction of the people of Henry County and the BOC;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the Henry County Board of
Commissioners, approves the final draft of the CTP called “Henry County
Transportation Plan: 2022 Update” dated July 19, 2022, as provided by Pond &
Company.

19 of  JuLY ,2022.

HENRY COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

Carlotta Harrell, Chair




RESOLUTION NO. 22-07-07(1)

RESOLUTION OF THE HENRY COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
ADOPTING THE HENRY COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLAN: 2022 UPDATE

WHEREAS, the Henry County Board of Commissioners (BOC) approved a Henry Joint
County/Cities Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) on June 7, 2016; and

WHEREAS, the BOC wished to update the CTP to cover a planning period from 2022 to 2050;
and

WHEREAS, the BOC entered into a contract with Pond & Company on April 27, 2021 to update
the CTP for a fee of $624,998 in accordance with Henry County’s procurement process; and

WHEREAS, Henry County separately entered into a contract with the Atlanta Regional
Commission (ARC) for ARC to contribute up to $500,000 of federal transportation planning funds from
the U.S Department of Transportation through the Georgia Department of Transportation and, thus, share
the cost of the transportation plan development; and

WHEREAS, the Henry County Department of Transportation Planning budgeted $125,000 for the
required 20% local match in its fiscal year 2022 budget; and

WHEREAS, Henry County invited the Cities of Stockbridge, McDonough, Locust Grove, and
Hampton to join in this transportation plan update and share the local match based on their share of the
County’s population; and

WHEREAS, the update has been completed in compliance with the standards established by ARC
and to the satisfaction of the people of Henry County and the BOC;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City of McDonough supports the adoption
of the Henry County (Joint) Transportation Plan 2022 Update and approves the final draft of the CTP called
“Henry County Transportation Plan: 2022 Update”, as provided by Pond & Company.

BE IT SO RESOLVED THIS 7™ OF JULY, 2022.

CITY OF MCDONOUGH, GEORGIA

BY: QWW

Sandr Vincknt, Mayor

ylor, \City Clerk




STATE OF GEORGIA
HENRY COUNTY
CITY OF STOCKBRIDGE

RESOLUTION NO%- l Lmo

A RESOLUTION APPROVING HENRY COUNTY
TRANSPORTATION PLAN AND TRAILS PLAN

WHEREAS, The City of Stockbridge (“City”) is a municipal corporation duly organized
and existing under the laws of the State of Georgia and is charged with providing public services
to residents located within the corporate limits of the City; and,

WHEREAS, Henry County has developed a Transportation Plan and Trails Plan that
involves Hampton, Locust Grove, McDonough, and the City; and

WHEREAS, these plans were last updated in 2016 and have been based on collaboration
between the county and cities; and

WHEREAS, the plan was also based on close collaboration with the Georgia
Department of Transportation and the Atlanta Regional Commission; and

WHEREAS, the plan establishes long-term countywide goals for the transportation and
trails systems and prioritizes certain projects through 2050; and

WHEREAS, the plan includes recommendations for sidewalk installations and
improvements and a proposed trail network (greenways and sidepaths) and design guidelines
that are essential to address the quality of life, congestion relief, equity, and other issues
associated with transportation and mobility.

THEREFORE, IT IS NOW RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF STOCKBRIDGE GEORGIA AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. Approval of Henry County Transportation Plan and Trails Plan -
The City Council approves the 2022 Henry County Transportation Plan and Trails Plan and
draft recommendations in such plans as described hereto in Exhibit A.

SECTION 2. Severability - To the extent any portion of this Resolution is declared
to be invalid, unenforceable, or non-binding, that shall not affect the remaining portions of this
Resolution.

SECTION 3. Repeal of Conflicting Provisions — All City Resolutions inconsistent
with this Resolution are hereby repealed.

SECTION 4. Effective Date. This resolution shall become effective immediately
upon its adoption by the City Council of the City of Stockbridge as provided in the City Charter.




SO RESOLVED m;%ﬁ 0 2022.

ONY S. FORD, I\?éyor

LU SEAL)
%

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

QUINTON WASHINGTON, City Attorney




RESOLUTION No. .2 0% D00

TO ADOPT AN UPDATE TO THE HENRY JOINT COUNTY/CITIES
COMPREHENSIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN; TO AUTHORIZE THE MAYOR AND
CITY CLERK TO EXECUTE AND DELIVER ANY DOCUMENTS NECESSARY TO
CARRY OUT THIS RESOLUTION; TO REPEAL CONFLICTING RESOLUTIONS; TO
PROVIDE FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE; AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES.

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the City of Locust Grove (“City”) is a municipal corporation duly organized
and existing under the laws of the State of Georgia and located in Henry County; and,

WHEREAS, the City, along with the cities of Hampton, McDonough, Stockbridge and
Henry County approved a Henry Joint County/Cities Comprehensive Transportation Plan (“CTP”)
in 2007 to provide a coordinated and comprehensive blueprint for addressing transportation needs
through policies and collaboration; and,

WHEREAS, the CTP is an important supporting element of the Joint County/Cities
Comprehensive Plan; and,

WHEREAS, the CTP was updated in 2016 in order to cover a planning period from 2015-
2040; and,

WHEREAS, in accordance with City’s wish to update the CTP to cover a planning period
from 2022-2050, the City entered into an agreement with Pond & Company to prepare an update
of the CTP (“Update™); and,

WHEREAS, in addition to online outreach, the City held several in-person discussions
regarding the Update that the public was invited to witness including a Public Information Open
House on April 20, 2022, a formal presentation by Pond & Company to the City Couneil on June
21, 2022, a follow-up discussion on July 18, 2022 and a public hearing on August 1, 2022; and,

WHEREAS, a copy of the CTP, as updated by Pond & Company, is attached hereto as
Exhibit A; and

WHEREAS, the Update has been completed in compliance with the standards established
by the Atlanta Regional Commission to the satisfaction of the City; and,




THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LOCUST GROVE,
GEORGIA, HEREBY RESOLVES

SECTION 1. The Update to the Henry Joint County/Cities Comprehensive Transportation Plan,
prepared by Pond & Company, is approved.

SECTION 2. The Mayor and City Clerk are hereby authorized to execute and deliver any
documents necessary to carry out this Resolution.

SECTION 3. All City resolutions are hereby repealed to the extent they are inconsistent with this
Resolution.

SECTION 4. This Resolution shall take effect immediately.

So resolved this 1st day of August 2022.

“Robert Price, Mayor

ATTEST: A
AR o I'; <\ N -
[y I 1 g N

% VA L@?Lq pa ViV, }3)4‘"121.-
Misty Spurling City|Clerk F(\

(seal)

Approved as to form:

City Attorney




RESOLUTION NO. 2022-17

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF HAMPTON CITY COUNCIL
ADOPTING THE HENRY JOINT COUNTY/CITIES
COMPREHENSIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN: 2022 UPDATE

WHEREAS, the City of Hampton City Council together with Cities Stockbridge, McDonough, and
Locust Grove joined Henry County Board of Commissioners (BOC) in the approved a Henry Joint
County/Cities Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) on June 7, 2016; and

WHEREAS, the City of Hampton City Council recognized the Henry County BOC’s desire to update
the CTP to cover a planning period from 2022 to 2050; and

WHEREAS, the Henry County BOC entered into a contract with Pond & Company on April 27, 2021
to update the CTP; and separately entered into a contract with the Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC) for
contribution of federal transportation planning funds from the U.S Department of Transportation through the
Georgia Department of Transportation and, thus, share the cost of the transportation plan development; and

WHEREAS, the update has been completed in compliance with the standards established by ARC;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the City of Hampton City Council, approves the final
draft of the CTP called “Henry Joint County/Cities Transportation Plan: 2022 Update” dated July 19, 2022, as
provided by Pond & Company.

BE IT SO RESOLVED THIS 12™ OF JULY, 2022.

CITY OF HAMPTON, GEORGIA:

akm%\lﬁfm@

ANN N. TARPLEY, Mayod

ATTEST:

ORI TR,

RASHIDA FAIRIBY, City Clerk
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HAMPTON, LOCUST GROVE, MCDONOUGH, STOCKBRIDGE

TRANSPORTATION PLAN_



A-1 INTRODUCTION

The Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC)
created the Comprehensive Transportation
Plan (CTP) program to encourage counties
and their municipalities to develop joint long-
range transportation plans. ARC uses CTPs as
the foundation of the wider regional vision for
transportation investment in the Atlanta region.
This CTE, known as the Henry County
Transportation Plan, includes financial
support from ARC and will be used to make
funding and implementation decisions in the
county for the next 30 years. Transportation
projects identified during this planning process
will be eligible for inclusion in the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP). Projects included

in the RTP may be considered for federal and
state funding.

This Inventory of Existing Conditions
Report details the condition of transportation
facilities in Henry County, including the cities
of Hampton, Locust Grove, McDonough,

and Stockbridge. This planning process
incorporates and builds upon the previous
2016 CTP as well as the ongoing Trails Plan
and the recently completed and adopted
Transit Master Plan. Unimplemented
recommendations from the 2016 CTP were
reevaluated under current situations to ensure
validity.
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PLANNING PROCESS

The Henry County Transportation Plan follows a

STEP ONE:

An INVENTORY of the present-
day makeup and condition of the

three-step technical documentation process:

transportation network in and around
Henry County. This includes factors
that influence transportation such as

STEP TWO:

An ASSESSMENT of transportation
needs both today and through the
year 2050. Needs are identified using

technical methods such as travel
demand modeling as well as input
from community and stakeholders

demographics, employment, land
use, and development

STEP THREE:

The development of policy and
project RECOMMENDATIONS
designed to address the issues
identified in step two




INTENT OF REPORT

The purpose of the Inventory of Existing Conditions Report is to provide detailed information on the present day make up and condition of the
transportation network in Henry County. This also includes factors that influence transportation demand such as demographics, employment, land
use, and development. This background information is necessary to inform the planning process moving forward and help with needs identification
in the next phase of the plan. The report includes sections that focus on a review of relevant studies, land use and development characteristics,
demographics, the transportation network, traffic analysis, active transportation, transit, and previously proposed transportation improvements and

transportation funding.

This report is designed to be descriptive in nature. The implications of the data collected here, in addition to future projections, will be analyzed in
greater detall in the next step of the planning process. However, where appropriate, initial observations and key takeaways have been made for further

analysis in the Assessment of Current and Future Needs Report.

¥ COUNTY
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-2 REVIEW OF PREVIOUS STUDIES

The Henry County Transportation
Plan will be, in part, a synthesis
of many planning efforts that have
come before, incorporating these
understandings of the community
and its goals and intentions. This
chapter showcases some key
plans from Henry County and the
cities that call it home, along with
some of the key takeaways and
conclusions from each.

= Imagine Henry 2040
Our Vision. Our

ur Community. Our Future.

28 HENRY COUNTY/ CITIES JOINT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 2040 UPDATE

IMAGINE HENRY 2040
ES )

(HENRY/CITI

The County’'s Comprehensive Plan serves as a long-
range policy and presents guiding principles for future
development decisions conceming land use, zoning,

and public facilities for Henry County and the Cities of
Hampton, Locust Grove, and McDonough. This document
affirms the County’s and Cities’ big picture vision, defines
goals, and lays out a task list for City and County leaders,
staff, and citizens to position Henry County as a leader
within metro Atlanta. The 2040 Joint Henry County/Cities
Comprehensive Plan includes a community vision element
and implementation strategies. Based on public input, the
community vision is intended to portray a complete picture
of community desires for assessment of current and future
needs in coordination with other elements in the plan. This
vision was then used to create an implementation strategy
to help guide the community towards achieving those
desires with concrete tasks for different County and City

leaders with the help of the public.

)
OINT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 2040 UPDATE)

The plan identified the following goals for Henry County:

m  Develop Henry County and its municipalities as

the gateway of the Atlanta region.

m Create a countywide network of connected

districts

m  Connect people and business to opportunity

m Ensure countywide job growth appropriate to its

location

m Promote resident prosperity

m Provide residential choices by providing different

strategies for different areas

m Create a community of residents who engage in

their own future



2040 HENRY JOINT COUNTY/CITIES
TRANSPORTATION PLAN

The Henry Joint County/Cities Transportation Plan Update assessed current and
projected transportation needs through the year 2040 and included Henry County
and the Cities of Hampton, Locust Grove, McDonough, and Stockbridge. The

goals and objectives of this Update provide the foundation for the development
of performance measures which are then used to evaluate needs and prioritize
projects in this plan to incorporate accessibility and mobility, active transportation,

and other considerations as follows:

OUR FUTURE IN MOTION

Enhance mobility for people and goods in Henry County and its cities.
n ty for peop g ry ty JACOBS

m Enhance accessibility for people and goods in Henry County and its MRS NIFCOUNTY/CITIES TRANSPORTATION PLAN

cities. May 2016

m Reinforce growth patterns that meet county and city visions.

m Protect and enhance the county’s and cities’ environmental quality. m Maintain transportation spending at appropriate levels to fund needed

o . o system expansion and maintenance.
m Ensure coordination among the planning and development activities of

the county, its cities, the school district, the water and sewerage authority, m Enhance citizens’ health and quality of life through transportation
and other involved organizations. improvements.

m Achieve a significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on all m Improve county truck routes, provide access to freight land use, and
public roads. support economic development.

m Maintain transportation infrastructure in a state of good repair.
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Adopted in January 2017, the Stockbridge Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trail Plan is
intended as a guide for investment in bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure in the future
and outlines associated priorities for the city. The overall goal of developing this bicycle,
pedestrian, and trail plan was to provide a safe, connected, and efficient transportation
system for the citizens of Stockbridge. There are many sidewalks in the core downtown
area, but they are not connected to neighborhoods and parks. Several major north-
south thoroughfares in the city lack pedestrian or bicycle facilities. The plan recommends
off-road trail systems and better pedestrian access across SR 138 with additional

solutions for erasing gaps in neighborhood sidewalk systems.

The overarching project goals are the following:

m Safety and health: ensure safe conditions for people to walk, run, or bike

throughout the city.

m Accessibility: reduce demand for automobiles by enhancing access to other

modes of travel to people of all ages and abilities.

m  Community: increase public awareness of the benefits of walking and cycling to

encourage interest and participation.

m  Sustainability: build community developments that utilize sustainable

environmental and economical practices.

1 ‘ ,."' 7

BICYCLE, PEDESTRIAN, & TRAIL PLAN

JANUARY 4, 2017

Prepared for:

CITY OF STOCKBRIDGE, p ADOPTED:
2 JANUARY 9, 2017
GEORGIA i




2012 CITY OF STOCKBRIDGE LIVABLE CENTERS INITIATIVE 10-YEAR UPDATE

The City of Stockbridge Livable Centers Initiative Ten-Year Update was adopted July 9, 2012. The purpose
of this ten-year update from the 20071 Livable Cities Initiative (LCI) study was to reevaluate and update the
previous vision of strengthening and expanding the downtown area, promoting commercial growth along SR
138, establishing a regional activity center near 1-675, improving multi-modal transportation connections, and

updating land use regulations to reflect current market conditions and community needs.

This plan’s key local goals included serving the needs of the area residents and providing a market-based
strategy for creating a vibrant community center. The regional goals, established by the LCI program, position the

community for transportation implementation funds available through the program and include:

m Develop a community-based transportation investment program at activity and town center levels that

will identify capital projects, which can be funded in the annual Transportation Improvement Program

Stockbridge

ﬂ—l P) . LIVABLE CENTERS INITIATIVE 10-YEAR UPDATE

July 9,2012 - As Adopted

m Provide transportation infrastructure incentives for jurisdictions to take local actions to implement the

Prepared for:
The City of Stockbridge, Georgia

resulting activity or town center study goals. Prepared by:

Tunnell-Spangler-Walsh & Associates
Keck & Wood, Inc.

Marketek, Inc.

DW Smith Design Group

m Provide for the implementation of the Regional Development Plan policies, quality growth initiatives and

Best Development Practices in the study area, both through local governments and at the regional level.

m Develop a local planning outreach process that promotes the involvement of all stakeholders particularly low income,

minority and traditionally under-served populations.

m Provide planning funds for development of activity and town centers that showcase the integration of land use policy and

regulation and transportation investments with urban design tools.
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2018 SHAPING STOCKBRIDGE TOGETHER FOR 2038

The city of Stockbridge’s long-term vision for growth and development is the m Consider adopting and implementing an Opportunity Zone

City’s first comprehensive plan to be completed on its own. The plan incorporates . . . . . o
m Consider adopting and implementing a Tax Allocation District

policies and strategies for a twenty-year planning period, but the Community VWork

Program outlines specific implementation strategies in five-year time frames. Product Improvement:

Recommendations for this plan are broken into three categories: policy changes m Recruit a vocational tech two-year college
and investments that should be made to strengthen the City's product, tactics to , , ‘

m Create a plan to improve gateways into the City
market the City and better tell its economic development story, and organizational

changes that will allow Stockbridge to significantly improve its economic m  Provide the public with free, high-speed Intemet access in the Core

development service delivery, Business District and in disadvantaged neightborhoods

' ‘ m Conduct a downtown traffic and parking study
Implementation Strategies:

m Conduct a leakage study to determine which types businesses are

m Expand the existing Stockbridge Downtown Development Authority to missing

encompass business districts beyond Main Street

Product Marketing
m Create a sustainable funding source for economic development projects

. . ‘ o m Create a separate economic development portal to enhance the City's
m Continue to support the operation of the Stockbridge Association of

website
Businesses (SAB) in efforts to develop a business retention and expansion

program m Partner with local and regional economic development allies to market
. . . . ‘ the City (Henry County Development Authority, Henry County Chamber of
m |dentify programs and funding mechanisms that the City, local business
, o Commerce, Metro Atlanta Chamber of Commerce, etc.)
leaders, and other economic development partners can leverage within
economic development initiatives m Engage Atlanta area commercial developers to promote the City's assets

. and to help diversify its business sectors
m Explore New Market Tax Credits



2071 HAMPTON LIVABLE CENTERS INITIATIVE

The City of Hampton conducted an LCI study to
identify appropriate preservation and redevelopment
priorities in its downtown area. This plan has

a feasible vision for compact and mixed-use
development supported by a diverse transportation
network. The study area was not found to have
existing or near-term roadway capacity needs, but
did identify transportation deficiencies in alternative
modes. The goals of this plan also include
supporting lifelong communities and the concept
of aging in place. Transportation strategies and
policies were also identified in the Hampton LCI to

provide guidance for improvements.

Goals of the LCl include:

m Encourage a diversity of medium to high-
density, mixed-income neighborhoods,
employment, shopping and recreation
choices at the activity and town center

level.

m Provide access to a range of travel modes
including transit, roadways, walking and
biking to enable access to all uses within

the study area.

Encourage integration of uses and land
use policies/regulations with transportation
investments to maximize the use of

alternate modes.

Through transportation investments,
increase the desirability of redevelopment
of land served by existing infrastructure at

activity and town centers.

Preserve the historic characteristics of
activity and town centers and create a

community identity.

Develop a community-based transportation
investment program at the activity and
town center level that will identify capital
projects, which can be funded in the
annual Transportation Improvement

Program (TIP).

Provide transportation infrastructure
incentives for jurisdictions to take local
actions to implement the resulting activity

or town center study goals.

Provide for the implementation of the
Regional Development Plan (RDP)
policies, quality growth initiatives and Best
Development Practices in the Study Area,
both through local governments and at the

regional level.

Develop a local planning outreach process
that promotes the involvement of all
stakeholders, particularly low income,
minority and traditionally under-served

populations.

Provide planning funds for development of
activity and town centers that showcase
the integration of land use policy and
regulation and transportation investments

with urban design tools.
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LCl Transportation Policies and Strategies:
m Provide balanced public and private

investments to address the needs of
pedestrians and cyclists as well as those

of automobiles, particularly with regard to

connecting residential areas to downtown.

m Adopt a complete streets policy and
process so that traveling by all modes
is considered and accommodated, as

appropriate, within public rights of way.

34

For developments that include culs-de-sac
or dead-end streets, provide opportunities
for direct pedestrian connections to

adjacent properties, particularly to schools,

community centers, and commercial areas.

Promote shared parking in new and
existing mixed-use areas. Encourage
the provision of on-street parking with

redevelopment, particularly downtown.

Design new buildings to support walking

with basic urban design.

Support existing Henry County and GRTA
transit service through complementary

investments in pedestrian infrastructure.
Support efforts for a passenger rail station

in central Hampton.



2009 MCDONOUGH LIVABLE CENTERS INITIATIVE FIVE- YEAR UPDATE REPORT

The McDonough Livable Centers Initiative Study, completed in 2004, provided an To safely connect residences in the Jonesboro Road, McDonough
action plan for improving the quality of life in and around Downtown McDonough. Parkway, Bridges Road, Willow Lane, and Kelly Road area to Alexander
This study focused on the link between transportation and land use to purposefully Park and Downtown;

improve livability, walkability, and connectivity in McDonough. In 2009, the
m 0 connect Downtown and residential areas to Heritage Park and Richard

City of McDonough completed a Five-Year Update for strategies and actions
Craig Park;
to implement from 2010 to 2014 which included an update to the Report of

Accomplishments and the Five-Year Implementation Plan. m [0 extend paths planned along the McDonough Parkway Extension north

of Downtown to the Walnut Creek area;
Included in the Five-Year Implementation Plan were the following projects and

. ‘ m One new greenway initiative to develop a historical trail marker to
detailed programming:

memorialize the 1900 McDonough Train Accident at the rail site along the
m Four new gateway streetscape projects for gateways to be located at greenway trail network in Alexander Park;

Macon/Giriffin Street, Hampton Street, Highway 81, and Lawrenceville
m [wo new pedestrian crossing safety projects to install countdown
Street/N Zack Hinton Parkway to complement those already planned for
pedestrian signals in the Downtown Square and to realign the intersection
Highway 42 north of town, and on the east-west one-way pairs; ‘ _
at Bridges Road and Highway 20/81/Hampton Street; and

m Five new sidewalk infill projects to address deficiencies remaining on
m Four new local projects including Phase Il Alexander Park Improvements

Jonesboro Road, Doris Road, Marians Way, Highway 155 near the east-

and the completion of a Downtown Development Plan, a Tourism and
west one-way pairs, and in other areas where existing sidewalks pose o ‘ ‘

Hospitality Plan, and a Comprehensive Recreational and Greenspace
safety/liability risks; . N o _ ' ‘

Plan to define specific action items that will produce clear, viable projects

m Five new multi-purpose path projects to strengthen the sidewalk and path for funding.

network to be more destination oriented;
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2017 1-75 AT BILL GARDNER PARKWAY INTERCHANGE MODIFICATION REPORT

The Bill Gardner Interchange Modification Report (IMR) document analyzes proposed
improvements to the I-75 interchange at Bill Gardner Parkway located in City of Locust
Grove. The IMR compares three build alternatives to a year 2035 no-build scenario. The
Bill Gardner IMR was undertaken to address existing and future projected deficient traffic
operations in and around the interchange. Existing traffic operations for several critical
movements at the interchange during PM peak hour are currently deficient. Several large
Developments of Regional Impact have been proposed near the interchange which are

anticipated to further degrade traffic operations in the future.

All Build alternatives assume that the City of Locust Grove/Henry County sponsored
Special Purpose Local Options Sales Tax (SPLOST) Bill Gardner Parkway widening project
(with some modifications) is completed. The three alternatives include a single point

urban interchange, diverging diamond interchange, and adding triple left turm lanes to the

southbound off-ramp.

The recommended interchange type was selected based on the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) policies. The Build Alternative 3 -Triple Left Turm Lanes on
Southbound Off-ramp was selected assuming that Bill Gardner Parkway was widened
from two to four lanes and requires no additional right-of-way to construct additional left-
tumn lane. The Build Alternative 3 has the lowest cost estimate of the three alternatives

studied with an estimated total project cost of $17 million.

Interchange Modification Report

I-75 at Bill Gardner Parkway (CR 650)

City of Locust Grove in Henry County, Georgia

Prepared for:
City of Locust Grove
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LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT
A-3 CHARACTERISTICS

Land use and developments
have a strong impact on
what kinds of transportation
facilities are needed and
how well transportation
facilities operate. Existing and
anticipated developments
were reviewed to gain a
better understanding of the
needs and travel dynamics of

Henry County.



EXISTING LAND USE

Land use and development characteristic data were based
on LandPro 2012 data. This dataset is the most recent
data from ARC to assess the existing land use patterns in
Henry County. This data is a generalized, regional, land-
cover database useful for county or municipal transportation

planning.

In 1995, Henry County was the sixth-fastest growing
county in the United States with explosive growth
continuing into the 2000s. The County’s existing land use
consists of a variety of rural areas, single-family residential
neighborhoods, and activity centers spread throughout. A
map of the County’s existing land uses is shown in Figure
A-3.1 and a graph showing the overall proportions of each

land use category is shown in Figure A-3.2.

The most prevalent land use category in the county is
Agriculture-Forest-Open Space which accounts for forty-
one percent of land in the county. This includes forested,
undeveloped land indicating the county has the capacity to
accommodate the continuing growth trends. Agriculture is
classified as a combination of cropland, pastureland, and
areas dedicated to livestock production and equestrian
facilities. Forest cover and open space are also included

in this category which are observed extensively throughout

the county, especially to the east and south of the county.

I Agriculture-Forestry-Open Space
[ Transportation-Communication-Utilities
- Public-Institutional
- Commercial
[ Park-Recreation-Conservation
B (ndustrial
Waterbody
- High-Density Residential
Single-Family Residential

Townhome-Duplex-Small Lot Residential
| ~ Multi-Family Residential

Under Construction

Figure A-3.1. Existing Land Use in Henry County (LandPro 2012)
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The second most common land use in Henry
County is single-family residential which includes
planned residential subdivisions, residential
development of varying lot size, and mobile home
parks. This category makes up about eighteen
percent of the county’s area and is dispersed
throughout the county. Less than half a percent of

this category consists of mobile homes.

Medium-density residential includes townhomes,
duplexes, and small-lot residential contributing to
twelve percent of total land use in Henry County.
Medium-density residential is more prevalent in
Stockbridge and near the I-75 corridor.  Located
mostly in McDonough, high-density (one percent)
and multi-family (half of a percent) residential makes

up less than two percent of the county’s land use.

At eight percent of the total land use, the third most
common land use category is Parks-Recreation-
Conservation and includes conservation areas,
parks, wetlands, and golf courses. Wetlands are
the most prominent (three percent) land use in

this category. Developed by the Henry County
Water Authority (HCWA), the Cubihatcha Outdoor
Education Center, located in Locust Grove,
encompasses almost 1,000 acres of wetland
enhancement providing an avenue for public

education and enjoyment.

Transitional land, which is land that has been
cleared for construction, is currently under
construction, or has been partially developed,
makes up four percent of the county’s land area.
This category is heavily concentrated along the
I-75 corridor in McDonough located near industrial
clusters with some transitional land use spread

throughout the county.

While making up just two percent of county land
use, Commercial areas are primarily composed of
shopping centers, restaurants, and convenience
retail. These areas produce high amounts of ingress
and egress trips. Access management is usually a
priority in commercial areas as commercial uses are
significant traffic generators. This category is found
along major corridors (US 19/41, SR 20/81, SR 42,
SR 138, SR 1565) and heavily concentrated along
the |-75 corridor.

The Public-Institutional category, which makes up
one percent of Henry County, includes schools,
churches, cemeteries, libraries, hospitals, police
and fire stations, and government facilities. The
category is a traffic generator as it includes
employment centers and uses with multiple visitors
throughout the day. Schools are included in this
category and also impact traffic due to the peak

hour trips particularly in the AM peak hour.

Though not a major land use in the county by size,
Industrial (about one percent) land use generates
a much higher rate of truck traffic than other land
uses. This category includes warehousing and
distribution centers, manufacturing facilities, and
quarries. Industrial areas are heavily concentrated
near the I-75 corridor in McDonough with some

industrial use on SR 138 in Stockbridge.

At almost two percent of land use, water bodies
include lakes and reservoirs in the county. There are
five drinking water reservoirs owned and operated
by the Henry County Water Authority. This reservoir
network includes the Tussahaw, Upper Towaliga,
Lower Towaliga, Long Branch, and Gardner

Reservoirs.

The Transportation-Communications-Utilities
category is a diverse category, but makes up less
than one percent of land use in Henry County. This
category is compromised of the Henry County
airport, large areas dedicated to utility infrastructure
such as water pumping and electrical stations,
power line easements, and communications uses

for cell phone towers, antennas or satellite dishes.



Figure A-3.2. Existing Land Use by Category in Henry County (LandPro 2012)

Medium-Density
Single Family Residential (18%) Residential (12%)

Public-Institutional (6%)

Park-Recreation-Conservation
Agriculture-Forest-Open Space (41%) (8%) Transitional (4%)

All Others (8%)

41



DEVELOPMENTS OF REGIONAL IMPACT

Under the Georgia Planning

Act of 1989, any large-scale
development or a development
likely to impact neighborhood
jurisdictions, is subject to review
as a Development of Regional
Impact (DRI). From 20156-2021,
there have been sixteen DRIs

in Henry County submitted for
review by the Atlanta Regional
Commission. These DRIs are
shown in Table A-3.1. Eleven
out of sixteen DRIs are industrial
projects that will expand the
regional warehousing and
industrial freight cluster at I-75
in McDonough near SR 1565
and SR 42.

Table A-3.1. DRIs in Henry County from 2015 to 2021

Development Location

Description Status

Bartram ADM Properties 160 & 180 Sedgewiew Drive

Waste transfer station Planned

Gardner 42 Expansion  West of SR 42 & north of Market Place
(Gardner Logistics Park)  Boulevard

891,450 square feet of commercial (retall,
hotel, restaurants)

1,011,907 SF industrial Under Construction

Henry Promenade I-75 and Jonesboro Road Canceled

East side of SR 42/US 23 bordered by Wise
Road, SR 42/US 23 & King Mill Road

Locust Grove — Clayco  Price Drive, north of the intersection at Bill
(2016) Gardner Parkway 1,002,998 SF of industrial Complete

Macon Street (SR/US 23), south of the
intersections at N McDonough Road & S Zack 728,000 SF of industrial Complete
Hinton Parkway (SR 155)

1,643 residential units; 1.5 million square ft of
commercial; potential location for convention Planned
center and arena and a “mass transit complex”

Speedway Commerce  Bruton Smith Parkway (SR 20) in the City of Industrial but with 75,000SF commercial, and
Center Hampton, Georgia 300 residential units

Lambert Farms, Phase |l 817,200 SF of industrial Under Construction

McDonough Commerce
Center |l

Reeves Creek East of I-75 near I-675 interchange

Under Review

Source: ARC DRI database



Other Henry County projects that did not meet the DRI thresholds in size and intensity but are still notable

in terms of significant development in the past five years.

m  Canyon Springs Apartments — 223 luxury apartments near Jonesboro Road and I-75 (completed)

m Columns at South Point — 260 high-end units in McDonough (currently under construction)

m Fairview Comers — Mixed use development with medical center focus in Ellenwood (planned)

m Hawks Landing — 252 apartments in 11 three-story buildings in McDonough (approved)

m Shoppes at Ola Crossroads — 70,000 square feet of retall in Ola (under construction)

m Symphony Park — 499 mixed residential units (postponed)

m East Lake at Springdale — 184 residential units, primarily townhomes

m Kellytown Grocery Store — 48,000-SF grocery store plus 18,000 SF additional retail

m McDonough Family and Senior Housing — 470 apartment units for families and seniors

m Jonesboro Road Apartments — 268 residential units, 75,000 SF of medical/office/retall

m Mt Carmel Road Development — 104 condominium units and 222 single-family units



FUTURE LAND USE

A jurisdiction's Future land use map is a general guide for development intended for the future. The future land use map for Henry County is shown in Figure A-3.3.

Industrial development will continue to grow along the I-75 corridor in McDonough, Locust Grove, and off SR 138 in Stockbridge. The ARC-identified industrial cluster around

the I-75 SR 165 and SR 20/81 exits is expected to continue to grow with more concentration east of the interstate toward SR 42 in McDonough.

A shift from agriculture-forest-open space to rural residential will be seen throughout the county. Locust Grove will experience a significant increase in medium-density
residential along the SR 42 corridor into McDonough. The SR 81 corridor heading east toward Newton County will become predominantly low-density residential with some
transportation-communication-utilities along the county border. High-density residential will also increase along the |-75 corridor with the most significant growth shown in

Stockbridge and Locust Grove.

With a massive piece of land rezoned on the west of US 19/41 in Hampton for mixed-used, the approximate 6,000-acre tract is part of the Henry County Speedway
Megasite which is proposed to include multi-family residential, commercial, and warehouse and distribution. The concept has a water park, 11,000 seat concert venue,

hotel, timeshare apartments, and theme park. This development has the potential to create 3,000 jobs while under construction and 4,000-5,000 permanent jobs when

completed.




Future Land Use

- Commercial
I High-Density Residential

- Industrial

Low-Density Residential
[ Medium-Density Residential

- Mixed Use
B ofiice

B Fubiic-institutional
- Park-Recreation-Conservation
Rural Residential

- Transportation-Communitcation-Utilities

Figure A-3.3. Future Land Use in Henry County 45
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COMMUNITY FACILITIES

A thorough inventory of community facilities is important
for identifying major trip generators within the county.
These facilities are mapped in Figure A-3.4. They
include government facilities such as city halls, libraries,
and courthouses. In addition, schools and hospitals have
been identified. Notable community facilities within Henry
County include Piedmont Henry Hospital in Stockbridge

and school locations throughout the county.

Piedmont Henry Hospital is located near at the
intersection of Eagles Landing Parkway and Rock Quarry
Road near the |-75 interchange. It will be important to

maintain vehicular access and mobility to the hospital.

There are 49 public schools within the county, which
includes thirty elementary schools, ten middle schools
and nine high schools. The county also contains seven
private schools. There are several school clusters where
elementary, middle, and/or high school buildings are in
close proximity, which are shown in Table A-3.2. Areas
surrounding the school clusters should be the focus

of automobile safety and operational improvements

as well as sidewalk and/or bicycle infrastructure. The
Austin Road cluster also includes a library (Fairview) and

recreation center (Fairview).

Table A-3.2. Henry County School Clusters
School Cluster | School Names Location
Austin Road Austin Road Elementary, Austin Road Middle Austin Road

Fagles Landing Flippen Elementary, Eagles Landing Middle, Eagles Landing High Eagles Landing Parkway

Luella Luella Elementary, Luella Middle, Luella High Hampton-Locust Grove Road
Ola Ola Elementary, Ola Middle, Ola High North Ola Road

Union Grove East Lake Elementary, Union Grove Middle, Union Grove High East Lake Road

Five public libraries are located within the county (one in each municipality) including the Alexander
Public Library (McDonough), the Cochran Public Library (Stockbridge), the Fairview Public Library

(unincorporated Ellenwood), the Fortson Public Library (Hampton), and the Locust Grove Public Library.

County court and administrative services are located centrally in the City of McDonough along Henry

Parkway.






A-4 DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE

This section documents the
demographic and employment
profile for Henry County. The central
demographic characteristics are
total population, population density,
iIncome, poverty, seniors, disabled
persons, minority population, and 1154 Vit /il 35
zero-car households.



TOTAL POPULATION POPULATION DENSITY

The 2019 population of Henry County was 255,356, Population density per census block group is
according to the US Bureau of the Census American llustrated on the map (Figure A-4.1). Overall,
Community Survey (ACS), accounting for 3.84% Henry County has a population density of 1.08
percent of the Atlanta Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) persons per acre which is slightly higher than the
population of 5,892,424, density of the Atlanta MSA (1.04 persons per acre).

Population is generally concentrated in the central

and northern section of the county roughly parallel

Table A-4.1. Population Densities of Henry County and
the Atlanta MSA

highest population density occur in McDonough
Henry County Atlanta MSA
in the triangle shaped area bounded by SR 20,

Persons Persons Jonesboro Road, and I-75 and in Stockbridge

to the I-75 corridor. The block groups with the

per Acre per Acre south of SR 138 and east of I-75. Table A-4.1

compares population density of Henry County and

Population 255,356 1.08 5,892,424 1.04

the Atlanta MSA.
Area in Acres 208,908 - 5,663,627 -
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Figure A-4.1. Population Density per Census Block Group



Within 1 mile of I-75
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Figure A-4.2. Residents who Live within One Mile of I-75
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Figure A-4.3. Population Density of Henry County

Approximately forty-seven percent (105,665) of Henry
County residents live in a block group located within one
mile of I-75, as is depicted in Figure A-4.2. This corridor is
a very important transportation asset for a high proportion of
Henry County residents. Mobility along |-75 and access to it

will be important considerations for this planning process.

Approximately sixty percent of Henry County residents
live on thirty-six percent of the land area, as is shown in
Figure A-4.3. The outer ring of census block groups is
much less dense than the north-central core. Short term
projects should address concemns in the core. Population
and employment growth in the outer ring may have major

transportation impacts in the future.



INCOME Median Household Income ($71,288)

The median household income in Henry ' =1 ' - $34,875 - $56,800 (80% or less of median income)

County is $71,288 which is slightly (four ‘\ || $56,801 - $71,000 (between 80% and 100% median income)

sercent) higher than the median household N R || $71,001 - $85,200 (between 100% and 120% median income)
e || $85,201 - $106,500 (between 120% and 150% median Income}

income for the Atlanta MSA which is $68,316 N
\ | $106,501 - $125,602 (greater than 150% median income)

Income levels below the county median -

tend to occur in the four municipalities and

unincorporated Ellenwood. Household income

levels greater than the median tend to occur

in the more rural outer ring of block groups.

Figure A-4.4 illustrates the median householc

income in Henry County.
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Figure A-4.4. Median Household Income in Henry County



POVERTY Percentage of Households in Poverty
Every year the US Department of Health and Human Services |:| 0.00-555

I s55-11.10

I 11.10-15.00
B 15.00-20.00
I 20.00-25.47

(HHS) sets a poverty threshold for the country. The income

threshold changes depending on size of household. For the
year 2019 the federal poverty income threshold was set at
$21,330 for a household family size of three people. In the
Atlanta MSA, approximately eleven percent of households

have an income below the poverty threshold.

Data from 2019 shows that about 6.8% of Henry County
households have an income level below the poverty line,
which is significantly lower than the Atlanta MSA. Despite
these lower overall levels, there are significant concentration
of poverty in the county. Higher concentrations of poverty

occur in both denser, more urban areas and in more rural

areas.

The two block groups with the highest percent
of households in poverty are in the Cities of
McDonough (between SR 20 and Bridges
Road) and Stockbridge (along SR 138 near
Flippen Road). In both block groups about one
in four households have income levels below
the poverty line. Rural poverty clusters also
occur in Hampton (west of US 19/41) and
Locust Grove (between Peeksville Road and SR 42). Figure
A-4.5 shows the percentage of households in poverty in

Henry C :
ey ounty Figure A-4.5. Percentage of Households in Poverty in Henry County



SENIOR POPULATION

Of Henry County’s population, 11.35% is
sixty-five years or older, which is essentially
equal to the Atlanta MSA average of 11.9
percent. Senior populations are spread
throughout Henry. However, spatial analysis
reveals three significant concentrations.

All three occur in unincorporated Henry
County. The highest concentration of senior
population is in the area between SR 81
and Mt. Carmel Road in western Henry
County. This block group is about thirty-
four percent being sixty-five years or older.
Another concentration (twenty-five percent
being sixty-five years or older) occurs in
western Henry County north of Jonesboro
Road near the Clayton County boundary.
Finally, another senior concentration
(twenty-eight percent) occurs in northermn
Henry County near the DeKalb County
boundary along SR 1565 and Panola Road.
The concentration of the senior population

in Henry County is shown in Figure A-4.6.

Percentage of Population 65 Years of Age and Older
| | 3652301 -8613728
[ ] 8613729 - 12.436869
B 12.436870 - 19.181130
\ Il 10.181131 - 34.199134

Figure A-4.6. Concentration of the Senior Population in Henry County



D|SAB| |_|TY _ Percentage of Households with a Disabled Member

According to the 2019 ACS, 21.6% of [ ]s60-2087
‘ . [ 20.87 - 25.00
Henry County households have a disabled - ——

person. This is similar to the Atlanta MSA of - 35.00 - 55.53
which 20.9% of households have a disabled
member. Block groups with disabled
populations higher than the MSA average
can be found throughout the county. As is
shown in Figure A-4.7, of particular note

is the block group between Mt. Carmel
Road and SR 81 in western Henry County.
This area has the highest proportion of

households with a disabled member and is

also a concentration of seniors.

Figure A-4.7. Percentage of Households with a Disabled Member in Henry County



M | NOR”Y | | Percent Minority

According to the 2019 ACS, Henry County is - 1200-g0.42

] 30.12-42.32
| |4232-5382
| |s382-6587
I 65.87 - 75.91
B 7501 -94.18

56.6% minority population, which is defined as all
persons who self-identify as non-white or Hispanic.
This percentage is slightly higher than the MSA
minority percentage of 52.9%. Minority populations
are spread throughout the county. Of note, there
are clusters of block groups that are more than
three quarters minority in McDonough (between
I-75, Jonesboro Road and SR 155), Stockbridge
(south of SR 138 and on either side of I-75) and
unincorporated northern Henry County near the
DeKalb County border. In general, eastern Henry
County east of SR 155 and SR 42 shows less
minority presence than the county average, as is

shown in Figure A-4.8.
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Figure A-4.8. Minority Population Percentage in Henry County



ZERO C AR H O U S EH O LDS Percentage of Households with No Vehicle

According to the 2019 ACS, about 2.3% of i L [ Joo
. B 0.0-25
households in Henry County lack access to a - 25-60
vehicle. This is less than half the percentage of the Bl co-11.0
Bl 110-190

Atlanta MSA of about 5.8%. As is shown in Figure
A-4.9, the areas with highest percent of zero-car
households include the block groups between Mt.
Carmel Road and SR 81 in western Henry County,
which also has high concentrations of senior and
disabled populations. High percentages of zero car
households also occur in the block groups north of
SR 138 near Flippen Road, which also has a high
concentration of households below the poverty

income threshold.
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Figure A-4.9. Percentage of Households without a Vehicle in Henry County



CONCLUSION AND TAKEAWAYS

Taken as a whole, the Henry County demographic
profile is remarkably similar to the Atlanta MSA.

Of the seven demographic categories presented
above, only three have any significant differences.
Henry County has a higher median income, fewer
households under the poverty threshold, and fewer
households without access to a car. Table A-4.2

compares the Atlanta MSA and Henry County.

The demographic profile will be used for further
analysis of potential transportation impacts and/or
recommendations during the Needs Assessment

phase of the planning process.

Table A-4.2. Demographic Profile of Atlanta MSA and Henry County

Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Alpharetta MSA Henry County

Statistic Value Statistic Value

Total Population 5,862,424 Total Population 225,356

Persons/Acre Persons/Acre

Total Number of Households 2,104,360 Total Number of Households 75,984

Households below Poverty Line 233,556 Households below Poverty Line 6,061

Persons Age 65 and Older 697,693 Persons Age 65 and Older 25,576

Households with a Disabled Person 439,114 Households with a Disabled Person** 16,412

Persons Age 65 and Older 697,693 Persons Age 65 and Older 25,576

Households without a \ehicle 121,391 Households without a Vehicle 1,710

% Of Population Minority 52.93% % Of Population Minority 56.58%
*2019 ACS 5-Year Estimates Were Used for All Data Types except Where Noted

**ACS 2019 5-Year Estimate Not Available, ACS 2019 1-Year Estimate Used
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A-5 EMPLOYMENT

This section documents the
employment characteristics
of Henry County. Employment
characteristics include the

total number of jobs, primary
job sectors, locations of jobs
within the county, the places
where Henry County residents
work, the places where those
who work in Henry County
live, and major employers
within the county. Similar to
the demographic section, this =
employment analysis provides

insight into key trip origins and

destinations. ; Gt = H H ﬂ : I‘l
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HENRY COUNTY EMPLOYMENT

Per the US Census Bureau, there are nearly
63,000 total jobs located within Henry County.

For consistency, census job categories were
aggregated to the same groupings the Georgia
Department of Transportation (GDOT) uses for travel
demand modeling. Table A-5.1 below displays the

employment breakdown by aggregate sector.

Table A-5.1. NAICS Categories included
in the GDOT Aggregates

Ag, Mining, CST 2,925 5%
MTCUW 9,951 16%
Retall 10,937 17%
Service 39,179 62%
Total 62,992 100%

Source: US Census LEHD Data

The aggregate employment categories include
multiple job types. Table A-5.2 displays which North
American Industry Classification System (NAICS)

categories are included in the GDOT aggregates.

Table A-5.2. Employment breakdown of Henry County Jobs

Aggregate Category | NAICS Category NAICS Code

Ag, Mining, CST

MTCUW

Retall

Service

Agriculture, forestry, fishing & related activities

Mining

Utilities service employment

Construction

Manufacturing

Transportation and Warehousing

Wholesale trade

Retail Trade

Information

Finance & Insurance

Real Estate & Renal & Leasing

Professional, scientific, and technical services

Management of companies and enterprises

Administration & waste services

Educational services

Health Care & social assistance

Arts, entertainment & recreation

Accommodation & food services

Other services, except public administration

Government & government enterprises

11
21
2
2

31-33

48-49
42

44-45
51
52
53
54
55
56
61
62
71
72
81

92

61
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JOB DENSITY

The locations of Henry County's approximately
63,000 jobs are mapped in Figure A-5.1. Several
concentrations of jobs become apparent. From
north to south, major job clusters include the area
around Piedmont-Henry Hospital along Eagles
Landing Parkway near I-75, and the SR 155/

SR 20 freight cluster in the City of McDonough.
From north to south, minor job clusters include

the Fairview Road commercial area in northem
unincorporated Henry County, the SR 138 corridor
near |-75 in downtown McDonough, the SR 20 @
I-75 interchange area, downtown McDonough, and
the Bill Gardner Parkway at |-75 interchange area in

Locust Grove.

Figure A-5.1. Locations of Jobs in Henry County

Total Jobs
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1-565

56 - 160
161 - 355
356 - 706
707 - 1,616

1,616 - 2,819
Major Job Cluster

Minor Job Cluster



WHERE HENRY COUNTY RESIDENTS WORK

Figure A-5.2 below displays data from the US Census Bureau of the locations of jobs for Henry County residents. Several areas
have been identified that employ higher numbers of Henry County residents. These include downtown/midtown Atlanta, Hartsfield-

Jackson Atlanta International Airport, the Piedmont-Henry Hospital cluster, the SR 155 freight cluster, and downtown McDonough.

— Freeways

WhereResidentsWork

Fewer Jobs - More Jobs

Atlanta
Downtown/Midtown

H-J Airport_ 7

[

Piedmiont-Henry
= 4 Hospital
\

'7 5 } McDonough

@ SR155
N,
B .]#eight Cluster

Figure A-5.2. Locations of Jobs for Henry County Residents 63
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WHERE HENRY COUNTY WORKERS LIVE

Figure A-5.3 below displays data from the US Census Bureau of where those that work in Henry County live. In general, most

workers live within Henry County. Henry County draws workers from surrounding communities as well, in particular Clayton County.

— Freeways

Where Workers Live
I 4 e

Fewer Workers - More Workers

|| @Stockbridge

Clayton
County

Figure A-5.3. Locations of Residences for Workers in Henry County
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TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM
A-6 CHARACTERISTICS

This section categorizes,

quantifies and records aspects
of the Henry County multimodal
transportation system. This
understanding of the county’s
existing transportation network
IS a critical foundation for the

analysis and recommendations
of the CTP,




ROAD NETWORK CHARACTERISTICS

The Henry County roadway network can be understood
through a number of different categorizations. Recorded
in this document are functional classification, number of
travel lanes, speed limits, traffic signals, bridge ratings,

and pavement rating.

FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION

A roadway's Functional Classification (FC) provides
information about the intended character of the roadway
by identifying the types of functions it is intended to
serve. At the top of the hierarchy are ARTERIALS
which are intended mainly for rapid, long distance
travel. At the bottom of the hierarchy are LOCAL roads
which are intended mainly for access to land use and
development. In the middle are COLLECTORS which
straddle the intents of the other two and are intended to
provide shorter distance mobility while still allowing for

access to land use and development.

ARTERIALS

COLLECTORS

LOCALS

PROPORTION OF SERVICE

MOBILITY

LAND ACCESS
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Arterials and collectors can be further stratified into “Major” and Table A-6.1. Total Centerline Mileage per Classification in

“‘Minor”. Major (also known as Principal) arterials are typically Henry County
interstates or highways and provide a high degree of mobility. They Functional Classification Miles of Roadway in Henry County
often connect metropolitan areas or major activity centers. Access Principal Arterial - Interstate 5.8 1.6%
on and off major arterials is typically controlled, and surrounding land Biine ol Arerl O 203 4.5%
uses often cannot be directly accessed. Minor arterials are typically

Minor Arterial 123.1 7.4%
used for shorter trips and provide access to the arterial roadway

i O,
system. Collectors connect local and arterial roads to provide service iEler ColEeior 108 B
between residential neighborhoods and commercial areas. Table Minor Collector 60.6 3.6%
A-6.1 displays total centerline mileage per classification. Local 1,278.2 76.7%
Al 1,666.8 100%

Principal arterials in the county include the following:

Between US 19/41 (Tara Blvd) and I-75

Between SR 155 in downtown McDonough and the South

Entire length in Henry County

Between I-75 and the DeKalb County line

Entire length in Henry County

Jonesboro Road Between SR 42 in downtown McDonough and the Clayton County line

53
B

 Arterial Street s Collector Street Local Street



Based on GDOT’s functional classification,

Figure A-6.1 shows the functional classification

for the Henry County roadways.

Figure A-6.1. Functional Classification for Henry County Roadways

Functional Class

Interstate

e Principal Arterial

Minor Arterial
Major Collector

Minor Collector

Local Road
[ —
k N\ )
|\.. ]
J
j_- —
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NUMBER OF LANES

The number of lanes on a roadway is
closely related to the capacity, or how
many cars can use the road at any
given time. Other road characteristics
such as traffic signals and other stop
controls, speed limits, and tuming
movements also influence the capacity
of a roadway. The map below displays
Henry County roads by how many

through lanes are present.

In general, Henry County has relatively
few multilane roadways, as is shown in
Figure A-6.2. |-75 forms the backbone
of the Henry County roadway system.
I-75 and US 19/41 (Tara Boulevard)

are the only multilane roadways that

run north-south in the county. All of the
other multilane roadways in the county
are oriented east-west and provide

connectivity to either I-75 or I-675.

Major Henry County multilane roadways include the following:

|
)
|
|
|

Jonesboro Road

Jodeco Road

Bill Gardner
Parkway

Eagles Landing
Parkway

Hudson Bridge
Road

Fairview Road

L e

Eight lanes from Clayton County line to Eagles Landing Parkway. Six lanes from Eagles
Landing Parkway to Spalding County line. Two reversible toll lanes from SR 155 to SR 138.

Four lanes between I-75 and US19/41 near the Atlanta Motor Speedway in the City of
Hampton.

Four lanes from Clayton County line to SR 42.

Five lanes - three lanes northbound and 2 lanes southbound - the entire length within Henry
County.

Four lanes between SR 42 in McDonough and Mill Road just west of I-75.

Four lanes between Peach Drive and Mt. Olive Road just west of I-75.

Four lanes between I-75 ramps and SR 42 in downtown Locust Grove.

Six lanes between I-75 Ramps and Village Center Parkway. Four lanes between Country Club
Drive and SR 155.

Four lanes between |I-75 ramps and Jodeco Road.
Four lanes between Clayton County line and Panola Road in the Ellenwood commercial area.




—
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SPEED LIMITS

Similar to the number of lanes on a roadway,

speed limits can impact the capacity of a roadway.
In addition, higher speed roadways can provide
connectivity between activity centers in the county.
The map below displays speed limits as recorded in
the Regional Travel Demand Model. Figure A-6.3
shows that Henry County has a robust network of
roadways with 45+ MPH speed limits that provide

intra-county connectivity.

Speed Limits

— 25
35

- 40
—_— 45
—— 50

— G5

Figure A-6.3. Speed Limits of Roadways in Henry County



TRAFFIC SIGNALS

There are 211 signalized intersections in Henry County. These
are shown in the map in Figure A-6.4. Twenty-nine signalized
intersections are in City of Stockbridge, twenty-four signalized
intersections are in the City of McDonough, eleven signalized
intersections are in the City of Hampton, and seventeen signalized
intersections are in the City of Locust Grove, leaving 130 in
unincorporated Henry County. Most of these traffic signals are
located on principal arterials, including SR 20, SR 42, SR 81,

SR 138, and SR 165.

The most common Intelligent Transportation System (ITS)
improvement for transportation remains traffic signals, enabling
smart signal programming, regional operations coordination, or
other improvements to provide enhanced mobility
throughout the county. Traffic signals are typically
installed at locations identified either through
traffic volume or safety requirements from GDOT
and Henry County signal warrants. Thus, these

locations are already capable to improve traffic flow

or reduce crashes and illustrate an opportunity

Signalized Intersections
R (TN T o

to further enhance the signals with new and

emerging technologies.

Figure A-6.4. Locations of Signalized Intersections in Henry County
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ASSET MANAGEMENT

An asset management program assesses the life cycle of capital improvements
and works to maintain the network in good working order. Two measures
frequently used in asset management are Bridge Ratings and Pavement
Conditions Index (PCI). The bridge rating of - Good, Fair, or Poor - assesses the
structural integrity and life span of bridges. The PCl is a numerical assessment,

which is used to indicate the general condition of a pavement section.

Bridge Rating

In order to evaluate the state of Henry County’s bridges, the National Bridge
Inventory (NBI) bridge database was reviewed. This database includes a record
of each bridge in the nation, in addition to bridge inspection results. Based on

the results of the most recent inspection, each bridge is assigned a rating of

Good (G), Fair (F), or Poor (P). This rating is determined by the lowest of the
Deck, Superstructure, Substructure, or Culvert condition ratings. There are 139
bridges within Henry County, 81 with a Bridge Condition of Good, 58 with a
Bridge Condition of Fair, and none with a Bridge Condition of Poor. Figure A-6.5

presents bridges in Henry County and their respective Bridge Conditions.

Pavement Rating
The PClis a numerical index from O to 100, which is used to indicate the general

condition of a pavement section.

Henry County DOT is currently near the completion of a brand-new inventory.

When complete and available, the results will be posted here.

Example of Good Pavement Conditions in Henry County
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INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS AND TECHNOLOGY

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) and
transportation technology enable infrastructure and
vehicles to communicate with each other as well
as central repositories such as traffic management
centers to achieve efficiency. TS and transportation
technology rapidly shifted throughout the 21st
century and continue to evolve into a real-time
data driven system, advancing transportation
safety and mobility. The transportation industry is
finding that solutions to safety, capacity, and other
modern transportation challenges can be achieved
through incorporating select ITS and transportation

technologies.

FIBER OPTIC CABLE

Fiber optic cable has become the go-to cabling

for high-speed telecommunications throughout the
world. While traditional copper cables still exist, they
are limited in their transmission speeds (40 gigabits
per second) and distance of transmittance (100
meters). In contrast, fiber optic cable can transmit
data at up to terabits per second in distances of

up to 24 miles. In order for ITS to function at its
maximum potential, efficient data transmission from
cameras, vehicles, infrastructure, and other sources

will benefit from fiber optic cable.

There are several TS solutions, such as intelligent
infrastructure, that can reduce crashes through
advanced warmnings to drivers via Variable Message
Signs (VMS), enhance mobility through smart or
coordinated signal corridors, and reduce emissions
by reducing vehicle idling times. Henry County

is a leader in metro Atlanta already incorporating
elements of ITS and technology implemented within
its existing infrastructure. This section outlines the
existing state of TS and technology within the

county.

As of June 2019, Henry County has close to 71
miles of loose tube fiber optic cables. Of these,
40.2 miles (57%) are owned by GDOT and 30.8
miles (43%) are owned by SRTA. As is shown

in Figure A-6.6, the current fiber optic locations
are primarily along |-75, as is most of the ITS
infrastructure within the County, establishing the
importance of this corridor by GDOT. This leaves
ample opportunity to expand fiber optic cables
within the county to allow the advancement of

other ITS infrastructure. While costs for installing

While some of these technologies are not directly
related to transportation, such as public Wi-Fi,
they are still covered to showcase Henry County's
technology capabilities as they exist today

and opportunities for expansion, especially as
telecommuting and distance learning continues
to remain prominent for many citizens due to the

COVID-19 pandemic.

fiber optic cable can be expensive, it is possible to
leverage investments by partnering with other state
and local agencies, or even private companies, to
share infrastructure investments and thus expand
coverage. Further, adding fiber optic as part of other
construction projects can create efficiencies. Future
analysis for ITS installation can look at both desired
expansion areas and planned infrastructure projects
to determine what partnerships are available for

leveraging reduced installation costs.



Fiber Optic Cable
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in Henry County

Figure A-6.6. Fiber Optic Cable Locations
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MAXTIME/MAXVIEW SIGNAL SOFTWARE
Taken from the GDOT Statewide Traffic Signal
Program Concept of Operations, the MaxTime
firmware runs on GDOT and local traffic signal
controllers, and associated systems such as
pedestrian accommodations, preemptions,

and Connected and Autonomous Vehicle (CAV)
applications. These signals are connected by

the MaxView software which runs on the Traffic
Management Center (TMC) servers. This software
is a single interface that manages the operations of
all traffic signals within the GDOT network that have

MaxTime implemented.

While all GDOT MaxTime signals are currently
interfaced with GDOT's MaxView server, some local

jurisdictions have stand-alone MaxView servers

that do not communicate with the statewide GDOT
MaxView server. This system allows for signals to
e monitored and controlled remotely and provides
high quality data collection for system performance
monitoring. GDOT monitors these signals through
their Automated Traffic Signal Performance

Measures dashboard.

Of the 211 traffic signals in Henry County, 133
(63%) of them have MaxTime firmware as shown in
Figure A-6.7. This enables most signals within the
county to be monitored by a central GDOT or other
municipality server that can remotely update signal
timings to respond to large one-off events such

as county fairs, emergency weather conditions

or incidents, and other situations that may be

required on-the-fly signal updates. There are

sixteen MaxTime signalized intersections within the
City of Stockbridge, eighteen MaxTime signalized
intersections within the City of McDonough,

three MaxTime signalized intersections within the
City of Hampton, and seven MaxTime signalized

intersections within the City of Locust Grove.

Additionally, these signals can be modified over-
time to integrate with vehicle to everything (V2X)
cellular radios, which will prepare Henry County

for the eventual arrival of CAVs. There is additional
opportunity to upgrade the seventy-eight remaining
signals within Henry County to MaxTime firmware,
which will further improve signal operations across

the county.
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Figure A-6.7. Traffic Signals in Henry County which have MaxTime Firmware
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DEDICATED SHORT RANGE COMMUNICATIONS / CELLULAR RADIOS LOCATIONS

Dedicated Short Range Communications (DSRC) and cellular radios service technology communicate traffic and roadway data for real-time information display, traffic

operations, and other ITS. DSRC uses short-range radio frequencies to communicate between vehicle On-Board Units (OBUs) and Roadside Units (RSUs). Cellular radios

are also a type of wireless communication that use cellular signals for communicating between OBUs and RSUs. However, cellular radios can communicate at longer

distances than DSRC.

DSRC and Cellular radios are the basis for communication
between transportation infrastructure and CAVs. GDOT is a
national leader in TS and preparing Georgia’s infrastructure
for CAVs. GDQOT has been working to install radios across
the state at a rapid pace, focusing on state routes and then

expanding to local corridors.

The DSRC/Cellular Radios locations in Henry County are at
intersections along I-75, SR 138, and US 19 as can be seen
in Figure A-6.8. The installations on SR 138 and US 19
were a part of GDOT's Phase 2 Deployment in 2020 in which
GDOT received a grant from the United States Department
of Transportation (USDOT) as a part of the Advanced
Transportation and Congestion Management Technologies
Deployment (ATCMTD) program. The deployment allows

for applications such as red-light warning, pedestrians in
crosswalk, phase service remaining (e.g., green light time
remaining), green speed for coordinated signals (i.e., what
speed you should maintain to approach all green signals),
emergency vehicle preemption, transit signal priority, and
freight signal priority. Henry County is currently partnering with
GDOT to install cellular roadside units at twenty additional

intersections, which are also shown in Figure A-6.8.

Figure A-6.8. DSRC/Cellular Radios Locations in Henry County

DSRC/Cellular Radios
Locations



The future of DSRC is limited, according to the recent
ruling by the Federal Communication Commission (FCC).
This ruling set forth that the technology for CAVs shall be
cell-based and that DSRC must be converted to cellular.
However, GDOT is working with the ARC, counties, and
cities to develop and deploy a Connected Vehicle 1,000+
(CV1K+) initiative to deploy radios across the metro Atlanta
region. Deployment of this program is already underway in

several metro counties.

REGIONAL TRAFFIC OPERATIONS PROGRAM
CORRIDOR

The Regional Traffic Operations Program (RTOP) is GDOT's
“mullti-jurisdictional, cutting-edge signal timing and corridor
operations program with the goal of improving traffic flow and
reducing vehicle emissions through improved signal timing”.
RTOP was developed to manage corridors of regional

significance.

RTOP has been an extremely successful GDOT initiative.
However, contracts are currently ending and will be
transitioning to new SigOps contracts which utilize a regional

approach for traffic signal operations.

The regional model for these new contracts allow for more
flexibility in how GDOT resources can be used to support
traffic signal operations across the entire state. All of the
capabiliies of RTOP will be available under the new SigOps
contracts. To provide greater coverage for operational
improvement, the new contracts will focus on leveraging the
technology that GDOT has deployed over the last few years,
including upgraded traffic signal software, high resolution
data, and communication to the traffic signals, in order to
remotely monitor and troubleshoot any identified deficiencies

and send resources to the field when it is necessary.

Soon, any signal in Georgia is now “included” in the SigOps
program. Therefore, SigOps has the flexibility to use the
available resources both on and off system. The decision
behind where the SigOps resources will be distributed

will come from partnering with the local agencies to
determine needs in each region based on where operational
deficiencies exist according to the data, what resources the
local maintaining agencies have available, and priorities for

the Department and all the stakeholders we engage with.
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RAMP METERS

According to GDOT'’s website, “the Ramp Meter Program was implemented to alleviate congestion and emphasize motorist safety. Ramp Meters are traffic signal devices
located on entrance ramps to the freeway”. Meters are like traffic signals, indicating when vehicles should stop and proceed. These help to pace the traffic entering the
interstate. Ramp meters are installed along interstates and highways throughout the Atlanta region at locations that typically have heavier than normal peak-hour demand.

GDOT outlines the benefits as:

Ramp Meters
I

B Reduced congestion on the freeway,

B Decreased fuel consumption,

B Maintain steadier flow on the interstate, and

B Increase freeway speeds.

As shown in Figure A-6.9, there are four ramp meters in Henry

County.

B Two ramp meters are at the I-75 on ramps from Hudson

Bridge Road, and

B The other two ramp meters are at the I-75 on ramps from SR

138.

All four of the ramp meters are equipped with MaxTime firmware and

coordinated through the MaxView server. With the MaxTime firmware

enabled on current and future ramp meters, the central location can

control traffic during periods of inclement weather or traffic hazards

that may necessitate shutting down portions of the interstate.

Similar to the RTOP program, there may be a need for additional

ramp meters in Henry County as population and employment Figure A-6.9. Ramp Meters in Henry County
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ELECTRICVEHICLE (EV) CHARGING STATIONS

Electric Vehicle (EV) charging station locations were identified utilizing the US Department of Energy’s Alternative Fuels Data Center. EV charging stations are currently

identified as being one of three charging types — Level 1, Level 2, or Direct Current (DC) Fast.

According to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Alternative Fuel Corridors, I-75 within Henry County is designated as an EV Ready Corridor. Currently, there are
two locations along |-75 that are equipped with DC fast charging. One is in the City of McDonough and the other one in the City of Stockbridge.

In 2011 there were 17,763 EVs sold in the United States, with 2019 seeing 326,644 EVs sold, a 1,738.9%
increase in 8 years. As vehicle manufacturers pledge to go all-electric in the future (General Motors pledge
by 2035, Volvo by 2030, and Jaguar by 2025 as examples), and California requiring all new vehicle
sales to be all-electric in 2035, jurisdictions must prepare EV charging networks to meet the coming
changes. As such, Henry County can begin to identify future needs for EV charging stations

from electric vehicle sales analysis within the region.

Currently, there are sixteen public EV charging stations in Henry County, all of which

are Level 2 or DC Fast types. Level 1 charger types are found within residential

homes and are not accounted for here due to lack of available data. Fourteen

of these locations feature twenty-four Level 2 chargers, while the other
two charging locations feature five DC Fast chargers. Table A-6.2 lists
the information associated with each of the EV charging stations in
Henry County. The location of all sixteen EV charging stations

can be seen in Figure A-6.10.
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As of now, there are over 100,000 public
chargers in the U.S. as recorded by the
Department of Energy. The Infrastructure
Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) signed on
November 15, 2021 will invest $7.5 billion
to build out the first-ever national network
of BV chargers in the United States and

is a critical element in the Biden-Harris
Administration’s plan to accelerate the
adoption of EVs to address the climate
crisis and support domestic manufacturing
jobs. It is expected that Georgia would
receive about $135 million over five years
to support the expansion of an EV charging
network in the state. Georgia will also have
the opportunity to apply for grants out of

a nationwide $2.5 billion available for EV

charging.

Table A-6.2. B\ Charging Stations in Henry County

Station Name Address City ZIP
Dekalb County Seminole 4295 Clevemont Road Ellenwood 30294
CovgaPonrlbetWIDO  O7SHw 1SS MeDorough 90250
Tru by Hilton Atlanta/McDonough - Tesla Destination 2571 Avalon Court McDonough 30253
Hme2 Sutes Aterta SoUrMCDOroLgh - TeSADSSNAtEn  GOMIFoI)  NeDorough 0250
Comfort Suites McDonough - Tesla Destination 64 Hwy 81 Wat Exit 218  McDonough ~ 30253
Vegoors-Eletwood, GAHGER1  SioamewRow  Bewood 0204
Fairview Oaks 1071 Fairview Road Ellenwood 30294
WeomeGemer  SGMnSwet  weDorough 90250
Locust Grove Tanger EV 1 1000 Tanger Drive Locust Grove 30248
Wamo2(Suirege G 1400HchnBIgeFoad Stookrge 0281
Chpt Evse Mcdonough 1 1570 GA-20 McDonough 30253
SounPortSroppg Centr-TesaSuparhater  1G0GAZOWeSt  NeDorough 90250
Shoppes at Westridge 2142 GA-20 McDonough 30253
SecutyDrectPooPakngDsk  10O4Hospt@Dive  Stokrge 0281
Floor and Decor Outlets of America Inc 1120 Towne Center Drive  McDonough 30253
Ssbonzomenes 1901 AcemoPakuey | Lo Gow 90240
South Point Shopping Center 1380 Highway 20 W McDonough 302583



Figure A-6.10. Locations of Public EV Charging Stations in Henry County

@ EV DC Fast Charging Stations
@ EV Level 2 Charging Stations
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GDOT 511 CAMERA SYSTEM

The GDOT 511 system provides real-time traffic and travel information in Georgia. The live cameras feed directly into GDOT's TMC and allow the system to provide real
time traffic and traveler information, such as current traffic speeds and travel times, current incident and construction information, and travel alerts. Also, GDOT'’s Highway
Emergency Response Operators (HERO) program takes advantage of the live cameras to monitor traffic and quickly respond to incidents. However, GDOT does not

dth but onl ides thei I-time inf tion.
record the cameras but only provides their real-time information GDOT 511 Live Cameras

S g a

Camera locations were obtained through the Georgia Emergency Management Agency

(GEMA). In total, Georgia has 3,216 live cameras in the 511 system with 104 of them
located in Henry County. Figure A-6.11 shows where the GDOT 511 live cameras are

located in Henry County.

Cameras are essential to managing traffic incidents and safety concerns, ensuring
adequate camera coverage along high-crash corridors that can help emergency
responders and car towing services arrive quicker to serve motorists in need.
The existing camera system can be used to help identify future locations for ITS
implementation, providing an overarching system that provides all the needs of a

modern TS corridor — operations, safety, and management.

Henry County: 104 live cameras /|
-75: 56 live cameras .\_‘

[-675: 2 live cameras

R 54, SR 20, SR 138: 46 live camera

Figure A-6.11. Locations of GDOT 511 Live Cameras



RAILROAD CROSSINGS

The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) data
shows that highway-rail at-grade crossing collisions
and pedestrians trespassing on tracks combined
for over ninety-five percent of all railroad fatalities

in the U.S. Georgia is currently third in the U.S. for
highway-rail grade crossing collisions, with 103

in 2020. This included nine deaths and thirty-two
injuries. Ensuring proper railroad crossing signals

are provided within Henry County can help to

prevent future collisions from occurring.

Railroad crossings are typically categorized

as Active Grade Crossings or Passive Grade
Crossings. Warning and control devices are
identified within the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control

Devices (MUTCD).

Active Grade Crossings

m Active warning and control signs

m Bells, flashing lights, gates

m Can be in addition to passive warning devices

The FRA monitors the location of railroad crossings
throughout the U.S. There are fifty-five railroad
crossings in Henry County, of which thirteen are
private and the remaining forty-two are public.
These railroad crossings are mapped in Figure
A-6.12. Private railroad crossings are railroad
crossings on private streets or within industrial
areas that are not open to the public. Forty-four

of the railroad crossings are at-grade, the other
eleven are grade-separated, traveling above or
below the roadway. There are twenty-eight railroad
crossings with road gates. Among them, there are
two crossings with double gates: Old Griffin Road
at Industrial Boulevard, and Jonesboro Road at

Fayetteville Road. None of the railroad crossings

have pedestrian arms.

Passive Grade Crossings

m Passive waming signs
m Yield or stop signs

m Pavement markings

There is an overall lack of active warning devices
on at-grade railroad crossings in the county. As
previously indicated, this can pose safety issues
and conflicts with vehicles and pedestrians.
According to the FRA, there have not been any
highway-rail grade crossing incidents in Henry
County over the last three years. However, it
remains important to ensure proper signage,
signals, or other active or passive devices are being
utilized to prevent future highway-rail grade crossing
collisions. Collisions are preventable when proper

safety precautions are utilized to warn drivers.
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PEDESTRIAN FLASHING BEACONS

Pedestrian flashing beacons are a traffic control device which can

increase drivers’ awareness of pedestrians crossing the street.

\

N

Pedestrian flashing beacons are typically placed at unsignalized marked

crosswalk locations, such as mid-blocks or between intersections.

These devices can be installed based on pedestrian demand to cross at

locations not served by nearby signalized intersections, such as transit

stops. Potential crossing locations can also be identified through crash

data identifying locations which have pedestrian collisions at locations

not served by existing crossings.

There are six pedestrian flashing beacons in Henry County. Three of

them are in school zones (Stockbridge Middle School, Smith Barnes

Elementary School, Impact Academy), two are located in
residential areas, and one located on US 23 in Locust A
Grove, which is a commercial street. The locations of /

pedestrian flashing beacons in Henry County are shown

in Figure A-6.13.

Pedestrian flashing beacons can be useful for ITS by

bridging gaps in the infrastructure network that primarily

4 8l

\ )
amptor

serves automobiles. Future Henry County pedestrian
and bicyclist needs can be identified through multi-modal
demand or safety analysis, with safe crossings provided for

other modes through simple beacons activated by users.

‘(

Pedestrian Flashing Beacon

23]

(8]
138

15

20

81
42 7
15

O

Lotust Grove

l .I 42 b N

& A

Figure A-6.13. Locations of Pedestrian Flashing Beacons in Henry County
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SCHOOL ZONES WITH FLASHING LIGHTS

A school zone is a roadway segment near a school or near a ) ] \.,\5

School Zone with Flashing Light

\ |
crosswalk leading to a school that has a likely presence of younger § ?

pedestrians. These zones can feature flashing lights to increase
drivers’ awareness. The purpose of these school zones and flashing
lights are to inform passing vehicles that during a certain time of day
there are likely to be children in the vicinity crossing the street, and

speeds should be reduced to accommodate them.

As can be seen in Figure A-6.14, in Henry County, there are

twenty-one schools that currently have school zones with flashing

lights. Stockbridge Middle School has two school zones with
flashing lights, and some schools share one school zone with
flashing lights. There are some school zones that are
currently without flashing lights which presents an
opportunity to upgrade those for pedestrian and

bicycle safety.

Flashing lights within school zones is a great
opportunity to implement a high-value safety

project with minimal financing. These passive

systems are modified to each school zones hours

of operations and can be matched to holiday and

break schedules. Through safety analysis, as well as
public input, future school zones that may require flashing lights can be

identified within Henry County.

Figure A-6.14. | ocations of School Zones with Flashing Lights in Henry County



PUBLIC WI-FI LOCATIONS

Broadband connectivity has become an
essential need, as was particularly noted
during the COVID-19 pandemic. Ensuring all
citizens have adequate access to the internet
is an essential service. While Wi-Fi may

not be directly related to the transportation
network, it does indicate whether there is
adequate interet access for citizens and
employees and is a technology that should
be readily available to everyone. The Georgia
Department of Community Affairs (DCA)
manages the locations of public Wi-Fi.
Currently, there are ten public Wi-Fi locations
in Henry County, five of which belong to
public libraries and can be accessed anytime
with no login required. The Wi-Fi locations can
be seen in Figure A-6.15 and the details of

each Wi-Fi location are in Table A-6.3.

Public Wifi Locations
O

Figure A-6.15. Public Wifi Locations in Henry County
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More Wi-Fi spots have been planned in
Henry County. According to the AJC, Henry
County Schools has a partnership with
T-Mobile to offer free Wi-Fi to students in the

south metro Atlanta community.

While public Wi-Fi can benefit the residents
of Henry County and it is important to
understand opportunities for Wi-Fi expansion,
Wi-Fi does not provide the same benefits
from a fiber optic network necessary for ITS
implementation. Additionally, public Wi-

Fi comes with a number of security risks.
With recent cybersecurity attacks on local
governments within Georgia, including the
City of Alanta’s ransomware attack, which
cost over $2.7 million, there is little reason
for ITS to utilize public Wi-Fi when such a risk
may be posed to the responsible government

agency.

Table A-6.3. Public Wi-Fi Locations in Henry County

Address City Zip Code Provider Login Hours
61 McDonough Street Hampton 30228 Fortson Public Library None 24/7
Mon, Wed, & Fri.

9:00 am - 7:00 pm;
Tues & Thurs.
300 Atlanta Street McDonough 30253 Alexander Park N/A
9:00 am - 9:00 pm;
Sat & Sun

9:00 am - 5:00 pm

30 Macon Street McDonough 30253 McDonough City Square

300 Simpson Street McDonough 30253 Rufus L. Stewart Park

174 Burke Street Stockbridge 30281 Cochran Public Library None 24/7



ROADWAY PERFORMANCE

This section documents the performance of the roadway network as
measured by traffic volumes, level of service (LOS), crashes, delay
(congestion), and travel speed. Data for the section comes from multiple
sources including GDOT count stations, the ARC Regional Travel Demand
Model, the GDOT GEARS crash database, INRIX, and the National

Performance Management Research Data Set (NPMRDS).

TRAFFICVOLUMES

Roadway traffic volumes are presented below. These volumes come from
two different sources. The first source, the GDOT Traffic Analysis & Data
Application (TADA), provides historical traffic count data collected from the

Georgia Traffic Monitoring Program using stations located on public roads.

The other source, ARC's Travel Demand Model (TDM), is a trip-based TDM
developed for a 20-county Region. The TDM was calibrated and validated
using the 2011 Regional Household Travel Survey and the 2009-2010

Regional On-Board Transit Survey. Because the TDM estimates travel

patterns, it is not expected to be a perfect representation of travel conditions.

While the model has been tested and calibrated based on real world
conditions and has been calibrated for accuracy within an acceptable range
of error, the TDM is designed to evaluate transport demands and predict

future travel patterns and traffic conditions using current travel behavior.

GDOT Count Locations
Traffic data was pulled from the GDOT’s TADA application, which uses a

dynamic mapping interface to allow the user to access data from the map
and in a variety of report, graph, and data export formats. Table A-6.4
displays the fifteen highest traffic counts on non-interstate roads in Henry
County. The highest volume roadway in the county is I-75 which carries
between 89,800 and 170,000 vehicles per day. The volume is heaviest in the

north and tapers off as it goes further south.

Other high volume non-interstate roadways in Henry County include SR
138, Jonesboro Road, East Lake Parkway, US 19/41, SR 20, Bill Gardner
Parkway, and SR 42. Data from 2019 is shown in Figure A-6.16.
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Table A-6.4. Fifteen Highest Non-Interstate Traffic Counts
in Henry County

Road Name 2019 AADT City Functional Classification
SR 138 39,500 Stockbridge Urban Minor Arterial
EestlokoPavay G700 Stockbridge  Uben PrncpalAreral
SR 138 33,400 Stockbridge Urban Principal Arterial
| donesbooRoad 83100 McDonough  Utben Prncipal et
SR 138 31,800 Stockbridge Urban Principal Arterial
| SRI® 20D Swcoidge  UanPrnopalAter
SR 138 29,800 Stockbridge Urban Principal Arterial
| nesbooRoad 28300 McDonough - Utben Principal Areal
US 19/41 28,800 Hampton Urban Principal Arterial
| USToMT 26500 Hamplon  Uben Prncpalarera
SR 20 26,200 Henry County Urban Principal Arterial
SR 2400 MoDoowgn  UtenMinorter
US 19/41 24,800 Hampton Urban Principal Arterial

Bill Gardner Parkway 24,000 Locust Grove Urban Minor Collector
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Figure A-6.16. 2019 GDOT Traffic Counts for Henry County



Travel Demand Model
The TMD for base year (2020) is mapped in Figure

A-6.17. In general, the TDM produces similar results
as the GDOT TADA database — a major difference
being that the map displays the traffic volumes by
single direction whereas the count stations display

total bi-directional volume.

Daily Volume

<5,000

- 5,000 - 10,000
s 10,000-20,000

a— 20,000 - 50,000

E_ -50.000
Other

Not Modeled

Figure A-6.17. Base Year (2020) Travel Demand Model for Henry County
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LEVEL OF SERVICE

Level of Service (LOS) is a measure of congestion derived
from the TDM. Similar to a grading scale, LOS ranges from A
to F, with A being the least congested and F being the most
congested. The image below shows the roadway conditions

for the various LOS measurements.

Different jurisdictions

have different policies,

but generally an LOS of A
through D is considered
acceptable, while LOS

of E or F indicates that

an improvement may be
appropriate. Table A-6.5
displays all roadway
segments in the county
that have LOS E or F during
either the AM or PM peak
periods. Figure A-6.18
shows 2020 LOS resullts for
the AM (Bam to 9am) peak
travel period while Figure
A-6.19 shows 2020 LOS

results for the PM (4pm to

7pm) peak travel period.

Table A-6.5. Roadway Segments in Henry County that have LOS E or F in the AM or

PM Peak Periods

Road (including from & to) AM Direction, LOS | PM Direction, LOS

SR 81 between John Frank Ward Boulevard & Lake Dow Road
SR 81 between Lake Dow Road & Racetrack Road
SR 81 between Racetrack Road & Old Jackson Road
SR 81 between South Bethany Road & River Park Circle
SR 81 between South Bethany Road & Sunflower Meadows Drive
SR 81 between Hilda Way & River Park Circle
SR 42 between Bill Gardner Parkway & Peeksvile Road
SR 42 between Peeksville Road & Indian Creek Road
SR 42 between Indian Creek Road & MLK Jr Boulevard
SR 42 between MLK Jr Boulevard & Grove Road
SR 138 between SR 42 & Millers Mill Road
SR 138 between SR 155 & Camp Creek
SR 1565 between |-75 NB ramp & King Mill Road
SR 155 between Avalon Parkway & I-75 SB ramp
SR 155 between Avalon Parkway & Westridge Parkway
SR 1565 between |-75 SB ramp and I-75 NB ramp
SR 20 between Industrial Boulevard & Regency Park Drive
SR 20 between Turner Street & Lawrenceville Street
SR 20 between Lawrenceville Street & McGarity Road
SR 1565 between Morningside Drive & SR 138
SR 155 between Moss Drive & East Lake Road

SR 81 between Jackson Lake Road & South River

EB,

WB, E

WB, F

WB, E

WB, F
Both E
Both E
WB, E
WB, F
WB, E
E&WB, F

WB, E

WB, E
SB, E
SB, F

NB, E

EB F

EB F

EB E

EB E

EB E
WB, E&EB, F

Both E
WB, E&EB, F

EB E

EB, F

EB, F

Both F

Both E

Both E

EB, F

WB, E&EB, F

Both E

SB, E

NB, E

Both E
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Figure A-6.18. 2020 LOS Results for the AM Peak Period
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CRASHES

Crash data for Henry County was pulled for the years 2016 — 2020. This data comes from the GDOT Georgia Electronic Accident Reporting System (GEARS) database. This

database collects crash data from law enforcement agencies across the entire state of Georgia. Crashes on the corridor are displayed in the map shown in Figure A-6.20

where several crash hot spots are visible.

All Crashes

All vehicular crashes for the entire reporting period
are displayed in Figure A-6.20. Crash hot spots
tend to occur where the most traffic is present. The
Henry County data shows the same pattern. Hot
spots occur at all I-75 interchanges, downtown
McDonough, downtown Locust Grove, and
downtown Stockbridge. Based on traffic volumes,
SR 81 west of McDonough is an unexpected hot
spot. Crash rates will be examined in further detall

during the needs assessment process.

The crash history is summarized in Table A-6.6.
There were a total of 58,384 crashes reported in

Henry County between 2016 and 2020.

Table A-6.6. Crash Review Summary for Henry County from 2016 to 2020

Percentage

Crash Type 2015-2019 | of Total

Crashes
Angle 2,701 2,865 3,350 3,536 3,700 16,1562 27.70%
Rear End 4,474 4,546 4,709 4,673 4,804 23,206 39.70%
Sideswipe-Opposite Direction 1,640 2.80%
Other/Unspecified 1.40%
Injury Crashes 2,309 2,354 2,496 2,505 2,663 12,327 21.10%
Pedestrian Crashes 0.50%
Commercial Vehicle Crashes 791 3,738 6.40%
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Bicycle Crashes
There were a total of sixty-five reported

vehicle crashes involving a bicycle which
is about 0.1% of the total crashes. Hot
spots include downtown McDonough
and SR 138 near US 23 (Henry
Boulevard) in Stockbridge, as is shown

in Figure A-6.21.

Figure A-6.21. \/ehicle Crashes Involving a Bicycle in Henry County from 2016 to 2020 101
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Commercial Vehicle (Truck) Crashes

There were a total of 3,738 crashes involving
commercial vehicles which is about 6.4% of
all crashes in the county. The vast majority
of these crashes occur along I-75 with other
hot spots being SR 155 and downtown
McDonough, as shown in Figure A-6.22,

Figure A-6.22. Commercial Vehicle Crashes in Henry County from 2016 to 2020



Fatal Crashes
There were 135 crashes with a

fatality between 20156 and 2019
which is about 0.2% of all crashes.
Hot spot locations include SR 138
at I-75, Walt Stephens Road near
I-75, SR 20 at I-75, SR 155 at I-75,
Bill Gardner Parkway at I-75, and
US 19/41 in Hampton, as shown in
Figure A-6.23.

% A

Figure A-6.23. \/ehicle Crashes Resulting in a Fatality in Henry County from 2016 to 2020
103



NON-MOTORIZED TRIPS

Non-motorized modes of transportation, such as
walking and biking, are an important part of Henry
County’'s multimodal transportation system. From
a system level mobility point of view, if shorter trips
shifted to walking or biking it can take vehicles

off the roadway. Such trips also produce fewer
emissions which can improve air quality. Sidewalks
and trails also support transit operations. Perhaps
more importantly, the ability to safely walk and bike
offers greater opportunities for recreation and can
increase quality of life for Henry County residents.
This section documents existing sidewalks and

bicycle facilities in the county.

EXISTING SIDEWALKS

Henry County recently completed an in-depth

survey of existing sidewalk locations throughout the

entire county. Figure A-6.24 displays the results of

the surveys.

The figure shows that the sidewalk network has
been expanded over the past five years. It also
shows a disconnected system with isolated
pockets of sidewalks. Almost all sidewalks in the
county are on local roads within subdivisions.
Sidewalk coverage along arterials and collectors
is minimal. This situation makes trips connecting

origins and destinations difficult and potentially

unsafe.

The needs assessment phase of this planning
process will examine ways of creating greater
sidewalk connectivity. This assessment will

focus mainly on collector and arterial roadways.

In addition, it will consider connections to
recommendations from the ongoing Henry County

Trail Plan.




Figure A-6.24. Henry County Sidewalk Network

—— Sidewalks 2016
——— Sidewalks 2021
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EXISTING BICYCLE FACILITIES

Figure A-6.25 displays the existing bicycle facilities

in Henry County. Bicycle facilities can be broken

down into different types including on-road bike lanes,
shared travel lanes, multiuse side paths, and greenway
trails. As shown in the figure below, Henry County
currently has a limited amount of bicycle facilities. The
existing ones are disconnected and spread throughout

the county.

New facilities include the Panola Mountain trail
extension to Austin Road Middle School in the
northeast corner of the county. This multi-use
greenway trail provides a connection across SR 155
to the extensive Panola Mountain trail system. There

are plans to extend this trail an additional 0.9 miles.

The Henry County Trail Plan will recommend a
countywide network of greenway trails and other
connections. These recommendations will be

incorporated into the overall transportation plan.

Existing Bike Facility

Conventional Bike Lane

s Multiuse Path

Shared Travel Lane

e Trail

Figure A-6.25. Existing Bicycle Facilities in Henry County
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-] TRANSIT

This section documents the existing
public transportation system that
operates within Henry County. This
system includes service provided by
the Henry County Transit Department,
the Atlanta-Region Transit Link Authority,

and Georgia Commute Options.

HENRY COUNTY TRANSIT
"770-288-RIDE "_‘ N

]




HENRY COUNTY TRANSIT
SYSTEM

Countywide public transportation is provided by
Henry County Transit (HCT) by a demand-response
system for medical appointments, shopping, social
activities, employment, and other locations. Xpress
service is operated by the Atlanta-Region Transit
Link Authority (ATL) with four commuter bus routes
connecting to four park-and-rides. Fifteen vanpools
throughout the county are offered by Commute with

Enterprise through the Georgia Commute Options.

LOCAL TRANSIT SERVICE

HCT demand-response service is a curb-to-curb
transportation service operating Monday through
Friday 6am—-6pm with reservations required.

Their goal is to provide convenient and affordable
transportation for all Henry County residents.
Fares are collected by cash or check at $4.00 per
person, per stop for residents under 60 years of
age. Reduced fares are offered for 60 and older
at $2.00 per person, per stop. The service fleet
consists of thirty-two vehicles including: twenty-
eight 16-passenger cutaways, one 20-passenger
cutaway, two 6-passenger vans, and one

33-passenger bus.

A cutaway is a vehicle in which a bus body
designed to transport passengers is mounted

on the chassis of a van or light- or medium-duty
truck chassis. A cutaway bus may accommodate

standing passengers.

In February 2018, a pilot 12-mile fixed-route service
was started in the northern part of Henry County
with six stops. This enhanced transportation and
mobility service was discontinued in March 2020
due to reduced ridership levels and concems

resulting from the COVID-19 pandemic.

Human service transportation is also provided by
HCT for essential transportation services under the
Georgia Department of Human Services (DHS).
Ridership eligibility for human service transportation
is determined by DHS division or other department/
agency such as: Division of Aging Service (DAS),
Division of Family and Children Services (DFCS),
Department of Behavioral Health and Disabilities
(DBHDD), and Georgia Vocational Rehabilitation
Agency. Figure A-7.1 shows existing transit

services in Henry County.
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Existing Transit Services
P oo p [P]  Park and Ride Location

w———— MARTA Bus Route

Xpress Routes
Route 432 - Stockbridge to Downtown
@D Route 431 - Stockbridge to Midtown

Route 440 - Hampton to Downtown - Midtown

Route 430 - McDonough to Downtown

et y

Figure A-7.1. Existing Transit Services
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REGIONAL BUS SERVICE

The ATL operates four commuter bus routes within Henry County servicing two park-and-ride facilities in Stockbridge, one in

McDonough, and a Hampton location. Commuter Xpress buses primarily serve the |-75 corridor with three routes from McDonough or

Stockbridge to Downtown and Midtown Atlanta. One route serves the US 19/471 corridor from Hampton to Downtown/Midtown with a

stop at the Jonesboro park-and-ride before reaching Downtown/Midtown Atlanta.

Henry Xpress Transit Routes:

Park and Ride:

440 - Hampton - Jonesboro to Downtown-Midtown

430 - McDonough to Downtown

431 - Brandsmart - Stockbridge to Midtown

432 - Brandsmart - Stockbridge to Downtown

m Stockbridge Brandsmart

m Stockbridge I-75 and SR 138

m Hampton at Boothe’'s Crossing shopping center

m  McDonough at Avalon Park on Industrial Parkway
VANPOOLS

Commuter vanpool services in Henry County are provided by the State Road and Tollway Authority (SRTA). This program enables

commuters with similar trip origins and destinations to share rides. SRTA provides financial incentives to riders to promote participation

and maximize contracts with private sector vendors. SRTA's vanpool vendors such as Commute with Enterprise supply the vans and

place individual riders in vanpool groups. Commuter vans range in capacity from seven to fifteen passengers and include features such

as GPS navigation and in-vehicle Wi-Fi. Ride matching services are provided through Georgia Commute Options.

m



A-8 FREIGHT

This section documents the freight sector of the
roadway and rail network. While freight is not a
separate mode of transportation, it is a specific
user group with its own specific set of issues
and opportunities. In Henry County, in particular,
warehousing-distribution-manufacturing-industrial

land use is an important part of the local economy
providing high paying jobs and adding to the tax base.




FREIGHT ROUTES

The Henry County Freight Road Network is a subset of the
overall roadway network. All State and Federal roads are
considered to be part of the freight network. These routes
cannot be closed to truck traffic and generally provide longer
distance mobility. The Atlanta Regional Commission has also
identified a Regional Truck Route Network which prioritizes
regional truck mobility. Finally, Henry County has designated
several Local Routes. These different subsets of the road
network are displayed in the maps in Figure A-8.1. Combined,
they represent a comprehensive network of truck routes

throughout the county.
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All Freight Routes
— State/US Highway
— Existing Local Road
— Planned Local Road

Figure A-8.1. Freight Routes
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TRUCKVOLUMES

The map in Figure A-8.2 displays truck volumes as derived from GDOT
count station data. Major carriers of truck traffic include 1-75, SR 20, SR 138,

SR 155, Eagles Landing Parkway, and Jonesboro Road.
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Norfolk Southern owns and operates freight rail within Henry County, which is shown in Figure A-8.3. The
most active line runs in a north-south orientation to the east of, and roughly parallel to I-75. Another active line

operates in the western part of the county east of and parallel to US 19/41. A rail spur offers direct access to

industrial land uses along SR 155 west of I-75.
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FREIGHT ACTIVITY CENTERS

As stated above, freight generating land uses are
an important part of the county economy. They
provide jobs and add to the tax base without
requiring extensive services. Beyond just the
county economy, the concentration of freight land
uses around the SR 155 at I-75 interchange in
McDonough is a regionally significant economic

cluster.

ARC FREIGHT CLUSTERS

In the Regional Freight Mobility Plan, ARC identifies
seven Regional Freight Clusters, which are shown
in Figure A-8.4. According to this plan, the

McDonough Cluster (shown in the map below)

exhibits the densest amount of clustering. This area

is the 2nd largest such cluster in the entire region
with 13 percent of all regional warehouse and
distribution space. This area is the most recent to
emerge, giving it the advantage of newer buildings.
It has the largest building size with an average of
543,000 sq ft vs. other average size of 200,00 —
300,00 sq ft.

Issues concerming the freight network will be
assessed during the next phase of the planning

process.

Leéend

I ARC Freight Cluster

= Freeways

Gwinnett-Satellite Blvd

I-85/P1B/
Jimmy Carter
Bivd

o0 | Fulton Industrial Blvd,

Figure A-8.4. Atlanta Regional Commission-Designated Regional Freight Clusters
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PLANNED AND

A-9 PROGRAMMED PROJECTS

In addition to the earlier
references to previous
and legacy plans in Henry
County and the region, it
IS important to consider
the transportation
infrastructure
recommendations of
those plans and other
similar efforts.

SPECIAL PURPOSE LOCAL OPTION SALES TAXTRANSPORTATION PROJECTS

Henry County has funded many transportation and other community infrastructure projects through a Special Purpose
Local Option Sales (SPLOST) since January 1997 when SPLOST | was approved by voters the previous November.
Since then, four additional SPLOSTs have been approved by voters. At the time of this writing (August 2021), SPLOST
V is active, though some residual funds from SPLOST IV are still being used. Table A-9.1 shows SPLOST collections
from January 1997 to March 2025.

Table A-9.1. Henry County SPLOST Collections from January 1997 to March 2025

Approximate

SPLOST Collection Period Total Collections % Spent on
Transportation

SPLOST | January 1997-December 2001 $72,312,5691 57%
SPLOST | April 2003-March 2008 $131,564,883 70%
SPLOST I April 2008-March 2014 $173,045,668 70%
SPLOST IV April 2014-March 2020 $218,822,982 TBD
SPLOST V April 2020-March 2025 $204,000,000 TBD

(projected)



SPLOST IV

SPLOST IV was approved by voters in November 2013, with collections beginning on April 1, 2014 and ending on March 31, 2020. While revenue
collections were projected at $190,000,000, actual collections surpassed that projection totaling $218,822,982. In part, because of the relatively

recent end of collections and the excess revenue, SPLOST IV funds are still in active use. Transportation projects are mapped in Figure A-9.1.

Intersection Projects

@ Complete
@ [ncomplete
o

Incorporated in SR 81 Widening
o N/A

Major Transportation Projects
= New Roadway
= Widening

= Widening- COMPLETE

ldl.
T‘S_ :

Figure A-9.1. SPLOST IV Transportation Projects
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SPLOSTV

SPLOST V was approved by voters in November 2019, with collections beginning on April 1, 2020 and authorized to continue until March 31, 2025.

The program is expected to collect over $204,000,000 in revenue and includes transportation projects mapped in Figure A-9.2 below.

Intersection Projects

A i @ Incomplete
- O *N/A
=i Major Transportation Projects
Rs15 X N\ \ ~— New Roadway
o R-514 "
w Widening
|
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{. ' -R-508 : 1-505
. : ~ R-509_ -
: - : 1-509
MW 1 1-512 R-511/
. —{ 1-510
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L R-501 - =
/J 15 [ | R-503 2 Pl Rser T CET S
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Figure A-9.2. SPLOST V Transportation Projects



TRANSPORTATION SPECIAL PURPOSE LOCAL OPTION SALES TAX

County voters will also have an opportunity to consider an additional Transportation Special Purpose Local Option Sales Tax (TSPLOST) on November
2, 2021, This proposal could add a one percent sales tax to Henry County's current rate of seven percent. If approved, this TSPLOST is anticipated to
generate $245 million in transportation revenue over five years, from 2022 to 2027. A final project list was developed as a collaboration between Henry
County and the Cities of Stockbridge, McDonough, Locust Grove, and Hampton. As of July 19, 2021, that list has been approved and was guided by four
themes (Transparent, Achievable, Aspirational, Multi-Modal), which includes funding support for projects depicted in the map below (Figure A-9.3).

= Intersection Projects
RIS o
| Major Transportation Projects

New Roadway
= Widening

Figure A-9.3. TSPLOST Projects 13
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STATE AND FEDERALLY FUNDED TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS

CTPs such as the Henry County Transportation
Plan are important within the broader Atlanta region
in helping to define major priorities that are likely

to require state and federal transportation funding
to implement. Federal regulations require that
projects in urban areas that will be using federal
dollars be included in an urban region’s Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP), which is a long-term
articulation of a region’s needs and infrastructure
plans. Similarly, short-term (typically within six
years) expenditures are included in the region’s
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). In most
cases, such projects are also likely to utilize state

transportation funding.

Transportation Improvement
Program

The TIP includes those transportation projects

in which use of federal transportation dollars

is anticipated within six years in order to move

the project towards implementation. These
expenditures can include some or all phases of a
project including Preliminary Engineering, Right-of-
Way, or Construction. Projects located within Henry
County that are included in the current TIP are

provided in Figure A-9.4.

Tl ,-//.-5 ~y

\. HE- 203

[ Y7

MAH452

Figure A-9.4. Henry County TIP Projects

ARC TIP
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- Roadway / General Purpose Capacity

- Roadway / Interchange Capacity
Roadway / Maintenance

- Roadway / Managed Lanes

- Transit / Operations and Maintenance



Regional Transportation Plan
The RTP includes projects that are

anticipated to receive federal transportation
expenditures further into the future. The
current Atlanta Regional Commission RTP
includes anticipated expenditures through
the year 2050 and can include all phases of
a project up to and including Construction.
Projects located within Henry County that are
included in the current RTP are provided in

Figure A-9.5.

HE 203 - '
HE-198B

[~ HE-137

_ CL-064

ARC RTP
- Last Mile Connectivity / Sidepaths and Trails
Roadway / Bridge Upgrade
'_ Roadway / Express Lanes
- Roadway / General Purpose Capacity
- Roadway / Interchange Capacity
Roadway / Maintenance

- Roadway / Managed Lanes
- Transit / Operations and Maintenance
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HE-211 W OQU -t-’;ﬁf’ﬂ\fe
i > ’ AR-318

Figure A-9.5. Henry County RTP Projects
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B-1

INTRODUCTION

This report is part of an overall process to update
Henry County’s long-range vision for transportation
Improvements. It is funded through a grant

from the Atlanta Regional Commission’s (ARC)

Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) Program.

The CTP program was created to encourage
counties and their municipalities to develop joint
long-range transportation plans.

The impact of these plans is twofold: 1) ARC uses
CTPs as the foundation of the wider regional vision
for transportation investment in the Atlanta region,
and 2) local governments such as Henry County
establish transportation goals, identify problems
and opportunities in the multimodal transportation
network, and propose capital project and policy
recommendations for improvements.

This CTE, known as the HENRY COUNTY
TRANSPORTATION PLAN: 2022 UPDATE, will be
used to make funding and implementation decisions
In the county for the next 30 years. Transportation
projects identified during this planning process

will be eligible for inclusion in future local SPLOST,
bond, or other local funding options; the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP); and may be considered
for federal and state funding.

The Needs Assessment Report details the
condition of transportation facilities in Henry

County, and the cities of Hampton, Locust Grove,
McDonough, and Stockbridge. This planning
process incorporates and builds upon the previous
2016 CTP as well as the ongoing Trails Plan and the
recently completed and adopted Transit Master Plan.,



"

PLANNING PROCESS

STEP ON E: The Henry County Transportation Plan follows a
An INVENTORY of the present-
day makeup and condition of the

transportation network in and around

Henry County. This includes factors
that influence transportation such as

demographics, employment, land
use, and development

three-step technical documentation process:

STEP TWO:

An ASSESSMENT of transportation
needs both today and through the
year 2050. Needs are identified using

technical methods such as travel
demand modeling as well as input
from community and stakeholders

STEP THREE:

The development of policy and
project RECOMMENDATIONS

designed to address the issues :x' Sn,
identified in step two - -




INTENT OF REPORT

The purpose of the Needs Assessment Report is to provide detailed analysis on the current and future performance
of the transportation network in Henry County. The analysis includes metrics relating to issues such as congestion,
safety, connectivity, sidewalk gaps, bicycle mobility, technology, and freight movements. This also includes factors

that influence transportation demand such as demographics, employment, land use, and development.

The needs and opportunities identified in this phase of the planning process will be used as the basis for project and

policy recommendations in the next phase.

.«wCOUNTY
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POPULATION AND

B-2 EMPLOYMENT GROWTH

Henry County is a

complex system of
residents, businesses, and
interconnecting infrastructure
that all contributes to how
and where people live,

work, and play. As such,

this document is dependent
on an understanding of
population and employment
growth in order to plan for the
future.

POPULATION GROWTH
LS. CENSUS DATA

Henry County’s population has experienced
significant growth since 1980. Based on data
from the US Census Bureau, Henry County's
population has increased by almost 600% from
1980 to 2020, from about 37,000 to about
241,000. By extrapolating historical growth
trends, Henry County’s population could

potentially grow to almost 370,000 by 2050, as

is shown in Figure B-2.1 and Table B-2.1. This

would represent a nearly 50% increase from 2020

if recent growth trends were to remain in place

through 2080.

Table B-2.1. Historical and Projected

Population

Year Population

1980

1990

2000

2010

2020

2030

2040

2050
Credit: U.S. Census

36,309
58,741
119,341
203,922
240,712
264,691
305,211

369,047



Population Forecast

e=m=w Historical Population e Projected Population
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Figure B-2.1. Historical and Projected Population Growth
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URBANVS. RURAL GROWTH RATES

As can be seen in Figure B-2.2, the recent growth rates indicate
that the urban population could grow rapidly while the rural population
could decrease slightly, at an annual growth rate of -0.11%. This

growth pattern should be considered when evaluating transportation

conditions and when projecting the need for improved or new facilities.

These trends, along with future land use plans imply that the denser,
more urbanized areas of the county will add population faster than the

more rural areas on the outskirts of the county.

e Hampton s |_ocust Grove

e \|cDonough e Stockbridge

180,000
160,000 160,504
140,000
120,000
= 108,241
o
g 100,000
2 80,000 o
O Ll
o
60,000 64,661
47,060
40,000 32301 ™
T — e
20,000 24,130
0
1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050
YEAR

Figure B-2.2. Subcounties Population Growth

CITY GROWTH

As the overall county population increases, the cities of Hampton,
McDonough, Locust Grove, and Stockbridge can expect to see
similar growth. The graph on the right extrapolates recent growth
trends showing higher population in each city by 2050 (Figure
B-2.3). This growth could be changed (either up or down) by factors
such as remaining developable land, annexation, and zoning
codes. Regardless, the four incorporated areas of Henry County are

expected to remain drivers of population growth in the future.

=== Historical Urban Population «sssssProjected Urban Population

emmms Historical Rural Population esssssProjected Rural Population
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Figure B-2.3. Urban vs. Rural Growth Projections



ARCTRAVEL DEMAND MODEL
GROWTH PROJECTIONS

The ARC maintains a Regional
Travel Demand Model (TDM) used
to make projections for future travel
volumes on roadways and transit
systems. The TDM is based on
detailed population and employment
projections based on existing
numbers, future land use plans,
and other similar “socioeconomic”
details. This section presents

and assesses the socioeconomic
underpinnings of the TDM. The
maps below show projected
population growth between 2020
and 2050 by both percent and

absolute value.

When examining population growth by
percentage, we can observe that Henry
County is projected to experience high
growth rates in areas spread throughout
the entire study area — especially in
areas of lower starting populations. This

trend is shown in Figure B-2.4.

When examining population growth

by absolute values, we can observe
that population is projected to grow

the most in a swath of land starting in
unincorporated north Henry County then
moving south along the I-75 corridor, as
shown in Figure B-2.5. Outside of this
growth zone areas in Hampton, Locust
Grove, and McDonough are projected

to experience significant growth.

Population Growth

[ ]0.00% - 0.56%
[ 10.56% - 0.97%
[0 0.97% - 1.42%
I 1.42% - 2.04%
I 2.04% - 11.7%

Figure B-2.4. Percent Population Difference (2020 to 2050)
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Figure B-2.5. Population Difference (2020 to 2050)
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Ultimately, the projected population growth in Henry County by the TDM results in greater densities concentrated in the already more urbanized
areas of the county, as can be seen by comparing Figures B-2.6 and B-2.7. By 2050, population will be concentrated in and around the cities
of McDonough and Stockbridge, as well as unincorporated north Henry County. In addition, there will be emerging clusters of higher population
density in both Hampton and Locust Grove. These results are very similar to the population projections based on historical census data

presented earlier and are shown in Figure B-2.7.

2020 ARC Population Density 2050 ARC Population Density
B 0.00-050 I o0.00-0:50
[ 0:50-1.00 [ os0-1.00
[ ]100-200 | 100-200
I 20-4.00 [ 200-4.00

| BB

B 20800

Figure B-2.6. ARC Population Density (2020) Figure B-2.7. ARC Population Density (2050)



EMPLOYMENT GROWTH

An important aspect of determining transportation needs for the county is employment centers and access to jobs. The major employment areas in Henry
County are located in the Cities of McDonough and Stockbridge and in the unincorporated areas of the county between SR 1565 and Bill Gardner Parkway.
In McDonough, employment is concentrated in the historic downtown area as well as near the |-75 at SR 155 interchange. In Stockbridge, the major
employment area centers on the Piedmont-Henry Hospital and surrounding office and commercial land uses along Eagles Landing Parkway and Rock

Quarry Road. The unincorporated Henry County job center is also a large cluster of industrial, warehousing, and distribution businesses.

The ARC travel demand model includes projections of employment growth. The model projects that between 2020 and 2050 Henry County will add more
than 20,000 jobs. Employment density for 2020 and 2050 by Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) is shown in Figures B-2.8 and B-2.9 below. This represents an

increase of more than 20% over baseline employment numbers.

Jobs Per Acre Jobs Per Acre

2020 ARC Employment Density 2050 ARC Employment Density
B o-os Plo-os

[ os-300 I os-300

[ =o01-500 ~ 301-500

[ s.01-1000 [ 501-1000

| RLLIE B 001+

]
.. Stackbridge 3

Hampton =

[} Locust Grave

PLocust Grove

Figure B-2.8. 2020 Employment Density Figure B-2.9. 2050 Employment Density
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While this growth is significant, population is expected to grow at a faster rate. Henry County is currently considered a mostly bedroom
community, meaning that most residents work outside the county. If the model projections hold true, most Henry County residents will remain

employed somewhere outside the county, as shown in Table B-2.2.

Table B-2.2. Employment and Population Growth

Comparison
Year Henry County Employment | Henry County Population
2050 92,503 368,889
Differential 20,093 123,556

Source: ARC Travel Demand Model

Employment Based Transportation Needs
Access to major employment sectors will be essential to supporting this growth. Based on current and future employment growth, major
transportation corridors include I-75, Eagles Landing Parkway, and SR 1565, Secondary employment corridors include SR 20, SR 138, and SR

42. For access to out of county jobs, I-75 will remain the single most important transportation asset in the county.
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FUTURE LAND USE AND
B-3 DEVELOPMENT NEEDS

Transportation needs are heavily influenced by land use. Similarly,

the way land is developed is influenced by available transportation
Infrastructure. Because of this intertwined relationship between
transportation and land use, this section of the Needs Assessment
examines the established future land use plan for the county. In
addition, large, planned developments have been identified to ensure
that sufficient transportation infrastructure is in place. Because land use
and transportation planning can often occur in separate processes, this
analysis attempts to ensure proper coordination between these two
efforts.

The information presented in this assessment will be used in later
phases of the planning process to determine if transportation projects
are consistent with the land use plans and policies of local jurisdictions.
This analysis will also be used to prioritize transportation projects.



DEVELOPMENTS OF REGIONAL IMPACT

Under the Georgia Planning Act of 1989, any large-scale development,
or a development likely to impact neighborhood jurisdictions, is

subject to review as a Development of Regional Impact (DRI). ARC

is responsible for conducting these reviews in the 11-county metro
Atlanta area, which includes Henry County. Now part of the State Road
and Tollway Authority (SRTA), the Georgia Regional Transportation
Authority (GRTA) is also required by Georgia State law to review

DRIs and focus on the transportation and traffic impacts of proposed
developments and potential mitigation strategies. Upon review, SRTA/
GRTA issues a Notice of Decision (NOD), which is an official SRTA/
GRTA approval decision on the use of state or federal transportation
funds for Land Transportation Services and Access improvements, and
whether or not there are any Conditions of Approval that must be met

as part of the approval.

Between 2015-2021, there have been fifteen DRIs in Henry County
submitted for review by the Atlanta Regional Commission. DRI locations
are shown by type in Figure B-3.1. In addition to these recent

DRIs, there have been a number of other significant Henry County
development projects that did not quite meet the DRI thresholds in size
and intensity. These locations have also been identified and are shown
as “non-DRI Developments” in Figure B-3.1. DRIs and other the other

non-DRI developments are also detailed in Tables B-3.1 and B-3.2.

M
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Table B-3.1. DRIs in Henry County from 2015 - 2021

‘ Location ‘ Description ‘ Status

Bartram ADM Properties 160 & 180 Sedgewiew Drive Waste transfer station Planned

UUES O SR A2 & ey @F At Ples 1,011,907 SF industrial Under Construction
Boulevard

891,450 square feet of commercial (retail, hotel,

Gardner 42 Expansion (Gardner Logistics Park)

Henry Promenade I-75 and Jonesboro Road Canceled
restaurants)
East side of SR 42/US 23 bordered by Wise . . .
Lambert Farms, Phase |l Road, SR 42/US 23 & King Mill Road 817,200 SF of industrial Under Construction
Locust Grove — Clayco (2016) Fiice Dilve, ety @f he Tniersesion &t 21) 1,002,998 SF of industrial Complete

Gardner Parkway

Macon Street (SR/US 23), south of the
McDonough Commerce Center |l intersections at N McDonough Road & S Zack 728,000 SF of industrial Complete
Hinton Parkway (SR 155)

1,643 residential units; 1.5 million square ft of
Reeves Creek East of I-75 near I-675 interchange commercial; potential location for convention center  Planned
and arena and a “mass transit complex”

Bruton Smith Parkway (SR 20) in the City of Industrial but with 75,000SF commercial, and 300

Hampton, Georgia residential units Under Review

Speedway Commerce Center



Table B-3.2. Other Non-DRI Developments

Name of Development Type Map ID

Canyon Springs Apartments 223 luxury apartments near Jonesboro Road and I-75 A

Mixed use development with medical center focus in

Fairview Corners Ellerwood C
ewolnie  Seeaimneinl meesky o MDD
Shoppes at Ola 70,000 square feet of retail in Ola E
N T
East Lake at Springdale 184 residential units, primarily townhomes G
cgEmemmEm |emCmmsse i | f |
McDonough Family and Senior Housing 470 apartment units for families and seniors |
oo Food powrets 2GRl To000SF otmeocalofosrad )
Mt Carmel Road Development 104 condominium units and 222 single-family units K
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Figure B-3.1. Major Recent Land Development Projects
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Non-DRI Developments
©® Non-DRI Developments
DRIs

® Complete

' Under Construction
©  Planned

®  Under Review

@ Cancelled

DRI'NEEDS

Eleven out of the fifteen DRIs are industrial projects. Seven

of these industrial projects will be built in the McDonough/
Locust Grove freight cluster. These projects will add additional
warehousing and distribution square footage along I-75 near
SR 155 just south of McDonough and near Bethiehem Rd

in Locust Grove. This area already suffers from some of the
worst traffic congestion along SR 155 north and south of the
interchange with |-75. It is likely these developments will put
additional strain on the roadway network. This trend gives
additional justification to complete the planned new interchange
at I-75 and Bethlehem Road as well as a widening of SR

155 between I-75 and Bill Gardner Parkway. Consideration
for additional capacity or operational improvements should

be given to the SR 42 corridor between Locust Grove and

McDonough.

The distribution of DRIs throughout the county generally mirrors
existing patterns of development. Most of the developments are
located along the |-75 corridor with a few outlying developments

in the lower density residential areas of the county.

However, the DRI distribution pattern also shows a growing
cluster of industrial development centered in and around the
City of Hampton. Congestion on the major roadways in the area
including US 19/41 and SR 20 is not currently at failing levels.
However, access to US 19/41 and SR 20 will need continued

observation and maintenance.



DRIs Future Land Use

TYPE Rural Residential
@® Commercial Low-Density Residential
FU '|'U RE |_ A N D U S E @® Industrial Medium-Density Residential
@® Industrial-Mixed [ High-Density Residential
® Mixed Use I Commercial
© Residential I Mixed-Use

The Future Land Use Needs map was developed to identify growth
@ Waste Transfer Station ' Industrial

@® Non-DRI Developments [l Office
=== Future Land Use Needs | Public-Institutional
| Park-Recreation-Conservation
" Transportation-Communication-Utilities

areas in Henry County. The map in Figure B-3.2 illustrates areas
of immediate development need in Henry County. Criteria used to
develop the Future Land Use Needs map included analyzing the

following conditions:

m Future high-density residential land use

m Future Industrial land use

et

m Future Mixed Use land use
|

o
I
m Future Commercial Land Use '

m DRIs and other larger developments

m ldentifying equity-focused areas, which are
areas with a dense population, high pedestrian
propensity, high percentage of people without

vehicles, and a low median household income.

m Increase in population and employment density

Source: Esri, Maxar, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS,
USDA, USGS, AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Figure B-3.2. Areas of Immediate Development Need
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FUTURE LAND USE NEEDS
I-75 Corridor

o
Areas of future land use and development needs follow a similar pattern to areas ,!>

=== Future Land Use Needs

of high population and employment density. As can be seen in Figure B-3.3,
future land use and developments are situated along the I-75 corridor, and in
Hampton and Ellenwood. The County's easy access to |-75 and Hartsfield-
Jackson International Airport make it a suitable location for many job and housing
developments. Since there is expected to be a jobs-housing imbalance between
2020 and 2050 as was discussed previously, prioritizing developments in these
areas will alleviate some of the needs and increase the rate of Henry County
residents who work in the County. Based on past trends and future land use
designations, the I-75 corridor will continue to capture a significant portion of
future growth. The corridor will have an increase of high-density

residential, mixed-use, and industrial land-use.

o

Much of the recent county investment in transportation
infrastructure has occurred in this corridor. Access to |-75 must be
maintained. There is also a need for alternative parallel routes to |-75

that can alleviate the pressure of local trips.

Outside the Denser Core

The County will continue the shift in land use from agriculture-forest-

open space to rural residential on the outskirts of the county.

The SR 81 corridor heading east toward Newton County will become
predominantly low-density residential with some transportation- Figure B-3.3. Future Land Use Transportation Needs
communication-utilities along the county border. Similarly, the SR 20

and SR 155 corridors heading east to Rockdale and north to DeKalb County will remain lower density residential

areas which will require fewer and more strategic investments in additional roadway capacity.



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

147



B-4 ROADWAY NEEDS

The current and future needs of Henry
County’s roads and intersections

were assessed by analyzing, traffic
congestion, bottlenecks, automobile/
bicycle/pedestrian crashes, and bridge
conditions. The analysis was performed
using four primary tools: 1) an Existing +
Committed (E+C) model run, 2) real world
speed data from INRIX, 3) crash rates
analysis using GDOT crash data, and 4)
data from the National Bridge Inventory
(NBI) database.




The E+C model run examines the performance of
the existing transportation network in conjunction
with transportation improvements expected to

be completed by 2050 (based upon existing
programmed funding). Population and employment
projections for the 2040 horizon year were
incorporated into the E+C model run. The results
of the E+C model run form the primary basis for

determining roadway capacity needs in year 2060.

In addition to modeled data, observed performance
data from INRIX provides valuable insight into

the conditions of the transportation system. Two
key measures are the travel time index (TTl) and

bottleneck rankings.

Finally, a detailed safety analysis has been
completed for input into the development of
potential transportation projects. Building upon
the crash analysis included within the Existing
Conditions Report, crash rates have been
evaluated through the needs assessment and
are summarized in this document. The crash rate
analysis enables the identification of roadway
segments and intersections where the relative

instances of crashes are higher than average.

149



TRAFFIC CONGESTION

This section assesses traffic congestion on the
Henry County road network. It includes analysis

of LOS, TTI, and crash rates.

2050 E4+-C MODEL ADJUSTMENT

The ARC Regional Travel Demand Model (TDM)
was used to identify roadway congestion needs
in Henry County. The Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP) 2020 update Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) Amendment #3
year 2060 model was utilized as the basis for
representing existing projects plus those with
committed funding (E+C). Coordination with
staff from Henry County, ARC, GDTO, and

the cities was used to assess which projects
had committed funding at this time and could
realistically be expected to be completed by
2050. Some projects in the initial RTP list were
edited or removed and some new projects were
added to the base network based on updated
funding opportunities such as the Henry County
T-SPLOST which was approved in November of
2020. Figure B-4.1 displays the E+C projects
while Table B-4.1 lists all of the projects

included in the E+C network.

SPLOSTV

New Roadway

' _ _1Widening

B
20]
e/

i -~y
Hampton

T-SPLOST

i _ " New Roadway

ro——— )
o0 i___1Widening

- New Interchange
- Widening

ARC TIP

- New Roadway
- Widening

\l

Figure B-4.1. E+C Projects



Table B-4.1. E+C Project List
SPLOSTID ARC-ID Type Name

504 - New Roadway South Ola Road Extension from Intersection of N. Ola Road at SR 81 to S. Ola Road

514 HE-134B Widening Fairview Road Widening from Just Southwest of Panola Road to Hearn Road

HE-202 Widening SR 42/US 23 Widening from Bill Gardner Parkway to Peeksville Road

HE-179 New Roadway Westermn Parallel Connector from Hudson Bridge Road to Jonesboro Road

CL-064 Widening US 23 Widening from -675 to SR 138

612 HE-113 Widening SR 1565 Widening from |-75 South Ramps to SR 42/US 23

609 HE-109 New Roadway Rock Quarry Road Extension from Valley Hill Road to SR 138

McDonough Parkway Extension from Old McDonough Road (Near Walnut Creek

605 - NewRoadway  gomentany) to SR 155

603 - Widening Jonesboro Road Widening from N. Mount Carmel Road to Mill Road

604 = Widening Mill Road Widening from Jonesboro Road to Crittle Creek

HE-AR-020 Interchange SR 20 DD

Transit Mt Carmel Park & Ride
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Figures B-4.2 and B-4.3 compare the number of lanes in the 2020 model network and the 2050 E+C
network. Using the updated laneage of the E+C Model Network, daily volumes of the E+C model were

compared to resultant capacity of the roadways to get a measure of congestion call Level of Service (LOS).

Figure B-4.2. 2020 Laneage Figure B-4.3. 2050 E+C Laneage



LEVEL OF SERVICE
Level of Service (LOS) is a measure of congestion derived from the TDM. Similar to a grading scale, LOS ranges from A to F,

with A being the least congested and F being the worst congested. The image below shows what drivers see during these LOS

environments.

Different jurisdictions have different policies, but generally a LOS of A through D is considered acceptable, while LOS of E
or F indicates that an improvement is needed. Based on projected growth by 2050 and after the committed projects are
implemented, several roadway segments are forecast to remain congested. Table B-4.2 lists the major congested roadway

segments in the E+C model that experience LOS E or F in the morning or afternoon peak period. These needs can be grouped

and summarized into the following key congested corridors. Long-range projects already in the RTP are also listed as applicable.

The AM and PM 2050 E+C modeled LOS are shown in Figures B-4.4 and B-4.5.
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Table B-4.2. Major Congested Roadways (2050 E+C)

Congested Corridor Road (including from & to) AM Direction, LOS  PM Direction, LOS

SR 155 between Avalon Parkway & I-75 SB ramp

SR 155 between Westridge Parkway & Greenwood Industrial Parkway

SR 1565 between McDonough Parkway & Campground Road Both, E
SR 185 north of SR 155 between N Salem Drive & E Lakes Parkway Both, E

B _

SR 155 between Millers Mill Road & Little Canadian Creek

SR 1565 between Lawrenceville Street & Ben Horton Drive

SR 81 between Sunflower Meadows Drive & Hilda Way

SR 81 between River Park Circle & Pine Tree Drive

SR 138 between SR 42 & Millers Mill Road WB, F

Flippen Road between Hudson Bridge Road & Jodeco Road

SR 138 east of US 23

Flippen Road between Jodeco Station Driveive & Roundtree Court



Table B-4.2. (Cont’d) Major Congested Roadways (2050 E+C)

Congested Corridor Road (including from & to)

SR 42 between Bill Gardner Parkway & Peeksvile Road

US 23 south of Bill _

Both, F

Gardner Parkway SR 42 between Indian Creek Road & MLK Jr Boulevard

SR 20 between Tomlinson Street & Turmner Street

SR 20 between Lawrenceville Street & north of St McGarity Road

SR 20 between Clearview Circle & Packer Road

SR 20 between Tumer Church Road & Elliott Road

SR 20 between Lawrenceville Street & north of St McGarity Road

SR 20 between Clearview Circle & Packer Road

SR 20 between Tumer Church Road & Elliott Road

SR 20 between E Lake Road & county boundary

NB, F

SB, E

SB E

SB, E

SB E

SB E

SB, E

SB, E

AM Direction, LOS PM Direction, LOS

NB, F

Both, F

SB, E

SB, F

NB, E

NB, E

NB, E

SB, F

NB, E

NB, E

NB, E
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Figure B-4.5. 2050 PM LOS

Figure B-4.4. 2050 AM LOS



TRAVELTIME INDEX

INRIX is a data set that collects historical observed, real world, performance data from cell phones, car navigation systems, and
GPS units. This data can be used to create two key measures of the roadway network, 1) the travel time index (TTl), and 2)
bottleneck rankings. This section ranks roadway segments by TTI, describes TTI trends throughout the day and between 2019
and 2020, and examines weekend TTI patterns. Trends between 2019 and 2020 were examined to explore the impacts of the
COVID-19 pandemic on travel patterns. It is important to note that, while this data set provides fantastic insight into the historical
performance of the road network, not all roadways in the county are covered. The data covers mainly the state routes in the

county along with a selection of county or city roads.

TTlis the ratio of congested travel time to free-flow travel time. A TTl of 1.0 indicates no congestion, as the congested travel time

equal the free-flow travel time. When the TTlis 2.0, travel during congested conditions takes twice as long as during free flow.

Table B-4.3 lists the roadway segments ranked by TTI for 5pm weekday. Note that several congested segments are
Interstate ramps. SR 1565, SR 20, and downtown McDonough are key congested areas. Figure B-4.6 displays the TTI for a
representative congested condition — 5PM afternoon peak hour in 2019 (April through December). In addition to April through
December 2019, TTl was also examined for April through December 2020. The TTI data and rankings shows similar overall

trends between 2019 and 2020. However, 2019 has slightly more congestion than 2020, likely due to COVID-19 in 2020.
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Table B-4.3. Congestion Ranking: 2019 5PM Weekday Travel Time Index (TTI)

Rank TTI Road Name From To Direction Notes

1 2.74 [-75 NB off ramp |-75 SR 138 / Lake Spivey Parkway WB Interstate ramp

€ 2.60 Jonesboro Road Tarpley Street Griffin Street EB Continuation of #2

6 2.44 Amah Lee Drive Old Hwy 3 W Main Street WB Railroad crossing

7 217 Zack Hinton Parkway S / SR 155 Macon St Keys Ferry Street NB Downtown McDonough

9 217 SR 165 Bill Gardner Parkway I-75 EB on/off ramp NB Continuation of #3

11 212 W Panola Road East Atlanta Rd Mid-block WB

13 2.06 SR 155 |75 WB on/off ramp I-75 EB on/off ramp SB Between |-75 ramps

15 2.03 SR 1565 |-75 WB on/off ramp US 29 NB Continuation of #9

17 2.01 SR 20 SB off ramp SR 20 Avalon Parkway SB Interstate ramp



Table B-4.4. Hourly Congestion Distribution of Top Congested Segments (2019 TTI)

Hourly TTI Assessment

The INRIX TTI data indicates that conditions on many of the most congested road segments in

Henry County remain congested throughout the day, without typical peaks in the morning and

afternoon that taper off mid-day. This can be seen in Table B-4.4, which shows the hourly TTI of

the congested segments ranked by 5pm TTI. In addition, the afternoon peak is more congested

than the moming peak. The 5PM weekday TTl in 2019 is mapped in Figure B-4.6

AN Paak Mid-Day PM Paak
Rank |Road 12am |01am | 0Zam | 03am | 04am | 05am | 06am | 07am |0Bam |09am | 10am | 11am| 12pm | 0Lpm | 02 pm | 03pm | 04pm | 05pm | 06pm | 07 pm | 0Bpm | 09pm | 10pm | 11pm
1 |I-75ME off amp 145 (15011421149 )150 159 | 1F1 | 238 |29 |246|25) |257 | 254 |25 | 266 | 274 | 277 | 274 |3F2 | 269 | 256 | 257 | 257 | 1.7
2 [lomesboro Rd 103 | 103 103 | 103|103 | 105 | 116|141 |169 |170| 1765 |1E1| 150|200 | 197 | 210 | 230 | 260 | 225 | L.B3 | 1.B2 | 1.76 | L.63 | L17
3 |Joneshoro Rd 103|103 103|103 |103|105| 1165141 169 |17 |176|1681|190 200|197 | 200|230 |260]225) 1.B3 |1682 |176|L163 | 117
4 [I-7558 off ramp 114 (112 |112]111 113114 |133| 164 |[1E3|188|204|218| 235|239 | 245|242 | 247 | 249|234 | 214 |19 |1E6 | 169 | 130
5 |amah Lee Dr 122 (122122122132 | 1321|120 | 135|136 |251|265|266| 277 |263 | 263 | 255|231 | 244 | 231 | LEF | L35 | 122|122 | 1323
& |ZackHinton Plwy 5 111 /1101110110110 111)115| 148 |1E3 |1L72|1ED|1587|226|210 ] 206|220 |220 232 |235] 204 |1E7 |190 [ 177 [ 1L.20
7 |ZackHinton Plkwy S 100 100 100|100 o rar ] 114 | 1.32 |1.53 | 145 | 150|166 | LE2 |1.BE | 191 | 216 | 2.17 | 217 | 1EB1| 149 | 1.3E | 1.34 | L.26 [ 103
E |5R 155 100100100102 | 1ok 11 | 127 (147 (150|138 |142 |148| 162 167 | 197 | 239 | 205|217 |1.79) 139|136 |[1.23 | 1.20 | 103
9 |SR 155 100|100 1003021301 ) 111 | 137 (147|150 |138|1142 |14F | 162 167|197 | 239 |205 (217|179 139 1136|1323 |130 [ 103
10 |Clark Rd 141 (140 ] 140 )| 140| 141|142 | 147 | LBl |210 214|214 |212| 214 | 220 | 221 | 220 | 217 | 215|212 | 209 | 209 | 209 | 2.02 | 1.&4
11 |w Panola Rd 1411141141141 137|139 )|145| 155|180 |1E4|180|185|200 | 201|204 )207 |209 212 |212] 205|206 |2.00 (187 151
12 |5R 155 L0000 F1o0 o0 on ) 105 | 1.3 (163 |1.53 |141 ) 146 | 157 | L7 1177 | 216 | 210 | 1.7 |2D6 | 1.73 | 140 | 1.30 ) 1.31 | 1L.35 (102
13 |5R 155 L0010 100|100 on ) 105 | 1.3 | 183 |1.53 |141 | 146|157 | L7 | 177y | 216 | 210 | L.76 | 2056 | 1.73 | 140 | 1.30 | 1.31 | L.25 [ 102
14 |E Maln5t5 1151114 1114 11141116123 | 118|136 |1L70 |1L7E|180 187|196 |205 ]| 202 ) 211|206 |206|210]] 207 |2.11 |203 [ 185 [ 1.30
15 |5R 155 103 1o Lo 1ol 103 | 105 | 116|133 |13 131|131 (137|147 |151 | 150 | L5 |L7D|203 |162| L36|127 122|119 [ 1LO7F
15 |Hampton-McDonough Rd 105|104 |105|105|1065|203| 114|128 |13 |144|151|165|185|197 | 197 | 206|205 |20L|1985) 165|145 | 138|131 | 11D
17 |5R 205B off mmp 105|104 105105106 1303|114 (1328|136 (144151 165|195 )197)|197 | 206|205 |201 |195 )| 165 ]145)138 |13]1 (110
18 |Little Rd 101|102 |102 1010|102 102|2104|104 | 148|151 |212|216|233 |237 | 230 | 230|221 |201L|1683| 135|104 104|103 (102
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Weekend TTI Assessment

Weekends generally do not experience
morning and afternoon peak periods typical
of weekdays. However, roads can often
have higher mid-day congestion than on
weekdays due to shopping and other
generated activities. Figure B-4.7 shows
the mid-day TTI comparison between
weekday and weekend. Overall, during
the mid-day period, TTI on weekdays are
higher than on weekends, especially for
those roads connected with downtown

McDonough, including SR 20 and SR 155.
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Figure B-4.7. 2019 MD TTI comparison

However, when comparing the TTI values between weekday and weekend in 2019 mid-day, some roads have larger TTI on weekends than weekdays. Jonesboro

Road between Chambers Road and I-75 has higher TTI on weekends (approximately 12% higher TTI on weekends than weekdays in the westbound direction and

25% higher eastbound), as Figure B-4.8 shows. This road serves Henry Town Center, which could experience significant weekend shopping activity.

I-75 southbound from SR 138 to Hudson Bridge Road/Eagles Landing Parkway also shows more than 5% TTI increase on weekends compared to weekdays (see

Figure B-4.9). Adjacent land uses that could generate weekend traffic include shopping centers, hospitals, and restaurants located along Hudson Bridge Road.

Several roads in Hampton show more than 5% TTI increase in mid-day, such as Elm Street and Oak Street in (see Figure B-4.10). Additionally, Chambers Road

northbound experiences 11% higher TTI on weekends than weekdays (see Figure B-4.11). Chambers Road connects residential communities to major activities

centers along Jodeco Road and I-75.
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BOTTLENECKS

In addition to the TTI along roadway segments outlined
in the previous subsection, INRIX also identifies key
bottlenecks, which can inform roadway and intersection
existing conditions. A bottleneck occurs when observed
speed drops below a threshold. Figure B-4.12 and
Table B-4.5 show top bottlenecks from April through
December 2019.

The bottleneck head location in the table and the point
locations in the map indicate where the congestion
starts. The bottlenecks can extend for miles and last for
hours, as indicated by average queue lengths and daily
duration. The speed differential compares the free-flow
speed and observed speed, and “congestion” relates
the queue length weighted by the observed speed as a
percentage of free-flow speed. The total delay considers
the queue length weighted by the difference in free-flow

and observed travel ime and the traffic volume.

Most of the top bottlenecks are along I-75, which has
higher volumes than other roads in the county. The
bottlenecks that start at locations not involving I-75 are
highlighted in yellow in Table X. Key local bottlenecks
include downtown McDonough, SR 155 near I-75, and
SR 20 near |-75. Of particular note are the downtown
McDonough bottlenecks that despite having moderate

volume experience a large speed differential.

INRIX Bottlenecks
2019

Rank

o
o
o
o]

|:] Henry County Outline

Figure B-4.12. INRIX Botllenecks (2019)

1-8
7-12
13-18
19 -24
25-30

Streets
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Table B-4.5. INRIX Bottlenecks (2019)

Queue Length  Average Daily Volume Speed
(mi.) Duration Estimate Differential

1 [-75 N at Jonesboro Road/Exit 221 7.1 1ha3m 52,619 8,391,814 368,404 314,162,352

Bottleneck Head Location

Congestion Total Delay

3 I-76 S at Hudson Bridge Road/Exit 224 4.1 2h2m 65,110 5,040,837 229,719 237,445,913

5 I-76 S at SR 20/SR 81/Exit 218 5.4 Th7m 64,911 3,736,270 168,181 170,461,063

7 SR 20 N at SR 1565/J F Ward Boulevard/Keys Ferry Street 2.7 4h22m 31,506 3,216,213 220,305 168,144,110

9 I-76 N at Jodeco Road/Exit 222 7.7 47 m 54,199 3,784,756 168,754 149,639,763

11 I-75 N at Bill Gardner Parkway/Exit 212 5.0 34'm 36,098 2,106,449 176,892 124,489,797

18 1-76 S at Henry/Spalding County Line 5.4 16m 38,239 1,217,768 110,462 85,716,570

16 I-76 N at I-675/Exit 227 4.5 7m 70,451 499,062 51,090 68,496,597

17 1756 N at Hudson Bridge Road/Exit 224 5.3 1T1m 65,563 720,372 47,059 57,719,659

19  |-75 N at Spalding/Henry County Line 4.0 14 m 36,651 832,503 73,431 54,007,943

21 US 23 N at SR 20/SR 81/Courthouse Sguare 1.7 2h45m 21,620 1,224,757 93,851 50,841,381

23 SR 155 Natl-75 3.7 3h3m 8,767 3,881,028 242,531 45,097,972

25  |-75Nat SR 20/SR 81/Exit 218 3.6 21 m 47,789 965,727 50,682 43,188,719

27 SR 155 N at SR 20/SR 81/Keys Ferry Street 3.2 2h40m 7,883 2,757,853 185,541 34,517,253

29 |75 S at Spalding/Henry County Line 3.0 8m 38,725 400,823 33,828 26,945,293




BRIDGE CONDITIONS

In order to evaluate the state of Henry County’s bridges, the

Bridge Rating
O Fair

National Bridge Inventory (NBI) bridge database was reviewed.

This database includes a record of each bridge in the nation, in ® Good

addition to bridge inspection results. Based on the results of the
most recent inspection, each bridge is assigned a rating of Good
(@), Fair (F), or Poor (P). This rating is determined by the lowest
of the Deck, Superstructure, Substructure, or Culvert condition
ratings. There are 139 bridges within Henry County, 81 with a
Bridge Condition of Good, 58 with a Bridge Condition of Fair,
and none with a Bridge Condition of Poor. Since there are no
bridges that are categorized as substandard, it is not necessary
to perform a needs assessment for bridges. Figure B-4.13
presents bridges in Henry County and their respective Bridge

Conditions.

‘Hampton

Figure B-4.13. Henry County Bridge Ratings
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SAFETY

Safety is a critical component of any transportation network. Facility design and
travel patterns can lead to conditions which increase the probability of crashes.
Not only are locations with these safety deficiencies dangerous to the user, but
they can also restrict mobility and connectivity as frequent crashes severely
reduce capacity by blocking one or more travel lanes for a period of time. Safety
analysis was performed with the goal of identifying these locations. Two safety
analyses were performed: an automobile safety analysis and a bicycle/pedestrian
safety analysis. Separate safety analysis methodologies are needed for these
modes due to the fact that historical crash trends are far less predictive of bicycle

and pedestrian crashes than automobile crashes.

AUTOMOBILE SAFETY ANALYSIS

The methodology for automobile safety analysis primarily consisted of comparing
crash rates across intersections and corridors to identify the locations with the
most frequent crashes relative to vehicular demand. Crash rates identify the rate
of crashes per 100 million vehicle miles traveled/million entering vehicles along
corridors and at intersections. Utilizing crash rates instead of number of crashes
as the criteria ensures that the analysis would not overly weight high volume

locations, since locations with the highest volume often correlate to locations

with the highest number of crashes. The Atlanta Regional Commission’s (ARC)
2020 Travel Demand Model was used to identify the volume and location of
roadway segments and intersections. For this analysis, roadway segments were
considered as the entire section of a roadway between two intersections of
ARC model facilities. This is a different definition than the ARC model segments,
which are separated by intersections with connectors. This aggregation was
performed so that segments would be of sufficient length to ensure that analysis
corridors are of meaningful length. The daily volume along each segment was
determined using the average traffic volumes from all model segments within the
roadway segment, weighted by volume. Intersection volumes were determined
by calculating the daily volume entering each intersection. Using geospatial data
from GDOT's Georgia Accident Electronic Reporting System (GEARS), crash
data from the years 2016-2020 were assigned to each segment using a buffer
and intersection and crash rates were calculated. Interstates in the county were
analyzed separately, due to the unigue nature of the faclility type. A crash rate was
calculated for each interstate segment. Segment crash rates are presented in

Figure B-4.14.



The calculated crash rate for each roadway segment was compared with

the GDOT reported state average for roadways of the segment’s functional
classffication. As GDOT does not maintain statewide crash rate data for
intersections, each intersection was compared to the average calculated crash
rate for intersections within the county. Segments with crash rates over twice the
state average and intersections with rates over twice the county average were
determined to be high crash locations. These locations are presented in Figure
B-4.15. Of these high crash rate locations, the thirty intersections and segments
with the highest crash rates were identified, and a preliminary safety screening

to identify possible safety concems was performed. The 10 unsignalized
intersections with the highest crash rate were also identified, as unsignalized
intersections are more likely to have simple design solutions to safety deficiencies.
Figures B-4.17 and B-4.18 and Tables B-4.6, B-4.7, and B-4.8 present these

identified locations.

Segment Crash Rates

919 - 1750 Crashes/100 MVMT
~—— 1750 - 2550 Crashes/100 MVMT
2550 - 4250 Crashes/100 MVMT
——— 4250 - 11050 Crashes/100 MVMT

“McDonough
.

Figure B-4.14. Segment Crash Rates
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Intersection Crash Rates
2.2 - 2.5 Crashes/1 MEV
®  2.5-3.0 Crashes/1 MEV
®  3.0-4.0 Crashes/1 MEV
®  4.0-5.5 Crashes/1 MEV
®  55-8.1 Crashes/1 MEV

Figure B-4.15. Int tion Crash Rat
Figure B-4.16. Highest Crash Rate Segments 'gure ISTSECHOn LrasT Rates
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@ Activity Centers

Figure B-4.17. |-75 Crash Rates

Figure B-4.18. Unsignalized Intersections with the Highest Crash Rate
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Table B-4.6. Preliminary Screening of Highest Crash Rate Segments

)] Roadway From To Comments

There is a sharp curve near the southern end of the corridor, many intersections/

1023 Tanger Boulevard Indian Creek Road Bill Gardner Parkway A0CESS points lack eft turm lanes

There is a sharp curve near the eastern end of the corridor, the intersection at the

1020 lileeks IRoer Hieelzl Pl oo western end is closely spaced with other unsignalized intersections

1183 Peeksville Road Keys Ferry Road Ellistown Road Winding road with no shoulders or tum lanes

1188 Dorsey Road SR 20 SR 81 Winding road with no shoulders or turn lanes, residential driveways

1210 Avalon Parkway Industrial Parkway SR 81 The curvature of the roadway approaching SR 20 could be a risk

Minimal shoulders, few tum lanes, commercial driveways present, skewed

1276 Industrial Boulevard SR 81 Henry Parkway nfersection with SR 81

Pavement is in poor condition, no shoulders, tum lanes, faded pavement

1310 Mt Bethel Road Sandy Ridge Road Siiouel Roed markings, intersections at the termini are minor street stop controlled

No shoulders, objects in clear zone, no turn lanes, commercial and residential

1327 Simpson Road/James Street SR 20 Old Griffin Road .
driveways




Table B-4.6. (Cont’d) Preliminary Screening of Highest Crash Rate Segments

)] Roadway From To Comments

Few tumn lanes, relatively high driveway density, elementary school along the

1406 McDonough Parkway Bridges Road Jonesboro Road .
corridor

Relatively high intersection density, including several full access unsignalized

1451 Jonesboro Road Chambers Road Mill Road . .
intersections

No shoulders in some sections, residential driveways, many intersections lack tum

1512 Oak Grove Road Jodeco Road Jonesboro Road , , . .
lanes, intersection with Foster Drive has poor angle

1560 Hudson Bridge Road Flippen Road I-7 NB Ramps High intersection and commercial driveway density

Faded pavement markings, minimal shoulders, sight distance concerns at several

1590 Brannan Road N Salem Drive Springdale Road . .
intersections

High driveway/intersection density at the southern end of the corridor, few left turn
16592 Flippen Road Hudson Bridge Road I-75 QOverpass lanes, minimal shoulders in some sections, permitted passing section through
several intersections

1627 Springdale Road E Lake Parkway Millers Mill Road Winding road with degraded pavement, frequent residential driveways

m
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Table B-4.7. Preliminary Screening of Highest Crash Rate Intersections

) Location Control Preliminary Screening Comments

92 SR 20 WB at Lower Woolsey Road Minor Street Stop Control Channelized westbound right-turn movement has poor angle, potential for driver confusion

Intersection is spaced about 100 ft from major intersection of US 23 and SR 138, potential sight
239 US 23 at Davis Road Minor Street Stop Control distance concems, no tumn lanes with the exception of the southbound left-tumn lane, which may be
blocked by queue overspilling

Intersection is skewed, multiple driveways/minor intersections near the signal, lack of a westbound

21 Jeeie [Foge gt inleisem el Foze) T gl right-turn lane could be a concem given the angle of the tum

275 Hudson Bridge Road at Flippen Road Traffic Signal Intersection is mostly 'built out," however it is significantly skewed

Extremely faded pavement markings, potential queue spillback with Rock Quarry Road at Eagles

303 Hudson Bridge Road at I-76 NB Ramps Traffic Signal Landing Parkway

Intersection is mostly 'built out', no safety concems noted, crash frequency may be driven by

345 Jonesboro Road at I-75 SB Ramps Traffic Signal .
congestion

Intersection is mostly 'built out', no safety concems noted, crash frequency may be driven by

384 SR 42 at Eagles Landing Parkway Traffic Signal .
congestion

415 SR 81 at |-756 SB Ramps Traffic Signal There is no eastbound right-turmn lane along SR 81



Table B-4.7. (Cont’d) Preliminary Screening of Highest Crash Rate Intersections

Location Control Preliminary Screening Comments

Right turn lanes along SR 81 are short, vehicles turning right from Old Industrial Boulevard may be
trapped in a drop lane, creating weaving concems

Approach along Industrial Boulevard is skewed, there is potential for vehicles from upstream
intersection to get trapped in the southbound-shared through/right-turn lane

Industrial Boulevard is generally a substandard road, no southbound left-tun lane, high driveway
density in the area, lack of sufficient pavement markings

468 SR 155 at Avalon Parkway Traffic Signal ngh driveway density, adjaoen‘F Iapd use sugggsts h|gh truck traffic, lack of right tumn lanes along
minor street approaches, permissive only phasing for side street left-turn movements

US 23 at SR 155 Traffic Signal Permissive only phase for southbound left-turn movement, lack of a westbound right-tum lane

SR 42 at King Mill Road Traffic Signal Adjacent land use suggests high truck traffic

Sl4E Bill Gardner Parkway at Tanger Boulevard Traffic Signal Abnormal lane geometry along northbound approach, lack of a westbound right-turm lane

436 SR 81 at Old Industrial Boulevard Traffic Signal

SR 20 at Industrial Boulevard Traffic Signal

456 Henry Parkway at Industrial Boulevard Minor Street Stop Control
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Table B-4.8. Preliminary Screening of Highest Crash Rate Intersections

) Location Control Preliminary Screening Comments

520 SR 42 NB at Lawrenceville Street Minor Street Stop Control  There is a sharp curve along the WB approach of Lawrenceville St

95 SR 20 at Lower Woolsey Road Minor Street Stop Control  Faded pavement markings, limited way finding signage

No turn lanes, faded pavement markings, minimal shoulders, nature of the two roadways (mostly
466 McDonouth Parkway at Bridges Road Minor Street Stop Control  straight, rural) indicates possibility of speeding vehicles, sight distance concems regarding the
east leg of the intersection

165 Mt Zion Parkway at Brandsmart Park/Ride Lot Minor Street Stop Control Faded pavement markings, degraded curb

281 E Atlanta Road at Rex Road All Way Stop Control No turn lanes, lack of shoulders, sight distance concermns, potential for high speeds

Potential sight distance concems, north leg has no striping, passing is permitted near the

221 Pates Creek Road at Noahs Ark Road Minor Street Stop Control ,
intersection along the east leg



BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN SAFETY ANALYSIS

Bicycle and pedestrian safety analysis performed consisted of two methodologies to identify safety deficiencies: the identification of bicycle/pedestrian crash hotspots,
and the identifications of locations with a high number of risk factors for bicyclists and pedestrians. Locations or areas with a history of bicycle and pedestrian crashes are

significant, and likely indicate safety deficiencies. A geospatial kermel density was applied to historical crash data from GEARS to generate heatmaps for both bicycle and

pedestrian crashes. Figures B-4.19 and B-4.20 present heatmaps for bicycle and pedestrian crashes, respectively.

® Clayton County Planned Trails -
Potential Connection

e FPanola Trail

Figure B-4.19. Bicycle Crash Hotspots Figure B-4.20. Pedestrian Crash Hotspots
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However, due to the sparsely distributed nature of these crashes historical trends are not particularly predictive
of future crashes. In response to this phenomenon, the Atlanta Regional Commission developed bicycle and
pedestrian safety indexes for roadway segments in the metro Atlanta area to identify high risk corridors. The

factors included in the risk index for each mode are:

m Crash history (with fatal and serious injury crashes weighted three times other crashes)

m Risk factors (design elements and street characteristics associated with a higher number of and/or more
serious crashes). These elements and characteristics include:

s Alack of lighting
» A posted speed limit greater than 35 MPH

s Roadway functional classification (arterial and collector streets have the highest number of
pedestrian and bicycle crashes per mile)

s Number of lanes (streets with four or more lanes have more crashes per mile than those with
fewer lanes)

s ARC policy priorities
Roadways with higher risk were assigned a higher score. Scores for segments within and nearby Henry county
range from 1-14 for pedestrian risk and 1-12 for bicycle risk. Segments were placed into ‘buckets’ based on the
percentile of risk index. Segments with a score of seven or greater for both bicycle and pedestrian risk index were
identified as 90th percentile facilities in risk respective to each mode. Segments with a score of 9 for pedestrian
risk and segments with a score of 8 for bicyclist risk were identified as 98th percentile facilities in risk respective to

each mode. Figures B-4.21 and B-4.22 display segments grouped by percentile for bicycle and pedestrian risk.
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Figure B-4.22. Segments grouped by Percentile for Pedestrian Risk

Figure B-4.21. Segments grouped by Percentile for Bicycle Risk



INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION
B-5 SYSTEMS AND TECHNOLOGY NEEDS

Charger ID 210096-04
Intelligent Transportation Systems
(ITS) are an important part of the
overall transportation network.

By applying technology ana
other coordination strategies,
we can move towards getting

the most performance out of
existing infrastructure. TS can
be used to improve safety,

=
=
=
—
=
=
=
=
=
¥

create more reliable traffic flow,
reduce congestion, and reduce
fuel consumption. This section
identifies ITS and technology-
related needs in the Henry
County transportation system,



INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS - NETWORK SUPPORT

The Henry County Intelligent Transportation
Systems (ITS) network was fully documented
in the previous Existing Conditions Report.
Fiber optic cable is the preference for high-
speed telecommunications for ITS and is
essential to supporting ITS elements within
the county to improve operations, safety, and

maintenance of the transportation network.

The ITS needs assessment for this
document consisted of identifying existing
and future locations of planned fiber optic
installations and evaluating their support of
Dedicated Short-Range Communication
(DSRC)/Cellular Radios, Georgia 5171
cameras, Regional Traffic Operations
Program (RTOP). Figure B-5.1 shows the

current fiber optic locations in Henry County.

=== Fiber Optic Cable Locations

[

< »5 kol A

Figure B-5.1. Fiber Optic Cable Locations in Henry County
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VEHICLE COMMUNICATIONS (DSCR/CELLULAR RADIOS)
Analysis of DSRC/Cellular Radios at the =y _ \"\5

DSRC/Cellular Radi
existing locations along I-76, SR 138, and US - Locaﬁonse S

19/41 shows how they tend to follow the fiber
optic network, as shown in Figure B-5.2. The
installations on SR 138 and US 19/41 were a
part of GDOT's Phase 2 Deployment in 2020 in
which GDQOT received a grant from the United
States Department of Transportation (USDOT)
as a part of the Advanced Transportation

and Congestion Management Technologies
Deployment (ATCMTD) program. The
deployment allows for applications such as
red-light waming, pedestrians in crosswalk,
phase service remaining (e.g., green time
remaining), green speed for coordinated
signals (i.e., what speed you should maintain to
approach all green signals), emergency vehicle
preemption, transit signal priority, and freight

signal priority. The Federal Communications

Commission has ruled that all DSRC should

be converted to Cellular Radio to fit within the
revised transportation communication safety

spectrum. This will require converting any

remaining DSCR locations to cellular in the

county.

Figure B-5.2. DSRC/Cellular Radio Locations in Henry County



MAXTIME/ MAXVIEW AND RAMP SIGNALS . MaxTime Signalized Intersections
N\ e > \-\-) ()

The MaxTime/MaxView signal analysis was

performed by evaluating traffic signals in Henry

County that have been upgraded from the standard \
traffic signal firmware. The software is a single
interface that manages the operations of all traffic
signals within the GDOT network with the firmware 139
installed. This enables most signals within the g ol

county to be monitored by a central GDOT server _' \ - St kbl’i ge

or another municipality server. The servers can 497 o0
remotely update signal timings to respond to large ; _ : gj23

one-off events such as county fairs, emergency

weather conditions or incidents, and other situations

that may be required on-the-fly signal updates. ) D n h

Updates to the MaxTime network will improve safety /-u “\ L TS ¥ o]

and reliability on the transportation network for all I

residents. - .
42 o

Figure B-5.3 shows traffic signals in Henry County 20 B

with the firmware installed. Analysis shows that only p ampt

133 (63%) of the 211 traffic signals in Henry County

have MaxTime firmware. Henry County should \ LU ust Grove

enable the remaining traffic signals to be remotely : : ' g 2 N
monitored and adjusted by Henry County and : - A
through GDOT's Traffic Management Center. Such

upgrades will also prepare signals for future rollouts

of Connected and Autonomous Vehicles. Figure B-5.3. Traffic Signals in Henry County with MaxTime Firmware Installed
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There are four ramp meters in Henry County (Figure Ramp Meters

B-5.4), and all are equipped with MaxTime firmware \M\s I
and coordinated through the MaxView server. With the N

-
MaxTime firmware enabled on current and future ramp ] 4,‘ ;

meters, the central location can control traffic during ' ‘
periods of inclement weather or traffic hazards that may 575 \ o ‘
necessitate shutting down portions of the interstate. = ‘ .

The heavy traffic flow from SR 138 during peak periods

can cause congestion on 1-675 due to merging.
Installation of a ramp meter for both northibound and
southbound could work to alleviate congestion during

the peak period.

Figure B-5.4. Ramp Meters in Henry County



ELECT R| (: \/ EH | CLE CHA RG | NG STA-H O N S Electric Vehicle (EV) charging stations are currently identified as being one of

three charging types - Level 1, Level 2, or DC Fast. Level 1 chargers use a
standard 120-volt (V) connection, which occurs primarily in residential homes.

Level 2 chargers operate at 208-240 volt (V), with Level 2 being the most
® EV DC Fast Charging Stations
@ EV Level 2 Charging Stations

prevalent type of charger in the U.S. DC fast chargers are the fastest chargers

available with a maximum output of 350kW and are intended for commercial or

industrial locations due to the high costs and high-power draw.

Sixteen Electric Vehicle (EV) Charging Stations in Henry County were identified
utilizing the US Department of Energy’s Altemative Fuels Data Center. The
locations of these charging stations are shown in Figure B-5.5. The |-75
corridor has already been identified by the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) as an Alternative Fuel Corridor, making it an EV ready corridor. Currently,
there are two locations along |-75 that are equipped with DC fast charging, with
future locations capable of securing federal funding due to the routes FHWA

designation.

The recently enacted Bipartisan Infrastructure Bill includes a $15 billion rollout for
Al

charging stations that could be used in Henry County. To take advantage of this

funding Henry County would need to initiate a study to identify appropriate future

locations for EV charging stations. Potential locations could include the locations

N listed below. However, a full study would be needed for better understanding.

Figure B-5.5. Locations of EV Charging Stations in Henry County m  Convergence of -5 and 675 in Stockbridige

m  US 19/41 in Hampton

m Near|-75in Locust Grove adjacent to the Walmart Supercenter or

Tanger Outlets
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RAILROAD CROSSINGS Railroad Crossing

Henry County Railroads
——+ NS

The Railroad Crossings analysis was performed

through a geospatial mapping of current railroad

crossings within Henry County and evaluating crashes
from the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) at each
location to determine what existing safety concems
exist. According to the FRA, there have not been

any highway-rail grade crossing incidents over the

last three years in Henry County. However, it remains
important to ensure proper signage, signals, or other
active or passive devices are being utilized to prevent
future highway-rail grade crossing collisions. Collisions
are preventable when proper safety precautions are

utilized to warn drivers.

Railroad crossings are typically categorized as Active f
Grade Crossings or Passive Grade Crossings. Active

Grade Crossings have active warning and control

devices such as bells, flashing lights, and gates.

These can be in addition to passive warning devices i

such as vield or stop signs and pavement markings.

Warning and control devices are identified within the
Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD).
Figure B-5.6 shows railroad crossings in Henry

County.

Figure B-5.6. LLocations of Railroad Crossings in Henry County
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B-6 FREIGHT NEEDS

Industry clusters are large
regional concentrations of
related industries. Industry

clustering has been an

important approach to

economic development for

many years. Development
authorities and policy makers
around the country have

encouraged this type of

development to provide _ . _
employment for residents and to e ——— — - -
increase the tax base. il - :



In recent years, a significant cluster of
freight-related industries has emerged
in Henry County centered on the

I-75 at SR 155 interchange. The
geographic extents of this area, known
as the McDonough-Locust Grove
freight cluster, are shown in Figure
B-6.1. The boundaries include both
existing developed land as well as
undeveloped land zoned for industrial
land use. Jurisdiction for the area is
split between unincorporated Henry
County, the City of McDonough, and

the City of Locust Grove.

Henry County Freight Cluster
City Boundary

. . SN b . e, i g

Figure B-6.1. McDonough-Locust Grove Freight Cluster Location
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According to the 2016 Atlanta Regional Freight Mobllity Plan, the McDonough-Locust Grove freight cluster is

the second largest collection of the Atlanta region’s warehouses and distribution centers, behind only the Fulton
Industrial Boulevard area. This cluster alone accounts for about 13 percent of the total warehousing and distribution
space in the Atlanta region. The McDonough/Locust Grove freight cluster is also unique in that it features, by far,
the largest average size (nearly 543,000 square feet) of warehouse and distribution centers, as shown in Table
B-5.3. The other clusters generally have average sizes between 200,000 and 300,000 square feet. This larger
sized facility represents that relative newness of the freight cluster — older warehousing and distribution centers were
built to smaller specifications. The newer, larger facilities in McDonough/Locust Grove should provide a competitive

advantage in the competition for leases.

Table B-5.3. Industrial Leasing Breakdown
Leased Area Percent of Regional | Number of Firms/ Average Fadility

(Square Ft) Total Buildings Size

Warehousing and Distribution 17,364,802 13% 542,650

Vacant Industrial Properties 1,144,820 6% 127,202

Source: 2016 Atlanta Regional Freight Mobility Plan

While the McDonough-Locust Grove freight cluster is primarily made up of warehouses and distribution centers,
there is also a significant amount of manufacturing space. There is nearly 2 million square feet of manufacturing in

the area which accounts for about 2% of the regional total.



MOBILITY ASSESSMENT

This section examines automobile and truck mobility in and around the McDonough-Locust Grove freight cluster.

TRAVEL TIME INDEX (TTI)

TTlis presented in detail at a countywide level in Section 4. This analysis takes
a closer look at TTI within the freight cluster. Results for the most congested
period (an average weekday evening rush hour) shows significant delay for
commuters on SR 155 between Bill Gardner Parkway in the south and SR

42 in the north (Figure B-6.2). Both approaches to the I-75 on/off ramps
show significant delay. East of I-75, SR 42 operates with minimal congestion

between McDonough and Locust Grove.

TTI 5PM Weekday Trucks
— 00178

1.26-2.00

2.01-3.00
— 3300

B9 I nry Counsy Fraignt Cluster
J City Boundary

Figure B-6.3. Truck TTI (5PM 1o 6PM on weekdays, 2019)

TRUCKTTI

TTI for trucks is available from the National Performance Measures
Research Dataset (NPMRDS), which has slightly different coverage than
that available for INRIX for all traffic. NPMRDS is limited to the National

! Highway System (NHS), and INRIX includes more local roads. Figure
TTI 5PM Weekday

= . _ ; B-6.3 maps representative truck TTI (from 5 PM to 6 PM on weekdays in

:“‘:”‘ . [HaZ\NEE : 2019). Overall, TTls for trucks are higher than for all traffic, likely due to lower
o | Henry County Freight Clusber 3 1 { b
J Cily Boundary

ki R . congested speeds for trucks than for passenger cars. SR 20 and SR 155

Figure B-6.2. TTI (5PM to 6PM on weekdays, 2019) are the major corridors with severe truck congestion, with TTI greater than 3.
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INTERNAL ROAD SYSTEM

Major roads within the cluster such as SR 20, SR 42, SR 155, and Westridge
Parkway are built to specifications designed to accommodate truck traffic.
However, other interal connecting roadways within the cluster have not been built

to adequately handle truck traffic. Issues include:

m horoughbred Road - could provide north-south connectivity but is
too narrow and an at grade rail crossing with a sharp curve presents

obstacles to truck mobility.

m  Greenwood/Lester Mill Road — provides connection between SR 155
and Bill Gardner Parkway and will be a future connection point to the
new Bethlehem Road interchange with |-75. This road will see increased
traffic upon completion of the interchange and should be upgraded to
include wider travel lanes and shoulders as well as bicycle and pedestrian

accommodations.

UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

There are some unsignalized intersections between internal connections and
major routes in the McDonough-Locust Grove freight cluster that may need
further analysis. Due to heavy traffic backups, especially along SR 165, turning

movements may be difficult for trucks at partial stop-controlled intersections.

m \Westridge Parkway at SR 155 — Partial stop control. Minor street

approach has stop signs while main routes does not stop.

m  Greenwood Industrial at SR 1565 - Partial stop control. Minor street

approach has stop signs while main routes does not stop.

m horoughbred Road at SR 165 - Partial stop control. Minor street

approach has stop signs while main routes does not stop.
m Lester Mill Road at Bill Gardner Parkway — Four way stop.

m Lester Mill Road at Bethlehem Road — Four way stop. After interchange
project is complete this intersection will likely see much higher traffic

volumes and my need a signal.

TRUCK PARKING

The need for adequate truck parking is an emerging issue in freight planning
across the county. Trucks drivers are required to arrive for deliveries at an exact
time slot or risk missing the delivery window. Because of these strict operating
procedures by receivers, truck drivers often arrive early and need a safe place to
wait. Due to lack of official parking spots, truck drivers often must park in unsafe,

unsecure locations. Some examples are illustrated in Figure B-6.4.

This need has identified throughout Henry County, and specifically in the
McDonough-Locust Grove freight cluster. Site visits to the area revealed many
occurrences of trucks pulling over on the side of the road or queuing in a center

turm lane as they stage for pick ups or deliveries.



N m.ﬁ"ﬂ_“" T T Sl N
E S R City Boundary 1

Figure B-6.4. Examples of Trucks Parked in Unsafe Locations in Henry County 191
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PROGRAMMED PROJECTS

Previously identified in section 4, there are number of
funded projects that are expected to be built by the year

2050 (see Figure B-6.5). These include:

m SR 20 Widening

m SR 155 Widening

m Bill Gardner Parkway Widening

m New Commercial Vehicle lanes on I-75

m New interchange at I-756 and Bethlehem Road

(Including widening of Bethlehem Road)

m Operational improvements on SR 42 in Locust

Grove

These projects will go a long way to addressing congestion
issues in the freight cluster. However, based on the mobility
analysis, issues remain. SR 165 south of I-75 (including a
new interchange) remains congested. SR 42 has received
public input about the difficulty in entering the roadway due
to heavy truck traffic. As this portion of the freight cluster
builds out and the new interchange is built more trucks

will likely use SR 42. This roadway may benefit from either

operational/safety improvements or additional capacity.

Programmed Projects

I new interchange

] Widening

- New Roadway

:'. Henry County Freight Cluster

‘ City Boundary

S R -

Figure B-6.5. Programmed projects
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B-7 ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION

Active transportation is a way of getting from one place
to another that relies on human activity — e.g. walking
and bicycling. Active modes of transportation are
Important to communities for reasons of health, economic
development, quality of life, and mobility. The term “active
transportation” is preferred by organizations such as the
Partnership for Active Transportation because it is a more
positive statement that expresses the key connection
between healthy, active living and our transportation
choices. In the past the these modes of transportation
have often been referred to as “Non-Motorized” or
“Alternative” transportation. This section of the Needs
Assessment Report examines Henry County’s Active
Transportation Network and how it performs for its citizens.



According to the US Department of Transportation:

‘ ‘ Investing in public transportation and
bicycle and pedestrian facilities creates
opportunities for people to exercise. This
helps reduce obesity and the risks for
developing costly chronic conditions such
as diabetes and cardiovascular disease.
Active transportation facilities are particularly
Important in low-income and minority
communities, or communities with high
percentages of new immigrants. People in
those communities are less likely to own
vehicles, and unsafe streets might pose a
barrier to using active transportation. , ,
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WALKING PROPENSITY ANALYSIS

A walking propensity analysis was conducted

to identify priority areas for pedestrian facility
improvements. This involved an assessment of four
factors that contribute to the likelihood people to
use a road for walking. This includes proximity to
school and park zones, intersection density, existing
land uses, and presence of pedestrian crashes.
Using spatial analysis tools in ArcGIS, these
elements were weighted and layered to generate

a raster-based walking propensity score for every
location within the county. These factors were
weighted according to their relative importance.
These factors and their associated weights are

presented in Table B-7.1 below.

Table B-7.1. \Walking Propensity Analysis
Factors and Weights

Factor Weight

Existing Land Use 30%

Intersection Density 30%

EXISTING LAND USE

Land use patterns are an important factor in
assessing pedestrian demand. For example,
commercial uses, high-density residential, parks,
schools, and libraries have a greater potential

to generate pedestrian trips than lower-density
residential, agricultural, or industrial land uses. Values
between 1 and 10 were assigned to various land use
categories to reflect their relative tendency to attract
and produce pedestrian trips. Table B-7.2 details
the point values assigned to each land use category

used in the analysis.

SCHOOL AND PARK ZONES

In addition to the school and park uses captured

in the land use analysis, an additional element was
included which represents comfortable walking
distances to schools and parks. This is reflected as
a half-mile buffer around the entrance of schooals,
and a quarter mile buffer around greenspace areas.
All areas falling within these buffers were given a
score of 10. Since many younger students may
lack access to personal vehicular transportation,
pedestrian facilities are vital in these areas. Pedestrian
connections to parks and greenways are also an
important community need, encouraging active

transportation and healthy recreational opportunities.

Table B-7.2. Point Values for Land Use
Categories

Land Use Scoring Value

Commercial 10

Parks 10

Residential Multi-Family 10

Institutional Extensive 8

Residential Medium Density ®

Industrial/Commercial 4

Golf Courses 3

Agriculture 1

Construction 1

Forest 1

Limited Access 1

Reservoirs 1

Transportation, Communication, Utilities 1

Urban Other 1



PEDESTRIAN CRASHES

Locations where pedestrian crashes occur may be important areas for new

or upgraded pedestrian facilities. These areas also highlight where individuals

are walking in the county. To incorporate these areas in the analysis, a kemel
density raster was developed based on crash locations; the density values were
converted proportionally to a score of 0-10, with 10 being the highest value.

Due to the relatively low number and isolated nature of pedestrian crashes in the
county, this layer was given a weight of 10 percent compared to 30 percent used

for the other three factors.

INTERSECTION DENSITY

Research has consistently shown that one of the strongest predictors of
pedestrian activity is intersection density. Intersection density is a measure of
how closely roadways are grouped together and relative block size. Areas with
high levels of intersection density are more conducive to pedestrian travel as
they provide more connection opportunities, shorter blocks, and more direct
routes for those on foot. Intersection density was included in the analysis by
developing a kernel density raster based on intersection locations. In addition,
four leg intersections were weighted more highly than three leg intersections, as

these intersections offer the greatest connectivity. Two leg and one leg junctions

were not considered intersections in this analysis, as they provide limited

benefit to pedestrians. This methodology avoids over weighting suburban style
neighborhoods that may rely on cul-de-sacs and loops and therefore, are not
highly walkable. A score was developed out of 10 proportional to the square roots

of the density values.

RESULTS

The map in Figure B-7.1 displays the results of the walking propensity analysis.
Colors in red, orange, and yellow represent areas with the highest likelihood

of finding pedestrians. Colors in blue and green represent areas with the

lowest likelihood of finding pedestrians. Based on the analysis, the areas most
conducive to walking mainly coincide the more urbanized city centers of Hampton,
McDonough, Locust Grove, and Stockbridge. The unincorporated areas showing
the highest walking propensity include the area just north of Jodeco Road near
I-75 and the area near the intersection of SR 155 and East Lake Parkway which is
near the Union Grove school cluster and an emerging commercial area. For use in
further analysis, the highest tier of walking propensity areas were isolated and are

shown in Figure B-7.2.
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I Low Propensity

| High Propensity

Figure B-7.1. \Walking Propensity Analysis

- High Pedestrian Propensity Area

Figure B-7.2. High Pedestrian Propensity Areas



SIDEWALK GAP ANALYSIS

In order to identify needed sidewalk
projects in Henry County, a gap analysis
was performed. There were three primary

objectives of the analysis:

1. Identify facilities where there is a need
for sidewalk due to high pedestrian
propensity and/or a high risk of

pedestrian crashes.

2. ldentify corridors with significant gaps
in sidewalk coverage in the county,
particularly along arterial and collector
roadways that provide connectivity to

pedestrians.

3. Identify the overlap between the facilities
identified in objectives 1 and 2 as these
corridors will be the most effective

locations for potential sidewalk projects.

The analysis methodology and inputs are

described as follows.

I +iioh Pedestrian Proensity Area

90th Percentile Ped Risk Score

m— 9Bth Percentils Ped Risk Scare

Figure B-7.4. High Crash Risk Facilities

HIGH PROPENSITY AREAS

High propensity areas are locations identified as
areas with a high propensity for pedestrian activity.
These locations are presented in Figure B-7.3.
Factors included in identifying these high propensity
areas include land use, presence of community
facilities, intersection density, and pedestrian crash
history. Additional information on the pedestrian
propensity analysis methodology is included in the

Walking Propensity Analysis section above.

HIGH CRASH RISK FACILITIES

Due to the nature of the distribution of pedestrian
crashes, historical crash trends alone are not
sufficient to gauge the crash risk for pedestrians
along facilities. As a response to this, the Atlanta
Regional Commission developed a pedestrian
safety index for roadway segments in the metro
Atlanta area to identify high risk corridors. The high
crash risk facilities located in Henry County are
shown in Figure B-7.4. Additional information on
this risk index is included in the Bicycle/Pedestrian
Safety Analysis section in Chapter B4 - Roadway
Needs.
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SIDEWALK INVENTORY

Henry County maintains a sidewalk inventory, identifying locations in the county
where sidewalk is present. This inventory is presented in Figure B-7.5 below.
Geospatial analysis was performed using this inventory to identify corridors along
arterial, collector, and certain significant local roads with significant sidewalk
gaps. For this analysis, a corridor with significant sidewalk gaps was defined as a
corridor with less than 75% coverage on either side. There was significantly less
than 75% coverage along the majority of analyzed corridors identified as having

significant gaps.

Sidewalks

Figure B-7.5. Sidewalk Inventory

CRITICAL SIDEWALK GAPS

An overlay analysis was performed to identify corridors with significant sidewalk
gaps that overlapped with either a high propensity area or a high-risk facility

as locations with critical sidewalk gaps. These locations, presented in Figure
B-7.6, are identified as targets to be investigated for potential sidewalk installation
projects. The addition of sidewalks to these roadways could effectively meet

pedestrian demands and reduce the risk of pedestrian crashes.

In total, the analysis identified about 206 miles of roadways with sidewalk

gaps that need to be addressed.

——— Ciritical Sidewalk Gaps
Existing Sidewalk

High Pedestrian Risk Index Facility
High Pedestrian Propensity Area

Figure B-7.6. Sidewalk Needs



BICYCLE COMFORT ANALYSIS

A bicycle comfort index was developed in order

to effectively evaluate the existing connectivity of
the bicycle network within Henry County. While
bicycles may be technically permitted to travel along
certain roadways, if conditions are or feel unsafe for
cyclists, the roadway is less likely to be utilized and
should not be considered as part of an effective
bicycle network without sufficient facilities. The
index was developed using the Atlanta Regional
Commission’s (ARC) 2020 Travel Demand Model
(TDM.) Average dally volume and speed limit data
for each modeled roadway segment in the county
was incorporated into the analysis. VWhile there is a
wide range of factors that could be included when
evaluating bicycle comfort, vehicular volume and

speed are the most commonly utilized.

Table B-7.3. Bicycle Comfort Index Inputs

Volume Score Speed Score
<=3,000 ADT 1 <=25 MPH 1
3,001 - 10,000 ADT 2 30-40 MPH 2
>=10,001 3 >=45 MPH 3

Roadway segments throughout the county were
scored based upon speeds and volumes. The
scoring thresholds are shown in Tables B-7.3 and
B-7.4. A variety of sources including the London
Cycling Design Standards, Ohio Department of
Transportation (ODOT) Bicycle and Pedestrian
Design Guide (2011), and the National Association
of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) were
consulted to develop these scoring thresholds.

These thresholds are frequently used to determine

Table B-7.4. Bicycle Comfort Index
Scoring Scale

Score Rating

2 Highest Level of Comfort
3
4
8
6 Lowest Level of Comfort

the most appropriate bicycle facility for a given

roadway based upon comfort level.

Figure B-7.7 presents the bicycle index for all
analyzed roadways, while Figure B-7.8 presents
high comfort (with a score of 2-3) and low comfort
(with a score of 4-6) roadways in addition to existing

bicycle facilities in the county.
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Existing Bicycle Facilities
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Figure B-7.7. Bicycle Comfort Index Figure B-7.8. Existing Bicycle Facility Comfort Index
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Bicycle facilities can be installed along low-comfort facilities to provide safe and comfortable pathways for cyclists. This is

typically a more feasible strategy than fundamentally changing the character of arterial and collector roadways. When determining
the appropriate facility for a location, the existing comfort level of the roadway should be included. Bicycle facilities along
extremely low comfort roads (such as major arterial roadways) require significant vertical or horizontal separation of bicycles and
automobiles. This can be accomplished with a variety of design elements such as buffer zones or raised barriers. Along facilities
with high comfort, lower cost treatments such as the installation of sharrows or signage indicating the presence of cyclists may be
all that is needed to provide sufficient cycling conditions. Improvements such as simple bike lanes which provide a separate path

for cyclist with minimal separation of traffic may be a cost-effective option to provide bicycle facilities along mid comfort roadways.

KEY FINDINGS

m [he majority of arterials and collectors (including all state routes) that provide vehicular connectivity throughout the

county have a poor comfort rating.

m Similarly, the connectivity of roadways accommodating to cyclists is poor. There are few to no connections between

cities and major activity centers, or between dense residential areas and activity centers.

m For most of the suburban areas in the county, there is no access to high comfort roadways, with the exception of

local streets that typically provide little connectivity.

m [he high comfort roadways that do exist are often not part of any network, isolated with no connections to other high

comfort roadways.

m |he installation of appropriate bicycle facilities can provide sufficient conditions for cyclists on roadways with poor
comfort. However, the existing bicycle facilities in the county do not address the lack of a bicycle facility network.

Therefore, cyclists are unable to travel throughout the county safely or comfortably.

m Outside of the traditional downtown areas of the cities, aimost all sidewalks in the county are on local roads within

subdivisions.
m Sidewalk coverage along arterials and collectors is minimal.

m Itis difficult or unsafe to walk outside of internal subdivision strests.
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(-1 INTRODUCTION

In 2005, the Atlanta Regional
Commission (ARC) initiated the
Comprehensive Transportation
Plan (CTP) program to encourage
counties and their municipalities to
develop long-range transportation
plans. ARC allocates federal
funding to all counties in its
transportation planning jurisdiction
on a five-year update cycle. The
intent of the program is to help
counties and municipalities create
a local transportation vision that
complements local comprehensive
plans.
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This planning effort creates a
framework for project and program
implementation at both the local and
regional levels. This plan, called the
Henry County Transportation
Plan, is important because it directs
funding decisions locally for the next
30 years. In addition, ARC uses
CTPs as the foundation of the wider
regional vision for transportation.,
Transportation projects identified

by this planning process are

eligible for inclusion in the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) and may
be considered for federal funding.
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INTENT OF REPORT

The purpose of this Recommendations
Report is to detail recommended
projects and policies developed
through the CTP process and is
preceded by an Existing Conditions
report and a Needs Assessment
report, which relate to Steps 1 and

2 of the Planning Process depicted

on the next page. It also includes
background on the public involvement
process that informed project and
policy development. A description of
the project prioritization methodology is
also provided, which was used to help
determine the appropriate time frame
for the implementation of projects.

PROJECT OVERVIEW

The Henry County Transportation
Plan is an update to the 2016
Transportation Plan. It assesses
current and projected transportation
needs through the year 2050 and
involves Henry County and the
cities of Hampton, Locust Grove,
McDonough, and Stockbridge.
Transportation plans funded through
ARC'’s CTP program follow a three-
step technical documentation
process.



PLANNING PROCESS

The Henry County Transportation Plan follows a -y
three-step technical documentation process:

STEP ONE:

An INVENTORY of the present-

3 day makeup and condition of the
- L transportation network in and around
jf:_'r: - Henry County. This includes factors
. that influence transportation such as

STEP TWO:

An ASSESSMENT of transportation
needs both today and through the
year 2050. Needs are identified using
technical methods such as travel
demand modeling as well as input
from community and stakeholders

>
1

— aly
/ 3.1 —_—

e

demographics, employment, land
use, and development

STEP THREE:

The development of policy and
project RECOMMENDATIONS
designed to address the issues
identified in step two




STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT

(-2 ANDPUBLIC OUTREACH

Community Engagement is a
key element to all successful
planning efforts including the
Henry County Transportation
Plan and the Henry County
Trails Plan. The involvement
of Henry County citizens was
vital to creating a transportation
plan that reflects the vision
and desires of the community.
The process and strategies
used to engage the public
are summarized in this
section. For reference, a fully

detailed account of all public
engagement activities is
iIncluded as Appendix A to this
document,

Multiple outreach strategies
were used to inform the Henry
County Community of this
planning process, to gather
input from the community, and
provide any needed feedback.
The main strategies for public
engagement are summarized in
the following section.




STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE

The project team, along with input from the county,
identified 20 representative stakeholders to participate
in a Stakeholder Committee which helped guide the
planning process. The Stakeholder Committee (shown
in Table C-2.1) was made up of representatives

from each municipality within Henry County (the

Cities of McDonough, Stockbridge, Hampton,

and Locust Grove), the Henry County Board of
Commissioners, the business community, members
of the cycling community, park and recreation
representatives, underserved group representatives
from various nonprofits throughout Henry County, and

representatives from the freight and logistics sector.

ALl
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The project team held three stakeholder meetings
throughout the life of the project. The meetings
coincided with the project phases: Kick Off,
Existing Conditions, and Needs Assessment/
Recommendations. The strategic placement of
these meetings ensured the stakeholder committee
was guiding the plan phase by phase and ensured

the plan’s alignment with the community’s vision.

Table C-2.1. Stakeholder Committee
Representative Organization and Role Represents

Brecca Carter City of Stockbridge Representative City interests

Herman Ryan Henry County District 1 TAG Appointee County interests

Wayne Smith Henry County District 3 TAG Appointee County interests

Lakeshia Clements  Henry County District 5 TAG Appointee County interests

Pastor TJ McBride  Tabernacle of Praise International Church Historically underserved group

Torrie Sunstorm Henry County Rotary Club Serve underserved groups

Tim Coley Henry County Parks & Rec, Director Trail users

Vic Murray Southern Crescent Cycling Club, President Trail users

Conner Poe Norfolk-Southern Freight and logistics industry

Keith Larson Association of Pedestrian & Bicycle Professionals Bicycle and Pedestrian
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Plan Overview

PROJECT WEBSITES

The project team created and maintained two maps, findings, schedules, contact information, and
project websites, one for the Transportation even educational videos describing the planning
Plan and one for the Trails Plan, which served process. It also served as the host for all project-
as the public face for the two plans. The project related information. The websites” URLs and QR
team continuously updated the project website codes were included on all printed and electronic
throughout the life of the project and gave the engagement materials allowing the public quick
public access to all project-related documents, access to the site for project detalls and online
activities.

6D

COUNTY

TRANSPORTATION PLAN_

HAMPTON, LOCUST GROVE, MCDONOUGH, STOCKBRIDGE

HENRY < COUNTY

TRAILS PLAN

C
HAMPTON, LOCUST GROVE, MCDONOUGH, STOCKBRIDGE

planningatoond.com/henry-trails-plan

ONLINE COMMUNITY SURVEYS

The project team conducted two community
surveys and an online interactive map during key
phases in the project to ensure the community was
involved in all steps of the planning process and the
plans aligned with what the community envisioned.
Both surveys included open ended, ranking,
multiple choice, and demographic questions. The
surveys were promoted with URLs and QR Codes
in both paper and virtual promotions and were

available directly on the project websites.
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PUBLIC MEETINGS

The project team held three rounds of public
meetings during the project; one each to align with
the Inventory, Assessment, and Recommendation
phases. Each round provided the public an
opportunity to attend a virtual or an in-person
meeting designed to encourage engagement
through interactive exercises and tools. The
planning team posted all meeting materials to the
project website for post-meeting viewing by those
who could not make in-person meetings. The
public meetings took place at a variety of public
venues across the county giving more members of
the community at large access to participate in the
planning process. Table C-2.2 highlights the date,
location, attendance, and activities for each of the

public meetings.

Table C-2.2. Public Meeting Opportunities

Meeting Date Round Location

Attendance

ROUND ONE (INVENTORY OF EXISTING
CONDITIONS)

The first public meeting, held virtually on October
5, 2021, intfroduced the Inventory phase of the
planning process. The meeting focused on
informing the public about the plans and planning
process, as well as reviewing existing conditions
and how they could provide input throughout the
life of the project. Participants took part in two
interactive exercises during the meeting. The first
was a real-time polling exercise that corresponded
with the existing conditions presentation and
queried participant level of agreement with project
goals and objectives. The second activity took
place in small breakout groups. The SWOT
analysis asked participants to brainstorm and share
their thoughts on the strengths, weaknesses,

opportunities, and threats to the project.

Activities

1 10/6/21 1 Virtual

2 12/9/21 2 Stockbridge

3 12/13/21 2 Hampton

4 4/12/22 3 McDonough

S 4/20/22 3 Locust Grove

11

Presentation/SWOT/Goals & Objectives Pall

Open House with Boards and Comment Cards
Open House with Boards and Comment Cards
Open House with Boards and Comment Cards

Open House with Boards and Comment Cards

ROUND TWO (NEEDS ASSESSMENT)

The project team held the second and third public
meetings in-person during the Assessment phase
of the planning process. The second meeting took
place on December 9, 2022, in Stockbridge. The
third meeting took place on December 13, 2021,
in Hampton. Both meetings presented the same
material in an open house style format using fifteen
poster boards showing various transportation
analysis and the draft trail map. Comment cards
were available for participant comments as well as

two iPads with the community survey preloaded.

ROUND THREE (RECOMMENDATIONS)

The project team hosted the fourth and fifth public
meetings in-person during the recommendations
phase of the planning process. The fourth meeting
was on April 12, 2022, in McDonough. The fifth
meeting was on April 20, 2022, in Locust Grove.
Both meetings presented the same material in an
open house style format using 22 poster boards
showing various transportation projects and trails
projects. Comment cards were available for
participant comments as well as two iPads with the

community survey preloaded.



In an effort to bring the project to the community, the project

team participated in three pop-up events throughout the life

of the project. Table C-2.3 detalils the event, date, location,

and activity for each pop-up event. The pop-up set-up

included a booth display with map, postcards, and input

activities. The postcards promoted upcoming meetings,

a survey, and guided people to the project websites for

additional information about the project.

Table C-2.3. Pop-Up Events

Geranium
Festival

Locust
Grove

Holiday
Parade

Youth
Basketball
Tournament

July 31,
2021

December
4, 2021

February
19, 2022

Location

McDonough

Locust Grove

McDonough

Input Activity

Map Input
and Comment
Cards

Map Input
and Comment
Cards

Marble Exercise
and Comment
Cards




(-3 PLAN PERFORMANCE

The potential benefits of proposed major capacity improvements
(roadway widenings and new location roadways) were assessed
using a Travel Demand Model. The Travel Demand Model tool
considers anticipated transportation demand in the year 2050
and in a 2050 Build Scenario how that demand would be
accommodated by the proposed transportation network offered
by these proposed major capacity improvements. This 2050
Build Scenario is compared to an existing conditions scenario
(2020), and a theoretical year 2050 Existing + Committed
Scenario, in which the transportation system consists of only what
IS existing today plus transportation projects that are currently fully
funded and anticipated to be implemented in the near future. This
comparison shows major overall travel time savings countywide
and corridor specific reductions in congestion. The results of the
2050 Build Scenario were used to further refine capacity projects
to better address future needs.

VERICLE MILES TRAVELED

Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is a unit to measure
vehicle travel made by private vehicles within Henry
County, such as automobiles, vans, pickup trucks,
and/or motorcycles. Each mile traveled counts as
one vehicle-mile regardless of the number of persons
in the vehicle. When VMT is used with vehicle hours
traveled (VHT), an estimate of the average speed over
the entire network can be ascertained. Used as part
of a travel model, this provides an indication of the

relative effectiveness of transportation improvements.



OBSERVATIONS: DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 2050 E+C AND 2050 BUILD SCENARIO

Table C-3.1 is a comparison of VMT between the 2020 base year network, the 2050 Existing plus Committed (E+C) scenario, and the 2050 Build scenario. VMT in the 2050

E + C scenario is projected to increase by about 32% over 2020 levels. This increase reflects future population and employment growth in Henry County as well as induced

travel due to less congested roadways. Overall, the
VMT in the 2050 Build scenario changes very little
compared to the 2050 E+C scenario. The results
show that if the Build scenario were implemented,
overall VMT on the Henry County roadway network
would increase by less than 1%. Model analysis
shows that the proposed roadway projects will shift
VMT from local and collector roads onto arterials
roadway and I-75. This shift is considered a positive
result because arterial and interstate roadways are
designed to more safely and efficiently carry higher

traffic volumes than local and collector roads.

Table C-3.3. Vehicle Miles Traveled Comparison

Percent Change 2050

2050 E+( E+C t0 2050 Build

2050 Build

Interstate 2,248,006 2,875,923 2,913,516 1.31%

Minor Arterial 1,332,692 1,790,468 1,817,388 1.50%

-6.41%

Minor Collector

206,555 263,064 246,191

Total 5,880,678 7,786,539 7,846,180 0.77%

217



218

VERICLE HOURS TRAVELED

Vehicle hours traveled (VHT) is a measurement of
the total hours traveled by all vehicles within Henry
County. VHT is calculated by multiplying the number
of vehicles by the travel time of those vehicles on

a specific link, or the entire Henry County roadway
network. VHT is an indicator of how additional travel
demand influences congestion in the system from

a travel time standpoint. It is commonly used as a

system-wide measurement of travel demand.

OBSERVATIONS: DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 2050 E+C AND 2050 BUILD SCENARIO

The travel demand model results show a

decrease in overall VHT, which indicates that the
transportation projects added as part of the 2050
Build scenario result in a positive reduction of travel
time (travel time savings) for all vehicles within Henry
County, as shown in Table C-3.2. The 2050 Build
Scenario shows a reduction in VHT on all roadway

classifications.

Table C-3.4. Vehicle Hours Traveled Comparison

2050 E+C

2050 Build

This is a significant result considering that Vehicle
Miles Traveled actually increase on Interstate and
Arterial roadways between the 2050 E+C and Build
Scenarios. This reflects that the proposed additional
roadway capacity will allow roadways to operate

more efficiently.

Percent Change 2050

E+Cto 2050 Build

Interstate

36,5682 50,272 48,5635

-3.46%

Minor Arterial

38,623 54,709 53,329

-2.52%

Minor Collector

Total

5,506 7,491 7,001

139,354 198,242 192,378

-6.54%

-2.96%



VERICLE HOURS OF DELAY

Vehicle hours of delay (VHD) is defined as the
difference between vehicles hours traveled under
congested conditions and vehicle hours of travel
that would otherwise be expected under free flow
conditions. Thus, VHD is calculated using travel

times and travel speeds.

OBSERVATIONS: DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 2050 E+C AND 2050 BUILD SCENARIOS

Comparison of the 2050 Build and 2050 E+C shown in Table C-3.3. The travel demand model
scenarios results indicate a reduction of VHD for all results show a substantial decrease (-31%) in

road classifications. Similar to the analysis of VHT, overall VHD, which indicates that the transportation
the 2050 Build Scenario shows that arterials and projects added as part of the 2050 Build scenario
interstate roadways will handle more traffic volume would result in less traffic congestion for all vehicles
but with much less congestion. Minor arterials within Henry County.

experienced the largest reduction of 38%, as

Table C-3.5. Vehicle Hours of Delay Comparison

Percent Change 2050
E+Cto 2050 Build

2050 E+C 2050 Build

Interstate

3,234 7,649 5,341 -30.17%

Minor Arterial

2,859 5,610 3,470 -38.15%

Minor Collector

Total

136 227 196 -13.66%

10,086 21,143 14,662 -31.17%
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LEVEL OF SERVICE OBSERVATIONS: DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 2050 E+C AND 2050 BUILD SCENARIO

Level of service (LOS) is a qualitative A comparison of the LOS for the 2050 E+C scenario against the 2050 Build
rating of the effectiveness of roadway scenario for both the AM and PM peak periods was completed. The resullts,
traffic conditions measured in terms of shown in Table C-3.6, indicate that in both the AM and PM peak periods, there
operating conditions. LOS describes the is a significant increase in the number of modeled roadway segments with a LOS
state of traffic flow on a roadway and is of A, B, and C. There is a corresponding decrease in the number of modeled
derived from other measures such as roadway segments with a LOS of D, E, and F. These results align with the other
travel speed and volume-to-capacity metrics, particularly VHD, indicating the projects within the 2050 Build scenario
ratio. Six letter grades, ranging from A would have a positive impact reducing travel congestion within Henry County.

(most desirable) to F (least desirable),

are used 1o rank performance of In the PM peak period, when congestion is typically worst, the 2050 Build
. Scenario shows particularly excellent results compared to the E+C Scenario. The
roadways. For purposes of this study,

LOS E and F are considered failng LOS number of segments showing a LOS of D, E, or F is reduced from 34.38% to

13.17% in the 2050 Build Scenario. Taken all together, the Travel Demand Model

A, B, and C are considered satisfactory.

LOS D is considered a midpoint LOS — metrics show that, when implemented, the proposed roadway capacity projects
while stil & passing measure of roadway will have a transformative positive impact on traffic congestion in Henry County.

performance, it is on the brink of failing.

Table C-3.6. Level of Service Comparison

LOS 2050 E+C 2050 Build Change 2050 E+C 2050 Build Change
AB 40.40% 55.16% 14.77% 34.15% 44.65% 10.50%
C 35.89% 34.70% -1.18% 31.46% 42.17% 10.71%
D 16.33% 7.20% -9.13% 23.43% 9.50% -13.93%
E 5.68% 1.79% -3.89% 8.73% 2.37% -6.36%
F 1.71% 1.15% -0.56% 2.22% 1.30% -0.92%

Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%



Figure C-3.5. 2020 Laneage

NUMBER OF LANES

Figures C-3.1, C-3.2, and C-3.3 show the
number of lanes on Henry County roadways for
the 2020 Base Year, 2050 E+C, and 2050 Build
scenarios. The 2050 Build scenario represents

a mature and interconnected roadway system
capable of handling projected future traffic volumes.
The Henry County roadway network remains
anchored by the |-75 corridor, but with a more
robust local network that provides alteratives

to |-75 for shorter local trips or during times of
heavy congestion or travel disruptions from vehicle

crashes.
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Figure C-3.6. 2050 E+C Laneage
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NETWORK LEVEL OF SERVICE

Figures C-3.4, C-3.5, and C-3.6 show the
modeled Level of Service on Henry County
roadway links. LOS is projected to worsen between
the 2020 baseline scenario and the 2050 E+C
scenario. However, the 2050 Build scenario makes
improvements throughout the roadway network.

If implemented, the proposed roadway capacity
projects are expected to resolve major capacity

challenges on all major roadways in Henry County.



Figure C-3.9. 2050 E+C LOS
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-4 POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

This section outlines transportation
policy changes recommended

for Henry County. These policy
recommendations were identified
during the planning process through

a variety of sources including staff
recommendations, stakeholder input,
public comment and technical analysis.



SIDEWALKS
COMPLETE STREETS POLICY

Henry County has recently built a number of
new roads that did not include any pedestrian

or bicycle accommodations (Henry Parkway,
Campground Road Extension, Anvil Block Rd).
Henry County should adopt a formal complete
streets policy for new road alignments and road
widenings that ensures bicycle and pedestrian
accommodations are always considered during
County capital improvements. Coordination
between the Transportation Planning Department

and the SPLOST and/or Henry County Department

of Transportation should be required to ensure that
recommended sidewalk, bicycle, and/or multiuse
trail recommendations are incorporated into

roadway design as appropriate.

Similarly, coordination between the Department

of Planning and Zoning and the Transportation
Planning Department should be required to ensure
that future land developments take into account and

help implement trails and sidewalk projects.
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HENRY COUNTY UNIFIED LAND
DEVELOPMENT CODE SIDEWALK POLICY

Sidewalk regulations are included in Chapter 8
(Infrastructure) of the Unified Land Development
Code (ULDC). Chapter 8 of the ULDC requires
sidewalks on both sides of streets within all
commercial, industrial, or residential subdivisions
and all mixed-use developments. Sidewalks are
required to be four feet wide, permit handicapped
access at intersections, and be a minimum of two
feet back from the curb line to provide a buffer

between pedestrians and vehicles.

As first identified in the 2016 Henry County
Transportation Plan, ULDC requirements have
resulted in an incomplete sidewalk network,
particularly along collector and arterial roadways.
The resulting gaps in the sidewalk network were
identified in this planning process with specific
implementation recommendations detailed in the
following sections. From a policy perspective the

following recommendations have been identified:

The ULDC should be amended to require
the construction of sidewalks along any
frontage a new development may have
along any local, collector, or arterial
roadways adjacent to the site — not only
within the development as is currently
required. Sidewalks standards for these
frontage areas should include a minimum
six (6) feet in width and installed no closer

than four (4) feet to the back of curb line.

Dedicated Sidewalk Funding

To facilitate the construction of missing sidewalk
segments along developed corridors, it is
recommended that the County allocate a portion
of the local revenues (SPLOST, T-SPLOST, Bond,
General Funds, Impact Fees, etc.) annually

to fund a Sidewalk Program. As mentioned
earlier, sidewalk projects have been identified and
prioritized for construction and presented in the

following sections.



.
NORTH/SOUTH ALTERNATIVES

There are currently limited options for north-south
mobility in the County, which forces much of that
travel to 1-75. There is an ongoing need to prioritize
and designate improvements to other parallel north-

south corridors to the west and east of 1-75.

=75 CAPACITY

I-75 is the most important roadway in Henry County. Even with the recently
completed managed lanes, it currently suffers from recurring congestion which is
projected to worsen in future years. There is currently a regional policy prohibiting
new single occupancy vehicle capacity on interstates in the Atlanta Region. It is
recommended that Henry County work with ARC, GDOT, and FHWA to find a way to
add capacity on I-75 preferably one additional general-purpose lane in each direction

between Bill Gardner Pkwy and Eagles Landing Pkwy.

To start this process, it is recommended that Henry County partner with GDOT on a
robust scoping/corridor study for I-75 in the similar vein of the ongoing 1-85 Corridor
Study being conducted in partnership between GDOT Gwinnett County (Pl No.
0016164 & 0016321) hitps://85study-gdot.hub.arcgis.com. This is a $6 million

study that will “propose solutions for the corridor to reduce congestion, enhance
traffic operations, and improve safety. Through collaboration with stakeholders and
the public, a wide range of potential alternatives will be identified. These alteratives

will be analyzed, and recommendations will be developed for implementation.
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ADDITIONAL LOCAL FUNDING

The proposed project recommendations for this
study have a price tag upwards of $5 billion. While
it is expected that some of the cost will be funding
through state and federal sources, Henry County
must commit its own local funding to supplement
and fully leverage opportunities to access those
state and federal sources.. Currently the SPLOST
and T-SPLOST are the two main sources of
transportation funding. While they will provide the
ability for significant investment into the Henry
County transportation system, the considerable

cost and long list of transportation needs

necessitate a rapid infusion of capital funds in order

to proactively implement recommendations.

It is recommended that Henry Count explores the
possibility of Transportation Bond backed by

general funds to kickstart transportation projects.

STREET LIGHTING POLICY

During this planning process there has been This includes the following considerations:

public input about the general lack of street lighting

in Henry County. This includes concerns for

automobile, pedestrian, and bicycle safety. Henry
County should explore the possibility of adopting
an official street light policy that details when and
where street lighting should be installed and how
it will be funded. This policy exploration could be

started with a street lighting study.

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION
PLAN CLEAN UP

Henry County should coordinate with ARC to
make sure that all currently funded capacity
projects are include in the Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP). Similarly, there are a some previously
proposed projects listed in the RTP that are not
recommended in the plan update. Henry County
should work with ARC to remove these projects

from the RTP project list.

HE-126B — RTP shows part of this project
will include widening to 6 lanes but it will

only widen to 4.

HE-208 — RTP shows project going all
the way south to SR 81. But the SPLOST
project doesn't go that far south. Amend to

reflect SPLOST extents.

HE-929B — Project is no longer a GDOT
project. Needs to change to Henry County
sponsor and local funds. Extent now goes

to Clayton County line.

HE-165B — RTP shows long range. Update

timeframe.

Add all SPLOST Capacity projects to TIP

for air quality conformity purposes.






(-5 PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS

This section detalils final
recommendations based on
technical analysis from the
Existing Conditions and Needs
Assessment phases as well as
public and stakeholder input.
The project recommendations
are broken down into roadway
and active transportation.
Transit recommendations are
documented separately in the
recently completed Transit
Master Plan (2022).

Each project has a unique ID.
Project IDs do not correspond
to priority level (i.e. CTP-RO1

IS not necessarily higher

in priority than CTP-R30).
Projects are presented on

maps and tables with additional
description. Additionally, project
recommendations within each of
the four municipal jurisdictions in
Henry County are presented in
Appendix B.




ROADWAY PROJECTS

A variety of project types are recommended

to improve the roadway network within Henry
County and to facilitate automobile movements.
These include widenings, new roadways, arterial
upgrades, intersection improvements, and
technology projects. Roadway projects have been
grouped into these five sub-types and have been

detailed in following sections.
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MAJOR CAPACITY ADDING PROJECTS

Traffic congestion is a major issue on Henry County roads.
The explosive population and employment growth in the
county has been difficult to keep up with. One way this
issue will be addressed in the plan is with roadway capacity
projects. Such projects will add additional travel lanes to

existing roadways or new roadway connections entirely.

Road Widenings
Roadway widenings are the costliest and highest impact
way of increasing capacity on an existing roadway. Despite
this, roadways suffering from severe congestion may require
additional through lanes to facilitate a level of service that
is acceptable to Henry County drivers. Given the expense
of such projects, widenings should be prioritized along the
most critical roadways.
Data inputs used to identify widening projects include
previous studies, the regional travel demand model, INRIX
speed data, NPMRDS speed data, stakeholder input,
and public input. Roadway widenings will also incorporate
intersection and design standard upgrades, where
appropriate, to ensure that the added capacity is utilized
to its full potential and that negative impacts to the Built
environment and environmental resources are considered
and minimized. Recommended road widening projects are
shown in Figure C-5.1. Project descriptions are detailed in

the following tables.

Roadway Widening Projects

P17, .
st Grove

~R By
P01

Figure C-5.1. Road Widening Recommendations



New Connections

Henry County’s increasing density, traffic volumes,
and population and job growth demand the
construction of new road connections. As activity
centers grow and evolve, new roadways can
provide critical connections between activity centers
and alleviate overburdened existing routes. \While
new roadway projects can represent significant
investments of time and money for Henry County,
ongoing rapid growth increases the importance that
the county remain committed to a long-term vision

of a connected roadway network.

Multiple strategies were utilized to make these
recommendations. They include extending existing
corridors to create longer, more coherent mobility
corridors (such as the Airline Road and Chambers
Road and Flippen Road extensions); creating

new crossings of I-75 (Bridges Road, Henry
Parkway, and Indian Trail); and completing the
bypass around downtown McDonough. Figure
C-5.2 shows recommendations for new roadway

connections.

New Roadway Projects

Figure C-5.2. New Road Connection Recommendations
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When taken together, the widening and new
roadway recommendations will create a more
robust and redundant road network. There will

be multiple multilane north-south corridors that

will provide viable alternatives to using |-75. Major
bottlenecks at I-75 interchanges (such as SR 155
at I-75) will be addressed with new crossing options
and/or capacity improvements at the bottlenecks.
Figure C-5.3 shows all roadway capacity project
recommendations, while Table C-5.1 details these

capacity projects.

Figure C-5.3. All Road Capacity Recommendations

Roadway Widening Projects

New Roadway Projects




Table C-5.1. Major Capacity Adding Projects

ID Name Extents Description

CTP-ROT SR 155 Widening From SR 138 to McDonough Parkway (Lawrenceville Street) Widening from 2 to 4 lanes

CTP-RO3 SR 42/US 23 Widening Bill Gardner Parkway to Grove Road Widening from 2 to 4 lanes

CTP-R05 SR 42/US 23 Widening SR 155 to Bill Gardner Parkway in Locust Grove Widening from 2 to 4 lanes

CTP-RO7  Campground Road Widening From End of 4-Lane Section Near Jodeco Road To SR 1565 Widening from 2 to 4 lanes

CTP-RO9  Bridges Road Extension New bridge over |-75 between Willow Lane and Mill Road New 2-lane roadway

CTP-R11  N. Mt Carmel/S. Mt Carmel Realignment New Connection between N. Mt Carmel and S. Mt Carmel at Mt. Carmel Road  New 2-lane roadway

CTP-R18 |75 Widening From just south of Bill Gardner Parkway to Eagles Landing Parkway Widening from 2 to 4 lanes

McDonough Parkway Extension (McDonough Bypass):

CTP-R21 Phase IV — New Alignment

From SR 20 to SR 81 New 2-lane roadway

CTP-R23 SR 81 Widening From Keys Ferry Road to North/South Bethany Road Widening from 2 to 4 lanes

CTP-R25 SR 155 Widening Form |-75 South to Bill Gardner Parkway Widening from 2 to 4 lanes

CTP-R27  Fairview Road Widening: Phase |l From DeKalb County Line to Cook Road Widening from 2 to 4 lanes

CTP-R29  Eagles Landing Parkway Widening From Eagles Pointe Parkway to SR 42/US 23 Widening from 4 to 6 lanes

CTP-R31  East Lake Pkwy Widening From SR 155 to SR 20 Widening from 2 to 4 lanes

CTP-R33  Hampton Locust Grove Widening From SR 20 To SR 155 Widening from 2 to 4 lanes
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OPERATIONAL & SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS

This section of the Recommendations Report
details operational and safety recommendations at

both the corridor level and the intersection level.

Operations-based projects such as turn lanes,
shoulder additions, signal re-timings, innovative
intersection treatments, and functional class
upgrades can provide critical improvements to

a region’s transportation network. The benefits

of such projects include safety improvements
(reduction in the amount and severity of automobile
crashes) and better flow of traffic. Essentially,

these projects create a safer and more efficient

transportation network.

A major issue impacting the safe and efficient

flow of automobile traffic in Henry County is the
mismatch between the original design of a roadway
and its current usage. This issue was identified in
the 2016 Transportation Plan and the issue remains
relevant in this current planning process. Many

roads in Henry County were originally designed

and built as rural collectors but are now operating

more as urban minor arterials. However, due to the
rapid growth of the last few decades, these roads
have not been upgraded to accommodate this
new usage. Examples of such roadways include

Chambers Road and Mill Road.

Functioning as north-south alteratives to I-756
(especially during peak periods and accidents on
I-75), Chambers and Mill both exhibit higher than

average crash rates. For large portions of these

corridors there are no tum lanes, narrow or non-
existent shoulders combined with steep drop offs,

narrow travel lanes, and no medians.

Project recommendations in this section were
identified using a combination of crash rate
analysis for both corridors and intersections, INRIX
congestions bottlenecks, and identification of key

mobility corridors.



ARTERIAL UPGRADES

Arterial Upgrades area a category of corridor-

level operational and safety projects designed to
eliminate the mismatch between current usage and
original design. They can also be considered safety
improvements. These projects may include adding
tuming or passing lanes, signal retiming, shoulder
additions, or median improvements to improve
roadways. They can be relatively low-cost projects
that have a major impact on improving roadway

conditions with minimal negative impacts.

Arterial upgrade projects are shown in Figure C-5.4

and described in detail in Table C-5.2.

Figure C-5.4. Arterial Upgrade Recommendations

Operational and Safety Projects
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Table C-5.2. Arterial Upgrade Recommendations

) Name From To Project Type

CTP-SO01  Tanger Boulevard Indian Creek Road Bill Gardner Parkway Arterial Upgrade

CTP-S03  Woolsey Road Woosley Drive SR 3 Arterial Upgrade

CTP-S05  Peeksville Road Keys Ferry Road Ellistown Road Arterial Upgrade

CTP-S07  Dorsey Road SR 20 SR 81 Arterial Upgrade

CTP-S10  Henry Parkway Industrial Boulevard Henry Parkway Arterial Upgrade

CTP-S13 Mt Bethel Road Sandy Ridge Road Stroud Road Arterial Upgrade

CTP-S15  Simpson Road/James Street SR 20 Old Griffin Road Arterial Upgrade

CTP-S18  Mill Road Jonesboro Road Mt Carmel Road Arterial Upgrade

CTP-S22  Jodeco Road Dailey Mill Road SR 42 Arterial Upgrade

CTP-S24  Country Club Drive Patrick Henry Parkway Eagles Landing Parkway Arterial Upgrade

CTP-S26  Brannan Road Springdale Road SR 42 Arterial Upgrade

CTP-S30  Chambers Road SR 81 Jodeco Road Arterial Upgrade

CTP-S32  Greenwood Ind/Lester Mill Road Bill Gardner Parkway SR 1565 Arterial Upgrade



INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS

Similar to arterial upgrades, intersection improvements

can improve both safety and operations at dangerous or
inefficient intersections. Because intersection operations
tend to govern the overall flow of a corridor, these types

of improvements can have positive impacts to traffic flow.
Perhaps more importantly, these upgrades at intersections
can decrease the rate and severity of crashes. These
improvements are generally much very cost effective

in comparison to corridor-level widening. Intersection
improvements can target specific tuming movements and
reconfigure lanes and timings to facilitate the movements with
the greatest volumes. This can greatly enhance throughput
and safety at intersections where delays are high due to
tuming vehicle obstructions, insufficient turming storage, or

inefficient imings.

Although recommendations to improve intersections are
similar, two methods of identifying locations were used.
The first method used intersection crash rates to identify
the areas of safety concerns. The second method used
bottleneck ratings from INRIX data set combined with
regional trave demand model data. These “safety” and
“‘capacity” project recommendations are shown in Figures

C-5.6 and C-5.7.

All intersection projects are identified in Figure C-5.5.
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Figure C-5.5. All Intersection Upgrade Recommendations
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Figure C-5.6. Intersection Safety Recommendations

Intersection Safety Projects







EMERGING TECHNOLOGY
CONSIDERATIONS

The Henry County CTP project
identification process also identified
gaps in the emerging technologies
segment of transportation
improvements. These considerations
include the recommendations listed

in Table C-5.3 which address safety,
reliability, Connected and nomous
Vehicles (CAV), and other transportation

issues throughout the County.
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Table C-5.3. Emerging Technology Project Recommendations

D Project Name Project Description Project Need

There are 211 Signalized Intersections in all of Henry County. Meanwhile, 139
of the signalized intersections are enabled by MaxTime/MaxView Firmware.
Henry County should enable the remaining traffic signals to be remotely
monitored and adjusted by Henry County and through GDOT's Traffic
Management Center. This also prepares signals for CAVs.

MaxTime/MaxView Install MaxTime Firmware on the remaining traffic signals in Henry County that
Signal Conversion do not currently have it

Ramp Meter at Installation of ramp meter in NB and SB Direction of |-675 to alleviate The heavy traffic flow from SR 138 during peak periods can cause congestion
I-675 and SR 138 congestion during the peak period. due to merging.

Railroad Event Broadcasting Install a railroad event broadcasting system at the intersection of Fayetteville This is a key railroad crossing at a busy local street. It should be fully
along Fayettevile Road Road and the Railroad Crossing. upgraded.

Freight Signal Priority Installation of freight signal priority at signals along SR 155 to assist with the SR 155 serves as an important route that connects freight from 1-20 East to
(FSP) along SR 155 movement of goods throughout the corridor. reach Henry County.

The City of Hampton has an abundant amount of warehousing facilities

9 Freight Signal Priority Installation of freight signal pricrity at signals along SR 41 to assist with the that house and distribute goods, thereby contributing to increased freight
(FSP) along SR 41 movement of goods throughout the corridor. movement in the area. SR 41 serves as an excellent north-south corridor to
move goods.

These will be upgraded parking meters that accommodate payment via mobile
applications and are automated.

Smart Parking Meters

1 In Downtown McDonough

Installation of smart parking meters in Downtown McDonough
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ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION
PROJECTS

Active transportation encompasses modes of travel
that require human energy, primarily walking and
bicycling. As part of this 2022 Transportation Plan,
sidewalks are the major focus of capital investment
recommendations. The needs assessment process
identified over 200 miles of corridors with sidewalk
needs. This represents a major need for investment
for Henry County. In addition, a parallel planning
process has been conducted to create a Henry
County Trails Master Plan. When built, the sidewalk
projects recommended in the Henry County
Transportation Plan combined with the Multiuse Tralil
projects recommended in the Henry County Trails
Master Plan will create a more walkable, bikeable
community that may result in increased quality of life
through improved health outcomes and increased
recreational opportunities, reduced roadway

congestion, and travel-time savings.

SIDEWALKS

As documented in the 2016 Henry County
Transportation plan, the National Association of
City Transportation Officials (NACTO) recommends
a desired minimum sidewalk through zone of six

feet, with an absolute minimum of five feet. Where

LY

a minimum through zone of eight feet is desired.
These widths allow for a comfortable buffer between
sidewalk users and roadway users. NACTO also

recommends that sidewalks be cleared of fixed

objects and obstructions such as utility poles and that

street trees and lower design speeds be implemented

along roadways where pedestrian traffic is expected.

Ultimately, pedestrian comfort and safety standards
should remain flexible to support a wide variety of

locations and roadway typologies.

However, standards must remain committed to
the following principals in order to ensure safe and

comfortable walking facilities:

m  Minimum sidewalk through zones of five or

six feet.

m |he use of street trees and other vertical
buffers to provide separation between traffic

and pedestrians.

m [he use of an extended horizontal buffer,
planted or otherwise, along streets with high

Speeds or traffic volumes.

m Implementation of well-marked and frequent
crosswalks, including mid-block crosswalks

where appropriate.

m [he use of curbs and curbed medians
wherever appropriate to provide increased

buffers and protection for pedestrians.

Sidewalk project recommendations are shown in
Figure C-5.8 and described in the following Table
C-5.4.



Sidewalk Projects
I 1l

Figure C-5.8. Sidewalk Recommendations
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Table C-5.4. Sidewalk Recommendations

ID Facility From To Improvements

LM-01 US 41 Teamon Road Lower Woolsey Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of US 41

LM-03 King Mill Road Iis Lake Road S Bethany Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of King Mill Road

LM-05 Jonesboro Road Mt Carmel Road Kelly Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Jonesboro Road

LM-07 Oak Grove Road Jodeco Road Jonesboro Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Oak Grove Road

LM-09 Noahs Ark Road Crown Oaks Drive Jodeco Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Noahs Ark Road

LM-11 Jodeco Road Floyd Road Blackhall Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Jodeco Road

LM-13 Speer Road SR 138 Walt Stephens Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Speer Road

LM-15 Davis Road/S Ola Road S Unity Grove Road Peeksvile Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Davis Road/S Ola Road

LM-20 S Ola Road Peeksvile Road Old Jackson Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of S Ola Road

LM-22 Walker Road Hampton Locust Grove Road SR 156 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Walker Drive

LM-24 Magnolia Parkway W Main Street E Main Street Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Magnolia Parkway

LM-26 Woolsey Road US 19 W Main Street Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Woolsey Road

LM-28 SR 155 Avalon Parkway I-75 SB Ramps Install Sidewalk along the North Side of SR 1565
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Table C-5.4. (Cont’d) Sidewalk Recommendations

ID Facility From To Improvements

LM-30 Elm Street Bridgemill Drive SR 81 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Elm Street

LM-33 SR 165 Old Griffin Road US 283 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR 155

LM-36 SR 1565 Us 23 Racetrack Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR 1565

LM-38 Racetrack Road Macon Street SR 1565 Install Sidewalk along South Side of Racetrack Road

LM-40 Racetrack Road Old Griffin Road Macon Street Install Sidewalk along South Side of Racetrack Road

LM-42 Mt Carmel Road SR 81 Conkle Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Mt Carmel Road

[LM-45 Phillips Drive SR 20 Washington Street Fill sidewalk gaps along both sides of Phillips Drive

LM-48 LLake Dow Road SR 81 Rosser Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Lake Dow Road

LM-51 Mill Road SR 81 Mt Carmel Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Mill Road

LM-53 Lake Dow Road Rodgers Road Airline Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Lake Dow Road

LM-55 Mt Carmel Road Mill Road 75 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Mt Carmel Road

LM-58 Mill Road Mt Carmel Road Jonesboro Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Mill Road

LM-60 Jonesboro Road Chambers Road Mill Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Jonesboro Road

v |
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Table C-5.4. (Cont’d) Sidewalk Recommendations

ID Facility From To Improvements

LM-63 McCullough Road Flippen Road Chambers Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of McCullough Road

LM-65 Jodeco Road Oak Grove Road Dailey Mill Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Jodeco Road

LM-68 Campground Road SR 1565 Elliot Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Campground Road

LM-72 Patrick Henry Parkway Country Club Drive Jodeco Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Patrick Henry Parkway

LM-76 Rock Quarry Road Red Oak Road Hospital Drive Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Rock Quarry Road

LM-79 Red Oak Road Flippen Road Rock Quarry Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Red Oak Road

LM-81 SR 138 Neal Boulevard US 23 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR 138

LM-84 Valley Hill Road Us 23 Davis Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Valley Hill Road

LM-86 Valley Hill Road N Davis Drive E Atlanta Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Valley Hill Road

LM-88 Old Conyers Road Pinehurst Drive Flakes Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Old Conyers Road

LM-90 E Atlanta Road Valley Hill Road Stagecoach Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of E Atlanta Road

LM-92 Old Conyers Road Flat Shoals Church Road SR 138 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Old Conyers Road

LM-94 Swan Lake Road Fairview Road Gardner Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Swan Lake Road
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Table C-5.4. (Cont’d) Sidewalk Recommendations

ID Facility From To Improvements

LM-96 Flat Shoals Church Road Fairview Road E Mays Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Flat Shoals Church Road

LM-98 Rex Road E Atlanta Road Thurman Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Rex Road

[M-100  Panola Road E Atlanta Road Flakes Mill Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Panola Road

LM-102  Flakes Mill Road Cook Drive Panola Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Flakes Mill Road

LM-104 S Zach Hinton Parkway Cap Welch Drive Racetrack Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of S Zach Hinton Parkway

LM-107  Old Giriffin Road SR 155 Existing sidewalk Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Old Giriffin Road

LM-111 Country Club Drive Existing Sidewalk Existing sidewalk Install Sidewalk along the North Side of Country Club Drive

LM-113  Davis Road N Davis Drive Creek Circle Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Davis Road

(M-115  MLK Senior Heritage Trall S Berry Street Rock Quarry Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of MLK Senior Heritage Trall

[M-117  Banks Road Flippen Road Rock Quarry Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Banks Road

(M-119  Oakland Boulevard/Pine Street Neal Ave Pinehurst Drive Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Oakland Boulevard/Pine Street

[M-121  Dent Drive Us 23 Roadway Terminus Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Dent Drive

LM-123  Cobblestone Lane SR 42 Villas 52 Apartments Install Sidewalk along East Side of Cobblestone Lane

v |
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Table C-5.4. (Cont’d) Sidewalk Recommendations

ID Facility From To Improvements

LM-126  Tomlinson Street Zach Hinton Parkway Tomlinson Street Curve Install Sidewalk along both sides of Tomlinson Street

[M-128  Sowell Road Whitaker Road SR 81 Install Sidewalk along East Side of Sowell Road

[LM-130  Nail Mill Road Us 23 Iris Lake Road Install Sidewalk along South Side of Nail Mill Road

M-132  King Mill Road/US 23 SR 155 SR 155 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of King Mill Road/US 23

LM-134  Willow Lane Bridges Road SR 20 Install Sidewalk along West Side of Willow Lane

LM-136  Jonesboro Road Mill Road I-75 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Jonesboro Road

LM-139  Soyview Road/Walt Stephens Road SR 138 Speer Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Soyview Road/Walt Stephens Road

LM-142  Indian Creek Road I-75 Bill Gardner Parkway Install Sidewalk along West Side of Indian Creek Road

LM-144  Speedway Boulevard US 41 LLower Woolsey Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Speedway Boulevard

LM-146  New Hope Road Leguin Mill Road Keys Ferry Road Install Sidewalk along One Side of New Hope Road

LM-148 SR 81/Avalon Parkway Mill Road SR 1565 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR 81/Avalon Parkway

LM-160 SR 81/Rosser Road Racetrack Road Lake Dow Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR 81/Rosser Road

LM-152 Mt Carmel Road Conkle Road N Mt Carmel Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Mt Carmel Road



Table C-5.4. (Cont’d) Sidewalk Recommendations

ID Facility From Improvements

McCullough Road/Mitchel Road/ Jonesboro Road N Mt Carmel Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of McCullough Road/Mitchel Road/

LM-156 Jonesboro Road Jonesboro Road

[M-158 SR 155 Campground Road Fairview Drive Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR 1565

LM-161 Jodeco Road Noahs Ark Road Flippen Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Jodeco Road

LM-164  Millers Mill Road SR 138 SR 1565 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Millers Mill Road

[M-166  Flat Rock Road Belair Drive Old Conyers Road Install Sidewalk along One Side of Flat Rock Road

LM-168  Austin Road Hearn Road Fairview Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Austin Road

LM-170  Harold Drive/Peach Drive Tunis Road Cog Hill Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Harold Drive/Peach Drive

M-172  US 23 Valley Hill Road Davis Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of US 23

(M-174 LG Griffin Road SR 42 Stanley K Tanger Boulevard Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of LG Griffin Road

LM-177 W Main Street Woodlawn Ave Georgia Ave Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of W Main Street

LM-179  Wilson Drive Upchurch Road N Ola Road Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Wilson Drive

v |
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MULTIUSE TRAILS

In addition to the above sidewalk recommendations,
the Henry County Trail Plan recommends greenway
and sidepath multiuse trails throughout the county.
These multiuse trails are intended to accommodate
all forms of active transportation including but

not limited to walking, biking, and rollerblading.

The methodology behind the identification of this
countywide trail network is provided in detail in that

plan.

The sidewalk recommendations from the
Transportation Plan and the multiuse tralil
recommendations from the Trail Plan are intended to
work together to create a full bicycle and pedestrian
network for the citizens of Henry County. Trall
recommendations are included here for reference in

Figure C-5.9 and Table C-5.5.
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Figure C-5.9. Trail Network Recommendations




Table C-5.5. Multiuse Trail Recommendations

ID Facility From To Improvements

LM-177  Airline Road Sidepath E Lake Road SR 81 Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-179  Industrial Boulevard Sidepath 120 N McDonough Road/SR 1565 Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-181 Walnut Creek Greenway Henry Parkway/Red Hawk Nature Preserve End of South River & Walnut Creek Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-183 SR 42 Sidepath SR 1565 LLocust Grove Recreation Center Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-185  Peeksvile Road Sidepath SR 42 and Peeksville Road intersection Warren Holder Park Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

[M-187  S. Ola Road Sidepath Proposed Brown Branch Creek Greenway Warren Holder Park Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-189  BIll Gardner Parkway Sidepath SR 1565 UsS 23 Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-191 Elm Street Sidepath E Main Street Proposed Towaliga River Greenway Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-193  Towaliga River Greenway Elm Street Upper Towaliga Boat Ramp Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-195  Flippen Road Sidepath Jonesboro Road N Henry Boulevard Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-197  Big Cotton Indian Creek Greenway JP Mosely Recreation Center South River Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-199  Bud Kelly Park Connector Bud Kelley Park Airline Road Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-201 James Creek Greenway Church Road at Fairview Road JP Moseley Park Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
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Table C-5.5. (Cont’d) Multiuse Trail Recommendations

ID Facility From Improvements

LM-203  Fairview Road Sidepath |l Proposed James Creek Greenway Alignment  Austin Road Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-205 SR 42 Sidepath SR 138 Veterans Drive Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-207  Peeksvile Connector Cleveland Street Frances Ward Drive. Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-209  Palmetto Connector SR 42 Frances Ward Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-211 WestSide Tralil Bill Gardner Strong Rock School Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

IM-213  Strong Rock Greenway 1 Tanger Boulevard. City Park Hub Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

M-215  Tanger Trail Enhance Bill Gardner SR 42 Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

M-217  Davis Lake Greenway South Bethany Peeksville Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-219  Peeksvile Greenway Waters Edge S Unity Grove Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-221 Berkeley Lakes Greenway SR 42 at Bridle Creek Tanger Ex Greenway Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
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Table C-5.5. (Cont’d) Multiuse Trail Recommendations

ID Facility From To Improvements

[M-223 LG Station Greenway Al Jennah First Baptist Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-225  Tanger Greenway Upgrd Indian Creek MLK Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-227  Indian Creek Greenway Shoal Creek Cleveland Street Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-229  Cleveland Street Shareway City Hall Connector Ingles Market Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-231 City Hall Drive Tanger Boulevard City Hall Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-233  Minter Drive Greenway SR 81/Snapping Shoals Walnut Creek Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

M-235  Clear Creek Greenway Bridges Drive Proposed Bear Creek Greenway Alignment Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

[M-237  Thompson Creek Greenway SR 20 Cole Reservoir Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

[M-239  Old Highway 3 Sidepath SR 20 Old Griffin Road Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-241 SR 20 Sidepath SR 3 Floyd Road Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

M-243  Old Hwy 3 Sidepath Ahmah Lee Road Carl Parker Road Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
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Table C-5.5. (Cont’d) Multiuse Trail Recommendations

ID Facility From Improvements

LM-245  Twin Oaks Greenway Twin Oaks Drive Terminus Jonesboro Road Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-247  Jonesboro Road Sidepath Walnut Creek Flippen Road Extension Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

M-249  Central Avenue Greenway Central Avenue Caldwell Drive Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-251 North 40 Connector Steele Drive ML Corey Park Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-2583  North 40 Extension Bluecoat Circle Steele Drive Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-255  Jodeco Road Sidepath Chambers Boulevard US 23 Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

M-257 N Ola Boulevard Sidepath Ola High School Butler Bridge Road Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-259  South River Trall SR 81 Southeast River Sand Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-261 Panola Road Sidepath Fairview Road SR 1565 Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

LM-263 SR 155 Sidepath Panola Road Mountain Creek Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
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(-6 IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

The implementation of the projects
recommended in the Henry
Transportation Plan is reliant on
sufficient funding and reflects
prioritizing needs and project
recommendations. This section

of the Recommendations Report
focuses on how transportation
projects are prioritized and funded.
Projected levels of funding must
be used to create a financially
constrained project list. In general,
there are three primary sources of
transportation funding for projects
in Henry County: local, state, and
federal,

Local Funds: County and City transportation dollars typically come from either the general fund or specially
dedicated sales taxes such as the 1 percent Special Purpose Local Option Sales Tax (SPLOST) or a
Transportation Special Purpose Local Option Sales Tax (T-SPLOST). Currently, the sources of Henry County
transportation funding are SPLOST V (2020 — 2025) and the recently approved T-SPLOST (2022 — 2027)

with infrequent application of general funds.

State Funds: State transportation dollars come mainly through a combination of a 26 cents per gallon
excise tax on gasoline, a 29 cents per gallon excise tax on diesel, a $5 per day hotel/motel fee, an annual
fee for heavy vehicles, and an annual fee on altemative fuel vehicles. The State of Georgia, through the
Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT), allocates state transportation funds mainly to state owned

and maintained roadways throughout the state.

Federal Funds: Federal transportation dollars come mainly through the Highway Trust Fund which is backed
by an 18.4 cents per gallon gasoline tax, a 24.3 cents per gallon diesel tax, and other taxes on tires, trucks,
and trailers. In general, federal transportation dollars can only fund between 50 percent and 80 percent of

the total cost of a project. The remaining amount must be paid with matching state and/or local funds.

Local, state, and federal funds have been projected through year 2050. Data was collected from Henry
County, the Atlanta Regional Commission, the Georgia Department of Transportation, and the Federal

Highway Administration.



PROJECT PRIORITIZATION METHODOLOGY

Before considering how the recommended projects can be funded, it is appropriate to consider their relative priority. Rigorous evaluation
methods support transparent decision-making in competitive funding environment. It also provides context for plan development and

helps balance analysis across competing needs. Finally, performance-based evaluation helps to ensure that investment decision align

with long-term goals.

The process used for this planning process follows three guiding principles:

1. Define a strategic set of goals/objectives to guide investment across key performance areas

2. Focus on performance measures that align with investment goals and are easily understood

m Combination of qualitative and quantitative performance metrics is preferred
m Support federal, state, and regional performance focus areas

m Data to support evaluation

3. Yield High/Medium/Low project ranking to inform future funding opportunities

Plan level goals and objectives were intially developed for the previous Transportation Plan in 2016 and updated and confirmed during
previous phases of this planning process. The Henry Transportation Plan Goals are described in Table C-6.1. From these 10 high level

goals, and supporting objectives. The following criteria were used to evaluate and prioritize the project recommendations:

m Mobility and Reliability m  Growth Patterns m Safety m Quality of Life
m Accessibility m Environmental Quality m Funding m Freight

All identified projects were assigned an initial prioritization score which formed the basis for the draft prioritization tiers (short-term, mid-

range, long-range). This initial tiering was then adjusted based on input from staff, stakeholders, and elected officials. The prioritization

results are provided in Appendix C.
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Table C-6.1. Updated 2022 Henry County Transportation Plan Goals

Goals Objectives

1.1 Minimize congestion on the road network

1 Enhance Mobility for People and Goods in Henry County and Its Cities. 1.3 Support implementation of smart corridor network

2.1 Enhance the connectivity of key County activity centers

2.3 Project fills gap in the existing transportation network

3.1 Preserve the County's rural areas

Promote development that is fiscally sustainable (that is, that uses existing
infrastructure or that helps pay for new infrastructure)

Minimize air quality impacts of transportation investment

3 Reinforce Growth Patterns that Meet County and City Visions.

Convene an Continue inter-departmental planning work session to meet at
5.1 regular intervals (quarterly, semi-annually, etc.) to coordinate future planning and
development activities

Ensure Coordination among the Planning and Development Activities of the County, its Cities,
the School District, the Water and Sewerage Authority, and other involved organizations.
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Table C-6.1. (Cont’d) Updated 2022 Henry County Transportation Plan Goals

Goals Objectives

6.2

Achieve fatality rates of less than 1 per 100 million VMT

Prioritize 50 percent of safety improvements at the 10 most dangerous and frequent
crash locations

7.2 Prioritize bridge maintenance to prolong structural integrity

Coordinate road maintenance with storm water and drainage maintenance, planned
roadway improvements, and new developments

7 Maintain transportation infrastructure in a state of good repair

7.4

8.2 Leverage federal funding to maximize impact of local dollars

9.1 Increase access to parks and schools via active transportation infrastructure
9  Enhance citizens health and quality of life through transportation improvements. 9.8  Provide access and connections to regional trails

Fund improvements for trucks on national, state, regionally, and locally identified

11 freight routes
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LOCAL FUNDS

Local Henry transportation funds are allocated from two main sources:
SPLOST and T-SPLOST. The preference is to fund transportation
through these two sources since general funds cannot be relied upon
to regularly fund transportation projects. The forecast of local funds
uses only SPLOST and T-SPLOST projections. Henry County’s existing
SPLOST V runs through 2025. The current Henry County T-SPLOST
will collect revenue through 2027 . For purposes of this analysis, it is
assumed that both SPLOST and T-SPLOST will continue uninterrupted
through 2050. However, community support and voting approval would

be needed to continue generating revenue as shown.

SPLOST AND T-SPLOST

SPLOST collections data was gathered from Henry County. The average
monthly growth rate in SPLOST V monthly collections between 2020
and 2022 was 2.10 percent. However, the rapid increase in SPLOST

V revenue collections is a more likely due to suppressed demand in
2020 due to the Covid pandemic followed by post pandemic demand
and stimulus funding which cannot be expected to continue in the long
term. For a more realistic projection, the SPLOST V monthly collections
data was projected out with a High Growth and Low Growth flat monthly
growth rate of 0.50 (6.2% annualized) and 0.10 (1.2% annualized)
percent respectively. In order to forecast future SPLOST and T-SPLOST
revenues these growth rates were applied beginning 2026 for SPLOST
and 2028 for T-SPLOST and run through the year 2050,

Table C-6.2. Total SPLOST Revenue Projection 2026 - 2050

Total Revenue Transportation Share (50%)

SPLOST Revenue Low $1.463 Billion $731.8 million
SPLOST Revenue High $2.912 Bilion $1.456 Bilion
CTP-R03 SR 42/US 23 Widening Bill Gardner Parkway to Grove Road

Table C-6.3. Total T-SPLOST Revenue Projection 2028 - 2050

Total Revenue Revenue after Admin Expenses

T-SPLOST Revenue Low $1.463 Billion $1,332,384,747
T-SPLOST Revenue High $2.912 Bilion $2,761,465,345
CTP-R03 SR 42/US 23 Widening Bill Gardner Parkway to Grove Road

Transportation Related SPLOST Funds

In addition to transportation, SPLOSTs are often used to fund a
variety of other capital projects such as parks, libraries, schools,
courts, and/or public safety. The Henry County has consistently used
SPLOST revenues to fund both transportation and non-transportation
capital projects. For purposes of the revenue projections, it was
assumed that 50% of SPLOST funds and 100% of T-SPLOST funds

would be used for transportations purposes.

Total projected local revenue for the High Growth and Low Growth

scenarios are shown in Tables C-6.2 and C-6.3.



Implementation Periods
The local revenue projections for the High Growth and Low Growth scenarios are

shown broken into implementation periods in Tables C-6.4 to C-6.7.

The Short-term implementation period for this planning process is considered the
years 2022 to 2025. No revenue projections are shown for this period because
the SPLOST and T-SPLOST lists have already been voted on and are not
changeable. New projects will only enter into the implementation program starting

in the year 2026,

The Mid-term implementation period for this planning process is considered the

years 2026 to 2035.

Table C-6.4. SPLOST Revenue Projection by Implementation Period
Low Growth High Growth

Short Term (2022-2025)

Long-Term (2036-2050) $4665,111,662 $1,111,838,235

Table C-6.5. T-SPLOST Revenue Projection by Implementation Period

Low Growth High Growth

Short Term (2022-2025)

Long-Term (2036-2050) $908,920,892 $2,189,439,706

The Long-term implementation period for this planning process is considered the

years 2036 — 2050.

Based on the High Growth and Low Growth scenarios, Henry County can expect
anywhere between $2.064 Billion and $4.217 Billion in local transportation funds
between 2026 and 2050. To fiscally constrain this plan conservatively, the Low
Growth scenario was chosen. Expected project costs will be matched to the

$2.064 Billion number.

Table C-6.6. Low Growth Total Local Revenue by Implementation Period
SPLOST T-SPLOST Total

Short Term (2022-2025)

Long-Term (2036-2050) $465,111,662 $908,920,892 $1,374,032,454

Table C-6.7. High Growth Total Local Revenue by Implementation Period
SPLOST T-SPLOST Total

Short Term (2022-2025)

Long-Term (2036-2050) $1,111,838,235 $2,189,439,706 $3,301,277,941
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STATE AND FEDERAL FUNDS

State and federal funds are allocated on a case-by-
case basis, typically by GDOT and ARC. Because
these funds depend on a competitive grant
application process it is not realistic to assume a
specific funding amount for future years. Instead,
federal and state funding assumptions have been

made on a project-by-project basis.

ADDITIONAL FUNDING SOURCE

Local SPLOST and T-SPLOST revenue is
significant. With the addition of state and federal
investment, a large portion of recommended
projects will have the opportunity to be implemented
by the 2050 time horizon. However, the total cost
of recommended projects will still outstrip expected
available revenues. This revenue disparity will cause
delays in project implementation, especially for
larger, more complicated projects such as road

widenings that can address congestion.

Table C-6.8. Roadway Capacity Projects That Can Be Implemented in Mid-Term With Bond

ID Name

CTP-RO1

Extents Total

$210,217,000

SR 138 to McDonough Parkway (or Lawrenceville Street)

SR 155 Widening

CTP-R04 SR 20 Widening

County line to McDonough Parkway (or Lawrenceville Street)

$1564,731,000

One potential solution to the revenue shortfall would
be a Henry County Transportation Bond. A
proposed $200 Milion bond backed by general
fund revenues could have a significant impact on
implementation and help Henry County get ahead
of the curve on both congestion relief and building

new sidewalks.

For instance, Table C-6.8 includes projects
that could be moved from the Long-Term
implementation period to the Mid-Term

implementation period if such a pond were in place.

The total expected 2026 cost of these projects
is $497,236,000. With a bond Henry County
would be able to contribute 20% of the project
cost ($99,447,200) and have about $100 million
remaining to invest in needed sidewalk and trall

projects.

IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY

Using this fiscal constraint analysis along with
programmed projects, recommendations were
sorted into the three implementation periods (Short-
Term, Mid-Term, and Long-Term). An additional
fourth category of projects that could potentially

be implemented with additional funding or after

the year 2050 were also identified as Aspirations
projects. Figures C-6.1 through C-6.16 as well

as Tables C-6.9 through C-6.24 document this

implementation strategy.



Short-Term (2022-2025)
Table C-6.9. Short Term Roadway Capacity

CTPID  ARCID Extents Project Classification Sponsor GDOTPI

From Bill Gardner Parkway to Market Place

P-01 N/A SR 42 Widening Boulevard

Road Widening from 2 to 3 lanes  City of Locust Grove N/A

P-03 HE-005 SR 81 Widening From Post Master Drive to N. Bethany Road Road widening from 2 to 4 lanes GDOT 15089

P-05 N/A Jonesboro Road Widening From N. Mt Carmel Road to Mill Road Road widening from 2 to 4 lanes Henry County N/A

p-07 HE-161A  Rock Quarry Road Widening From Eagles Landing Parkway to SR 138 Road widening from 2 to 4 lanes Henry County 15090

P-10 N/A Fairview Road Widening From Hearn Road to SR 1656 Road widening from 2 to 4 lanes Henry County N/A

P12 HE-113 SR 155 Widening From |-75 Southbound Ramps to SR 42/US 23 Road widening from 2 to 4 lanes GDOT 7856

P-14 HE-179  Western Parallel Connector From Jonesboro Road to Hudson Bridge Road New 4-Lane Road GDOT 14482

From SR 138 in Stockbridge to I-675 in Clayton

P-16 CL-064  US 23 Widening County

Road widening from 2 to 4 lanes GDOT 322050

P-18 AR-955  Bethlehem Road interchange At Bethlehem Road New interchange on I-75 south GDOT

pP-20 N/A Flippen Road Extension From Stratford Circle to N. Mt Carmel Road New 2-Lane Road Henry County N/A

pP-22 HE-203  West Village Parkway Widening From Fairview Road to east of Bailey Drive Road widening from 2 to 4 lanes Henry County N/A

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.

N
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Short-Term Roadway Widening Projects

Short-Term New Roadway Projects
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270 Figure C-6.1. Short Term Roadway Capacity Projects



Mid-Term (2026-2035)

Table C-6.10. Midterm Roadway Capacity Projects

Project Existing Proposed
CTPID  ARCID Name Extents et Sponsor  GDOTPI g Frop Total
(lassification Lanes Lanes
Oi/@i%ﬁvvﬁn?d SR 1551 Hen
CTP-R06 n/a . McDonoughto  Widening v 2 4 $7,399,000  $5,074,000  $86,557,000 $18,428,000 $117,458,000
Industrial Blvd County
Widsning Jodeco Rd

From I-75
SR 155 South to
(McDonough iElton
CTP-R25 HE-189 Road) Locust Widening GDOT 15284 2 4 $4,635,000 $2,674,000 $54,219,000 $11,611,000 $73,139,000
Widening Grpve Road/
Bill Gardner
Parkway

McDonough From SR 20

HE- Pkwy (Lawrenceville New Hen
CTP-R21 Extension Street) to SR v 0 0 2 $2,744,000  $19,001,000 $32,104,000 $6,758,000  $60,607,000
118D Roadway County
(McDonough 81 (Keys Ferry
Bypass) Road)

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.
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Mid-Term New Roadway Projects

Mid-Term Roadway Widening Projects

Figure C-6.2. Mid-Term Roadway Capacity Projects



Table C-6.11. Mid-Term Arterial Upgrade Projects

CTPID Name To Project Type Description CONT Total

Avalon Industrial Arterial Perform an arterial upgrade with a

CTP-S06 Parkway SR 165 Parkway Upgrade focus on freight accommodation $2,064,000  $1,514,000  $24,148,000 $4,278,000  $32,004,000 Mid-Term

CTP-S12 SR 81 Mill Road SR 20 Aterial - Perform an arterial upgrade with @ o5 507 050 §0.330,000  $30,494,000 $5,792,000  $41.223,000 Mid-Term
Upgrade focus on high crash intersections

McDonough Bridges Jonesboro Arterial . o
CTP-$17 E—— Road Road Usgrsls Perform an arterial upgrade $918,000 $1,570,000  $10,743,000 $1,907,000  $15,138,000 Mid-Term

Chambers Jodeco Arterial Install shoulders, two-way-center-
CTP-S30 SR 81 tum lane, 12-foot travel lanes, and $2,699,000  $7,056,000  $31,576,000 $6,090,000  $47,421,000 Mid-Term
Road Road Upgrade ;
right turn lanes where needed.

Greenwood Bil Gardner Arterial Install shoulders, two-way-center-
CTP-S32  Ind/Lester Mill SR 155 tumn lane, 12-foot travel lanes, and $1,500,000  $5,000,000  $15,000,000 $5,500,000  $27,000,000 Mid-Term
Parkway Upgrade )
Road right turn lanes where needed.

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.
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Mid-Term Operational and Safety Projects

274 Figure C-6.3. Mid-Term Arterial Upgrade Projects



Table C-6.12. Mid-Term Intersection Projects

CTPID

CTP-ICO3

CTP-ICO4

CTP-IC05
CTP-ICO6

CTP-IC08

CTP-ICO9

CTP-IC10

CTP-IC13

CTP-ISO3

CTP-IS04

CTP-IS05

CTP-ISO8

CTP-IS09

CTP-1520

CTP-1S23

CTP-1S26

CTP-1S28

CTP-1529

CTP-1542

Map ID

ICO5
ICO6

ICO8
ICO9

IC10
IC13

ISO3
1SO4
IS05
ISO8
1IS09
1IS20
1S23
IS26
1S28
1529

1542

Location
GA-20 N at US-23/GA-42/JF
Ward Boulevard/Atlanta Strest

GA-20 N at GA-155/JF Ward
Boulevard/Keys Ferry Street

GA-155 S at I-75/GA-401
GA-155 N at I-75/GA-401

GA-20 S at US-23/GA-42/JF
Ward Boulevard/Atlanta Street

US-23 N at GA-20/GA-81/
Courthouse Sq

GA-138 E at US-23/GA-42/N
Henry Boulevard

GA-138 W at I-75/GA-401

US 23 at Davis Road

US 23 at SR 138

Jodeco Road at Hudson
Bridge Road

Hudson Bridge Road at I-75
SB Ramps

Hudson Bridge Road at |-75
NB Ramps

SR 42 at Jodeco Road

SR 1565 at Avalon Parkway

E Lake Parkway at SR 155

SR 81 EB at Zach Hinton
Parkway

Bill Gardner Parkway at Tanger
Boulevard

US 19/41 at Oak Street

Project Type

Roadway-Intersection Capacity

Roadway-Intersection Capacity

Roadway-Intersection Capacity

Roadway-Intersection Capacity

Roadway-Intersection Capacity

Roadway-Intersection Capacity

Roadway-Intersection Capacity
Roadway-Intersection Capacity

Roadway-Intersection Safety

Roadway-Intersection Safety

Roadway-Intersection Safety

Roadway-Intersection Safety

Roadway-Intersection Safety

Roadway-Intersection Safety

Roadway-Intersection Safety

Roadway-Intersection Safety

Roadway-Intersection Safety

Roadway-Intersection Safety

Roadway-Intersection Safety

Sponsor

GDOT
GDOT

GDOT
GDOT

GDOT

GDOT

GDOT/City of
Stockbridge

GDOT/City of
Stockbridge
Henry County
GDOT/City of
Stockbridge

GDOT/City of
Stockbridge

GDOT/Henry
County

GDOT/Henry
County

GDOT/Henry
County

GDOT/City of
McDonough

City of Locust
Grove

GDOT/City of
Hampton

Major

Interchange

Interchange

Major

Major

Major
Interchange

Minor

Minor

Mid

Minor

Minor

Mid

Mid

Mid

Mid

Mid

Mid

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

$1,000,000
$1,000,000

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

$1,000,000
$1,000,000

$100,000

$100,000

$200,000

$100,000

$100,000

$200,000

$200,000

$200,000

$200,000

$200,000

$200,000

$500,000

$500,000

$5600,000
$500,000

$500,000

$500,000

$500,000
$500,000

$50,000

$50,000

$100,000

$50,000

$50,000

$100,000

$100,000

$100,000

$100,000

$100,000

$100,000

)

$3,000,000

$3,000,000

$3,000,000
$3,000,000

$3,000,000

$3,000,000

$3,000,000
$3,000,000

$300,000

$300,000

$600,000

$300,000

$300,000

$600,000

$600,000

$600,000

$600,000

$600,000

$600,000

CONT

$500,000

$500,000

$500,000
$500,000

$500,000

$500,000

$500,000
$500,000

$50,000

$50,000

$100,000

$50,000

$50,000

$100,000

$100,000

$100,000

$100,000

$100,000

$100,000

Total

$5,000,000

$5,000,000

$5,000,000
$5,000,000

$5,000,000

$5,000,000

$5,000,000
$5,000,000

$500,000

$500,000

$1,000,000

$500,000

$500,000

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.

Term

Mid-Term

Mid-Term

Mid-Term
Mid-Term

Mid-Term

Mid-Term

Mid-Term
Mid-Term

Mid-Term

Mid-Term

Mid-Term

Mid-Term

Mid-Term

Mid-Term

Mid-Term

Mid-Term

Mid-Term

Mid-Term

Mid-Term
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276 Figure C-6.4. Mid-Term Intersection Projects



Table C-6.13. Mid-Term Sidewalk Projects

Extents Description ROW Construction Contingency Total

LM-01 US 41 Jsggggﬁ%f dto Lo Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of US 41 $378,000 $786,056  $4,426,000 $512,000  $6,102,056

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Race

LM-04 Racetrack Road Iris LLake Road to SR 81
Track Road

$122,000 $252,766 $1,424,000 $167,000 $1,965,766

Blackhall Road to Noahs Ark Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of

Road Jodeco Road $262,000 $544,139 $3,063,000  $360,000 $4,229,139

LM-10 Jodeco Road

W Main Street to E Main Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of

L2 iEgmela ey Street Magnolia Parkway

$11,000  $19,740 $125,000 $15,000 $170,740

Westridge Parkway to Avalon Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR

Parkway 155 $89,000  $181,705 $1,047,000  $124,000 $1,441,705

LM-27 SR 1565

[-75 NB Ramps to Industrial Install Sidewalk along the North Side of SR

Liize S5 Boulevard 155

$23,000  $45,410 $264,000 $31,000 $363,410

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR

155 $101,000 $201,028 $1,176,000  $139,000 $1,617,028

LM-36 SR 165 US 23 to Racetrack Road

Install Sidewalk along South Side of

[M-38 Racetrack Road Macon Street to SR 155
Racetrack Road

$38,000  $77,850 $447,000 $53,000 $615,850

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.
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Table 6.13. (Cont’d) Mid-Term Sidewalk Projects

Extents Description ROW Construction Contingency Total

LM-56 SR 20 Eﬂmshwggj o Tuner Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR20  $260,000 $534,582  $3,041,000 $360,000  $4,195,582

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of

LM-60 Jonesboro Road Chambers Road to Mill Road
Jonesboro Road

$194,000 $395,903 $2,264,000  $268,000 $3,121,903

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of

LM-66 Jodeco Road Dailey Mill Road to US 23 Jodeco Road

$170,000  $344,901 $1,984,000 $235,000 $2,733,901

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR
138

LM-80 SR 138 US 28 to Flat Rock Road $192,000 $398,579 $2,248,000  $266,000 $3,104,579

Fill Sidewalk Gaps along Both Sides of

LM-82 Rock Quarry Road  US 23 to Red Oak Road Rock Quarry Road

$113,000 $451,363 $1,318,000  $156,000 $2,038,363

Reagan Road to Camp Creek  Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR

LM-87 SR 1565 Drive 155

$188,000 $389,590 $2,199,000  $260,000 $3,036,590

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR

LM-93 SR 138 Old Conyers Road to SR 155 138

$155,000 $317,409 $1,813,000  $214,000 $2,499,409

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Shields

LM-112 Shields Road Davis Road to SR 138
Road

$168,000 $349,947 $1,968,000 $233,000 $2,718,947

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.



Table 6.13. (Cont’d) Mid-Term Sidewalk Projects

Extents Description ROW Construction Contingency Total

Speedway Boulevard to . .
LM-145 US 41 el By o sy Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of US 41 $212,000  $434,554 $2,475,000  $293,000 $3,414,554

SR 81/Avalon Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR 81/ $607.000 $1.253003 $7,099,000 $840.000 $9.799.003

LM-148 Mill Road to SR 165

Parkway Avalon Parkway
LM-150 SR 81/Rosser Racetrack Road to Lake Dow  Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR 81/ $279.000  $580,034 $3.260,000  $386,000 $4.505,034
Road Road Rosser Road

LM-158 SR 155 grail\;gpground Road to Fairview I1n§t5all Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR $532.000 $1.090.133 $6,229,000 $737,000 $8.588.133

LM-161 Jodeco Road Noahs Ark Road to Flippen Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of $142,000 $289.743 $1,662,000 $197,000 $2,290,743
Road Jodeco Road

[M-172 UsS 23 Valley Hill Road to Davis Road  Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of US 23 $178,000 $363,190 $2,077,000  $246,000 $2,864,190

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.
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Mid-Term Sidewalk Projects

Figure C-6.5. Mid-Term Sidewalk Projects



Table C-6.14. Mid-Term Trails Projects

LM-190

LM-211

LM-213

LM-215

LM-217

LM-218
LM-219
LM-220
LM-221
LM-222

LM-226

LM-232
LM-234
LM-242
LM-243
LM-244
LV-245
LM-249
LV-264
LM-265
LM-266
LM-267

Bowden Street Sidepath

Peeksville Road Sidepath

East Lake Parkway Sidepath

US 19/41 Sidepath |

US 19/41 Sidepath Il

SR 20 Sidepath

Old Highway 3 Sidepath
East Main Street Sidepath |
SR 20 Sidepath
E Main St Sidepath |l
Old Hwy 3 Sidepath

Jonesboro Road Sidepath

North 40 Extension
Jodeco Road Sidepath
SR 155 Sidepath
Peeksville Connector
Peeksvile Connector 2
Palmetto Connector
Strong Rock Greenway 1
MLK Connect
Cleveland Street Shareway
Frances Ward Greenway

City Hall Drive

Extents

Warren Holder Park to Locust Grove
Recreation Center

SR 42 and Peeksville Road intersection
to Warren Holder Park

4097 E Lake Parkway (near Clayton Co
Reservair) to Airline Road

Minter Drive to Proposed Bear Creek
Greenway Alignment

Bridges Drive to Proposed Bear Creek
Greenway Alignment

Old Hwy 3 to Proposed Thompson
Creek Greenway

SR 20 to Old Griffin Road

Oek Street to SR 20

SR 3 to Floyd Road

Elm Street to Ahmah Lee Road
Ahmah Lee Road to Carl Parker Road

Walnut Creek to Flippen Road
Extension

Bluecoat Circle to Steele Drive
Chambers Boulevard to US 23

Panola Road to Mountain Creek
Cleveland Street to Frances Ward Drive
Palmetto Street to Indian Creek

SR 42 to Frances Ward

Tanger Boulevard to City Park Hub
Shoal Creek to Peeksville Connector
City Hall Connector to Ingles

SR 42 to Frances Ward

Tanger Boulevard to City Hall

Description

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facillity along Alignment

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

$59,000

$54,000

$544,000

$94,000

$113,000

$17,000

$103,000
$54,000
$114,000
$92,000
$262,000

$45,000

$29,000
$323,000
$115,000
$18,000
$19,000
$29,000
$73,000
$39,000
$7,000
$21,000
$36,000

$119,000

$102,000

$1,084,000

$190,000

$226,000

$34,000

$208,000
$106,000
$223,000
$184,000
$520,000

$81,000

$229,000
$622,000
$232,000
$36,000
$36,000
$58,000
$588,000
$76,000
$14,000
$41,000
$70,000

Construction

$693,000

$636,000

$6,364,000

$1,094,000

$1,317,000

$195,000

$1,204,000
$635,000

$1,332,000
$1,073,000
$3,060,000

$529,000

$335,000
$3,784,000
$1,344,000
$215,000
$217,000
$344,000
$855,000
$452,000
$87,000
$245,000
$422,000

Contingency

$747,000

$128,000

$155,000

$23,000

$141,000
$74,000

$156,000
$126,000
$359,000

$62,000

$39,000
$444,000
$158,000
$25,000
$25,000
$40,000
$99,000
$53,000
$10,000
$29,000
$50,000

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.

Total

$952,000

$867,000

$8,739,000

$1,506,000

$1,811,000

$269,000

$1,656,000
$869,000

$1,825,000
$1,475,000
$4,201,000

$717,000

$632,000
$5,173,000
$1,849,000
$294,000
$297,000
$471,000
$1,615,000
$620,000
$118,000
$336,000
$578,000
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Table 6.14. (Cont’d) Mid-Term Trails Projects

Extents Description ROW Construction Contingency Total

Camp Creek Greenway From Henry Government Complex to

SRl Model Mile Downtown McDonough

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these

tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the

R o g Mid-Term Trail Projects first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.
= i — Greenway
\\ Sidepath

Figure C-6.6. Mid-Term Trails Projects



Long-Term (2036-2050)

Table C-6.15. Long Term Roadway Capacity Projects

Project GDOT  Existing Proposed
ARCID Name Extents . ) . Sponsor 9 P PE Total
(lassification Pl Lanes Lanes
SR 138 to
SR 155 McDonough GDOT/
CTP-RO1 n/a L Parkway (or Widening Henry - 2 4 $12,441,000 $20,985,000 $145,543,000 $31,248,000 $210,217,000
Widening .
Lawrenceville County
Street)

SR 42 Bill Gardner GDOT/
CTP-R0O3 n/a o Parkway to Widening Henry - 20r3 4 $727,000 $754,000 $8,504,000 $1,735,000  $11,720,000
Widening
Grove road County

SR 155 to
SR 42 Bill Gardner ERom
CTP-R05 n/a L ’ Widening Henry - 2 4 $7,656,000  $4,084,000 $89,670,000  $19,2568,000 $120,568,000
Widening Parkway in Gy

Locust Grove

SR 920
(McDonough  Clayton
HE- Road/ County Line . Henry
CTP-R26 9208 Jonesboro o N. Mt Widening Coury 0 2 4 $5,218,000  $3,024,000  $61,041,000  $13,098,000 $82,381,000
Road) Carmel Road
Widening

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.



Table 6.15. (Cont’d) Long Term Roadway Capacity Projects

Project Existing Proposed
ARCID Name Extents oject g Frop PE Total
(lassification Lanes Lanes
P Eriﬁgo\;?j”ey c'j)i%/
CTP-R30 Road o Widening . 0 2 4 $6,149,000  $3,594,000  $71,930,000  $15,493,000 $97,166,000
137 Widenin to Fairview City of
9 Road Stockbridge

From SR 42

GDOT/
HE- SR 138 to SR 155 -
CTP-R32 183 Wit (Cinekeroe Widening gs&:{/ 0 2 4 $4,892,000  $2,839,000  $57,232,000  $12,287,000 $77,250,000
Highway)

New Bridge
Qver I-75
i Henry Parkway  Between New Henry )
CTP-R08 n/a Extension Henry Roadway Couy 0 2 $909,000 $14,267,000 $10,635,000 $1,543,000 $27,354,000
Parkway and
Avalon road

From

Rodgers
p Road to
CPR2Z  pro “Lien  memecton poth o
to SR 81 and Y
Old Jackson

Road

0 0 2 $1,082,000  $1,857,000  $12,074,000  $2,498,000  $17,461,000

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.



Long-Term New Roadway Projects

= Pﬂ\« o
Long-Term Roadway Widening Projects

Figure C-6.7. Long Term Roadway Capacity Projects



Table C-6.16. Long-Term Arterial Upgrade Projects

CTPID Name To Project Type Description CONT Total Term
i Tanger Indian Creek  Bill Gardner Arterial Install guardrail along curve, arterial o
CTP-S01 Boulevard Road E—— Upgrade upgrade $113,850 $82,080 $888,000 $174,000 $1,257,930  Mid-Term

Hampton McDonough Arterial Make improvements to the
CTP-S04  Locust Grove Hampton SR 20 intersection with McDonough St, $189,750 $136,800 $1,480,000 $290,000 $2,096,550 Mid-Term
Upgrade .
Road Road install shoulders and tun lanes

Smpeer Old Griffin Arterial Install traffic calming devices such
CTP-S15  Road/James SR 20 . $113,850 $82,080 $888,000 $174,000 $1,257,930 Mid-Term
Street Road Upgrade as chicanes and speed bumps
Patrick Eagles . ’
CTP-g24  COUMYOUD oy Landing ateral - Convertfourians sscion totes  giq3850  gap0s0 888,000  $174000  $1,257,930  Mid-Term
Drive Upgrade lane section

Parkway Parkway

Greenwood Bill Gardner Arterial Install shoulders, two-way-center-
CTP-S32  Ind/Lester Mill SR 155 tumn lane, 12-foot travel lanes, and $1,500,000  $5,000,000  $15,000,000 $5,500,000  $27,000,000 Mid-Term
Parkway Upgrade .
Road right tum lanes where needed.

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.



Long-Term Operational and Safety Projects

Figure C-6.8. L ong-Term Arterial Upgrade Projects



Table C-6.17. Long-Term Intersection Projects

Location Project Type Total Term

GA-81 S at GA-20/ Roadway-
CTP-ICO7  ICO7  Hampton-McDonough  Intersection GDOT Major  $1,000,000 $500,000 $3,000,000 $500,000 $5,000,000 Long-Term
Road Capacity

GA-155 N at GA-20/ Roadway-
CTP-IC12  IC12  GA-81/Keys Ferry Intersection GDOT Major  $1,000,000 $500,000 $3,000,000 $500,000 $5,000,000 Long-Term
Street Capacity

GA-155 N at John FOERIEY-
CTP-IC16  IC16 Intersection GDOT Major  $1,000,000 $500,000 $3,000,000 $500,000 $5,000,000 Long-Term
Frank Ward Boulevard Capacity

GA-81 S at US-23/ Roadway-
CTP-IC20 1020  GA-42/Macon Street/  Intersection GDOT Major ~ $1,000,000 $500,000 $3,000,000 $500,000 $5,000,000 Long-Term
Giriffin Street Capacity

GA-188 Eat Flippen  Ho2oWay-
CTP-IC23  IC23 ; Intersection GDOT Major  $1,000,000 $500,000 $3,000,000 $500,000 $5,000,000 Long-Term
Road/Shields Road Gapacity

Roadway-
CTP-IS02  1S02 Intersection

SR 138 at Mt Zion GDOT/City of

Hampton Minor ~ $100,000 $50,000 $300,000 $50,000 $500,000 Long-Term

Parkway Safety

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.
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Table 6.17. (Cont’d) Long-Term Intersection Projects

Ma Project
p Location Project Type Sponsor )
Scale
Hudson Bridge Road ~ o2oWway-
CTP-ISO7  IS07 . g Intersection Henry County Mid  $200,000 $100,000 $600,000 $100,000 $1,000,000 Long-Term
at Flippen Road Safety
Avalon Parkway at Roadway- — apor/gity of
CTP-IS14  1S14 Intersection Mid $200,000 $100,000 $600,000 $100,000 $1,000,000 Long-Term
SR 81 Safety McDonough
SR 155 at Hampton FlcEg ey GDOT/Henry
CTP-IS18  1S18 Intersection Minor  $100,000 $50,000 $300,000 $50,000 $500,000 Long-Term
Locust Grove Road Safety County
Roadway- .
CTPIS21  Ig2q ey Parkwayat Intersection ity @i Md  $200,000 $100,000  $600,000 $100,000  $1,000000  Long-Term
Industrial Boulevard Safety McDonough
SR 42 at King Mil FOEEIEL GDOT/Henry
CTP-IS27  IS27 Intersection Minor ~ $100,000 $50,000 $300,000 $50,000 $500,000 Long-Term
Road Safety County

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.



Table 6.17. (Cont’d) Long-Term Intersection Projects

Map . . Project
CTPID D Location Project Type Sponsor Scale
SR 20 at Lower Roadway- oy of
CTP-IS31  1S31 Intersection Minor ~ $100,000 $50,000 $300,000 $50,000 $500,000 Long-Term
Woolsey Road Safely Hampton

Pates Creek Road at | oadway-
CTP-IS33  1S33 Intersection Henry County ~ Minor ~ $100,000 $50,000 $300,000 $50,000 $500,000 Long-Term
Noahs Ark Road Safety

Roadway-
Intersection
Safety

City of
McDonough

McDonough Parkway

at Bridges Road Mid  $200,000 $100,000 $600,000 $100,000 $1,000,000 Long-Term

CTP-IS39  1S39

N Bethany Road at Roadway-
CTP-IS41  1S41 Y Intersection Henry County  Minor ~ $100,000 $50,000 $300,000 $50,000 $500,000 Long-Term
[Lake Dow Road Safety

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.



\M\) Long-Term Intersection Safety Projects
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Table C-6.18. Long-Term Sidewalk Projects

Description

Construction

Contingency

LM-15

LM-16

LM-25

LM-32

LM-35

LM-40

LM-41

LM-47

LM-48

LM-50

LM-54

LM-68

LM-69

LM-72

LM-76

Blackhall Road

Speer Road

Davis Road/S Ola
Road

Peeksville Road

McDonough Street

Steele Drive

Henry Parkway

Racetrack Road

Macon Street

Depot Street

Lake Dow Road

Simpson Street

Snapping Shoals Road

Campground Road

Campground Road

Patrick Henry Parkway

Rock Quarry Road

Walt Stephens Road to Jodeco Road

SR 138 to Walt Stephens Road

S Unity Grove Road to Peeksville Road

S Ola Road to Wolf Creek Road

Hampton Locust Grove Road to SR 20

Oak Street to SR 81

Industrial Boulevard to Henry Parkway

Old Griffin Road to Macon Street

Griffin Street to Racetrack Road

Griffin Street to Macon Street

SR 81 to Rosser Road

SR 20 to Depot Street

N Ola Road to Honey Creek Road

SR 1565 to Elliot Road

Brannan Road to SR 155

Country Club Drive to Jodeco Road

Red Oak Road to Hospital Drive

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Blackhall Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Speer Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Davis Road/S Ola Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Peeksville Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of
McDonough Street

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Steele Drive

Install sidewalk along North Side of
Henry Boulevard

Install sidewalk along South Side of
Racetrack Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Macon Street

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Depot Street

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Lake Dow Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Simpson Street

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Snapping Shoals Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Campground Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Campground Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Patrick Henry Parkway

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Rock Quarry Road

$4,123,000

$236,000

$405,000

$312,000

$170,000

$473,000

$67,000

$31,000

$51,000

$11,000

$181,000

$71,000

$473,000

$280,000

$263,000

$349,000

$225,000

$537,588

$490,347

$839,283

$646,415

$348,680

$965,912

$134,5672

$60,773

$100,100

$22,302

$369,106

$146,246

$985,250

$583,924

$540,764

$725,869

$456,736

$3,029,000

$2,758,000

$4,740,000

$3,649,000

$1,984,000

$5,539,000

$782,000

$367,000

$591,000

$131,000

$2,113,000

$829,000

$5,5636,000

$3,280,000

$3,079,000

$4,084,000

$2,635,000

$356,000

$324,000

$561,000

$3,649,000

$235,000

$655,000

$93,000

$43,000

$70,000

$15,000

$250,000

$98,000

$655,000

$388,000

$364,000

$483,000

$312,000

292 For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.

$8,045,588

$3,808,347

$6,545,283

$8,256,415

$2,737,680

$7,632,912

$1,076,572

$501,773

$812,100

$179,302

$2,913,106

$1,144,246

$7,649,250

$4,5631,924

$4,246,764

$5,641,869

$3,628,736



Table 6.18. (Cont’d) Long-Term Sidewalk Projects

LM-86

LM-88

LM-89

LM-90

LM-94

LM-95

LM-97

LM-98

LM-99

LM-100

LM-101

LM-103

LM-104

LM-109

LM-113

Red Oak Road

Valley Hill Road

Valley Hill Road

Old Conyers Road

Flat Rock Road

E Atlanta Road

Swan Lake Road

Fairview Road

Thurman Road

Rex Road

E Atlanta Road

Panola Road

Fairview Road

Panola Road

S Zach Hinton Parkway

N Mt Carmel Road

Davis Road

Extents

Flippen Road to Rock Quarry Road

US 23 to Davis Road

N Davis Drive to E Atlanta Road

Pinehurst Drive to Flakes Road

Old Conyers Road to W Hemphill Road

Valley Hill Road to Stagecoach Road

Fairview Road to Gardner Road

Swan Lake Road to SR 155

Fairview Road to Patillo Road

E Atlanta Road to Thurman Road

Panola Road to Orchard Road

E Atlanta Road to Flakes Mill Road

Panola Road to Thurman Road

Flakesmith Road to Scarborough Road

Cap Welch Drive to Racetrack Road

Jonesboro Road to Existing side-walk

N Davis Drive to Creek Circle

Description

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Red Oak Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Valley Hill Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Valley Hill Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Old Conyers Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Flat Rock Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of E
Atlanta Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Swan Lake Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Fairview Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Thurman Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Rex Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of E
Atlanta Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Panola Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Fairview Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Panola Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of S
Zach Hinton Parkway

Install sidewalk along both sides of N
Mt Carmel Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Davis Road

$212,000

$257,000

$87,000

$282,000

$192,000

$1562,000

$208,000

$280,000

$205,000

$184,000

$55,000

$121,000

$216,000

$2383,000

$101,000

$68,000

$119,000

$437,313

$533,793

$178,371

$5682,364

$389,144

$312,692

$429,176

$577,769

$421,352

$381,879

$111,369

$246,497

$440,658

$475,210

$205,5610

$140,565

$244,252

Construction

$2,483,000

$3,012,000

$1,017,000

$3,298,000

$2,249,000

$1,775,000

$2,430,000

$3,274,000

$2,394,000

$2,154,000

$640,000

$1,413,000

$2,531,000

$2,731,000

$1,180,000

$793,000

$1,393,000

Contingency

$294,000

$356,000

$120,000

$390,000

$266,000

$210,000

$288,000

$387,000

$283,000

$255,000

$76,000

$167,000

$299,000

$3283,000

$140,000

$94,000

$165,000

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.

Total

$3,426,313

$4,158,798

$1,402,371

$4,552,364

$3,096,144

$2,449,692

$3,355,176

$4,518,769

$3,303,352

$2,974,879

$882,369

$1,947,497

$3,486,658

$3,762,210

$1,626,510

$1,095,565

$1,921,252
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Table 6.18. (Cont’d) Long-Term Sidewalk Projects

LM-117

LM-124

LM-131

LM-132

LM-134

LM-135

LM-137

LM-139

LM-142

LM-143

LM-1561

LM-166

LM-177

LM-178

MLK Senior Heritage
Trall

Tye Street

Banks Road

Tunis Road

US 41

King Mill Road/US 23

Willow Ln

Jonesboro Road

Pates Creek Road/
McCullough Road

Soyview Road/Walt
Stephens Road

Indian Creek Road

Peeksville Road

Old Griffin Road

Flat Rock Road

W Main Street

W Main Street

Extents

S Berry Street to Rock Quarry Road

Tramore Drive to 2nd Street

Flippen Road to Rock Quarry Road

Jodeco Road to Meadowbrook Drive

Talmadge Road to Speedway
Boulevard

SR 1565 to SR 1556

Bridges Road to SR 20

I-75 to Mt Carmel Road

Noahs Ark Road to Flippen Road

SR 138 to Speer Road

I-75 to Bill Gardner Parkway

US 23 to S Ola Road

Griffin Street to Phillips Drive

Belair Drive to Old Conyers Road

Woodlawn Avenue to Georgia Avenue

Old Griffin Road to Woodlawn Avenue

Description

Install sidewalk along both sides of
MLK Senior Heritage Trall

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Tye Street

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Banks Road

Install sidewalk along East Side of
Tunis Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of
US 41

Install sidewalk along both sides of
King Mill Road/US 23

Install sidewalk along West Side of
Willow Lane

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Jonesboro Road

Fill sidewalk Gaps along both sides
of Pates Creek Road/McCullough
Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Soyview Road/Walt Stephens Road

Install sidewalk along West Side of
Indian Creek Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Peeksville Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of
Old Griffin Road

Install sidewalk along one side of Flat
Rock Road

Install sidewalk along both sides of
W Main Street

Install sidewalk along both sides of
W Main Street

$103,000

$167,000

$13,000

$508,000

$590,000

$107,000

$172,000

$222,000

$368,000

$172,000

$587,000

$46,000

$115,000

$24,000

$25,000

$193,002

$205,288

$341,434

$583,407

$1,043,354

$1,224,839

$219,384

$348,850

$460,179

$748,166

$353,488

$1,207,220

$93,583

$2383,044

$47,473

$49,933

Construction

$1,086,000

$1,207,000

$1,955,000

$18,000

$5,942,000

$6,902,000

$1,258,000

$2,016,000

$2,596,000

$4,311,000

$2,012,000

$6,866,000

$535,000

$1,344,000

$280,000

$287,000

Contingency

$129,000

$143,000

$231,000

$18,000

$7083,000

$817,000

$149,000

$238,000

$307,000

$510,000

$238,000

$812,000

$63,000

$159,000

$33,000

$34,000

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.
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Total

$1,501,002

$1,658,288

$2,694,434

$102,407

$8,196,354

$9,533,839

$1,733,384

$2,774,850

$3,5685,179

$5,937,166

$2,775,488

$9,472,220

$737,583

$1,851,044

$384,473

$395,933



Long-Term Sidewalk Projects
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Figure C-6.10. Long-Term Sidewalk Projects



Table C-6.19. Long-Term Trails Projects

LM-191

LM-192

LM-193

LM-196
LM-197

LM-198

LM-200

LM-201

LM-206

LM-207

LM-209

LM-227

LM-228

LM-230

McGarity Road Sidepath
Henry Parkway Sidepath

Walnut Creek Greenway

Brown Branch Creek
Greenway

S. Ola Road Sidepath

Tanger Boulevard
Sidepath

Elm Street Sidepath

Bear Creek Greenway

Towaliga River Greenway

Flippin Road Sidepath

Little Cotton Indian Creek
Greenway

James Creek Greenway
Fairview Road Sidepath |

Big Cotton Indian Creek
Greenway

Central Avenue Sidepath

Central Avenue
Greenway

North 40 Connector

Extents

120 to Airline Road
Industrial Boulevard to SR 155

Henry Parkway/Red Hawk Nature
Preserve to end of South River &
Walnut Creek

2098 Peeksyville Road to Warren
Holder Park

Proposed Brown Branch Creek
Greenway to Warren Holder Park

Tanger Station Ballfield to Bill
Gardner Parkway

E Main Street to E Main Street
Bear Creek to E Main Street

Elm Street to Upper Towaliga Boat
Ramp

Jonesboro Road to N Henry
Boulevard

Near GFL Atlanta South
Stockbridge to JP Moseley
Recreation Center

Church Road at Fairview Road to
JP Moseley Park

E Atlanta Road to Church Road

E Atlanta Road to Proposed
James Creek Greenway
Alignment

Oak Street to W Main Street
Central Avenue to Caldwell Drive

Steele Drive to ML Corey Park

Description

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

Construct Multiuse Facillity along Alignment

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

$218,000
$138,000

$1,440,000

$450,000

$63,000

$216,000

$55,000
$365,000

$670,000

$569,000

$404,000

$762,000

$104,000

$319,000

$34,000
$31,000

$22,000

$438,000
$277,000

$11,662,000

$3,640,000

$119,000

$422,000

$108,000
$2,888,000

$5,410,000

$1,137,000

$3,277,000

$6,164,000

$202,000

$2,5683,000

$69,000
$249,000

$174,000

Construction

$2,546,000
$1,610,000

$16,848,000

$5,260,000

$743,000

$2,632,000

$641,000
$4,272,000

$7,836,000

$6,655,000

$4,729,000

$8,910,000

$1,218,000

$3,731,000

$403,000
$368,000

$254,000

Contingency

$299,000
$189,000

$1,944,000

$607,000

$87,000

$297,000

$75,000
$493,000

$904,000

$781,000

$546,000

$1,028,000

$143,000

$430,000

$47,000
$42,000

$29,000

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.

2%

Total

$3,501,000
$2,214,000

$31,894,000

$9,957,000

$1,012,000

$3,467,000

$879,000
$8,018,000

$14,820,000

$9,142,000

$8,956,000

$16,864,000

$1,667,000

$7,063,000

$663,000
$690,000

$479,000



Table 6.19. (Cont’d) Long-Term Trails Projects

Description ROW Construction  Contingency Total

LM-235  Bridges Road Sidepath Willow Ln to SR 20 Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment  $205,000 $411,000 $2,392,000 $281,000 $3,289,000

Strong Rock Schools to Shoal
Creek area

LM-254  Warren Holder Greenway ~ Peeksville to Waters Edge Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment  $63,000 $510,000 $742,000 $86,000 $1,401,000
LM-258 LG Station Greenway Existing to Existing Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment — $40,000 $320,000 $470,000 $54,000 $884,000

LM-248  Strong Rock Greenway 2 Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment — $109,000 $877,000 $1,280,000 $148,000 $2,414,000

LM-261  Tanger Greenway Upgrd  Indian Creek to MLK Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment  $25,000 $197,000 $292,000 $34,000 $548,000

LM-268  Tanger Trail Connector SR 42 to SR 42 S Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment — $177,000 $346,000 $2,067,000 $243,000 $2,833,000

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.
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Figure C-6.11. Long-Term Trails Projects

Long-Term Trail Projects
Greenway

Sidepath




Aspirations (Beyond 2050)
Table C-6.20. Aspirational Roadway Capacity Projects

Project GDOT Existing Proposed

CTPID ARCID

(lassification Sponsor Pl Lanes Lanes

Campground  From end of 4-Lane Hen
CTP-RO7 n/a Road section near Jodeco Widening C v - 2 4 $4,707,000 $3,513,000 $55,070,000  $11,669,000  $74,959,000
I ounty
Widening Road to SR 155

From just south of
Bill Gardner Parkway

CTP-R13 n/a [-75 Widening . Widening GDOT - 6 8 $56,685,000 $32,572,000 $663,129,000 $241,416,000 $993,802,000
to Eagles Landing
Parkway
mempin From SR 20 o
CTP-R33  HE-126A1 (McDonough Road) Widening v 0 2 4 $6,672,000  $3,877,000  $78,053,000  $16,768,000  $105,370,000
Grove Road SR County
Widening © 199

Chambers New connection New Hen
CTP-R10 n/a Road between SR 81 and v - 0 2 $1,250,000 $14,939,000 $14,626,000 $2,389,000 $33,204,000
; Roadway County
Extension Oakland Road

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.
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Figure C-6.12. AspirationalRoadway Capacity Projects



Table C-6.21. Aspirational Arterial Upgrade Projects

CTPID Project Type Description CONT

CTP-S02 Old Hwy 3 Old Griffin Road SR 20 Arterial Upgrade  Perform an arterial upgrade $918,000 $1,670,000 $10,743,000 $1,907,000 $15,138,000

Install shoulders and rumble strips,
convert southern intersection to
RCUT control, install signage where
appropriate due to sight distance

i McDonough Ivey Edwards Provide TWTL for vehicles tumning
CTP-S20 Barkway Jonesboro Road Lane et rom Ivey|Ecwarss Lane $37,950  $13,680 $148,000 $29,000 $228,630

Restore pavement markings
CTP-S25 Brannan Road N Salem Dr Springdale Road  Arterial Upgrade ~ and install signage indicating $37,950  $13,680 $148,000 $29,000 $228,630
intersections ahead

CTP-S07 Dorsey Road SR 20 SR 81 Arterial Upgrade $113,850 $82,080 $888,000 $174,000 $1,257,930

Arterial Upgrade

CTP-S29  Springdale Road  E Lake Park-way  Millers Mill Road Arterial Upgrade ~ Resurface and install rumble strips~ $113,850  $82,080 $888,000 $174,000 $1,257,930

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.
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Table C-6.22. Aspirational Intersection Projects

Project
Scale

Location Project Type Sponsor

US-23 S at BURG Road/England Chapel Roadway-Intersection

CTPIC15  IC15 o= . GDOT Md  $200,000 $100,000 $600,000 $100,000  $1,000,000
oot s S IACHEGHRSII e or Mo SIOBOD SO SO0R0 S0 S
crPicz2 1c22 3 E:ﬁ?;nvgi:ﬁ;yu'e”d iicic st 232233 EESe GDOT Major $1,000000  $500,000  $3,000000  $500000  $5000,000
oo o1 GwmnavszsaNemons  EUEITON or e s S0 S soom smon
CTP-IC25 1C25 GA-155 S at US-23/GA-42/Macon Street ggzigiy S E=Ee GDOT Md  $200,000 $100,000 $600,000 $100,000  $1,000,000
oo s QITMMROASTATY EOgein  or  ao SIOBOD SO0 SGOW0 S0 S
CTPIC27 1C27 GA-81 N at Bethany Road gﬁi‘g@y -Intersection GDOT Md  $200,000 $100,000 $600,000 $100,000  $1,000,000
orien o somomeitachm BT or e somon  smoo s Sswoo somo
CTP-IC29  1C29  Jonesboro Road E at I-75-Tol gzzg‘évif‘yy"“tersedio“ GDOT Major ~ $1,000,000 $500,000 $3,000,000 $500,000 $5,000,000
oo K SETOTWAMORS s Sy Mo SIOBIO S0 Soom0  soiow s
CTP-IS24 1524 SR 155 atl-75 SB Ramps ggfe‘fyay"”tersedio” GD(?OTS ?@”W Minor  $100,000 $50,000 $300,000 $50,000 $500,000
o s cmeararer SR peycom e s S soiom soiom smon
CTPIS36  1S36 gﬁtvlc" Henry Parkway at Country Giub ggfe?yay"”tersecmn Sto%i%%ge Md  $200,000 $100,000  $600,000 $100,000  $1,000,000

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.
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Aspirational Intersection Safety Projects



Table C-6.23. Aspirational Sidewalk Projects

LM-07

LM-08

LM-09

LM-14

LM-20

LM-21

LM-22

LM-23

LM-30

LM-42

LM-43

LM-51

LM-562

LM-53

King Mill Road

Mt Carmel Road

Oak Grove Road

Noahs Arc Road

Noahs Arc Road

LG Griffin Road

S Ola Road

Lower Woolsey Road

Walker Drive

Richard Petty Boulevard

Eim Street

Mt Carmel Road

Carl Parker Road/Conkle
Road

Mill Road

N Ola Road

Lake Dow Road

Extents

Iris Lake Road to S Bethany Road

I-75 to Jonesboro Road

Jodeco Road to Jonesboro Road

Floyd Road to Crown Oaks Drive

Crown Oaks Drive to Jodeco Road

[-75 to Tanger Boulevard

Peeksville Road to Old Jack-son
Road

Richard Petty Boulevard to SR 20 WB
Ramps

Hampton Locust Grove Road to SR
155

Lower Woolsey Road to US 41

Bridgemill Drive to SR 81

SR 81 to Conkle Road

Old Hwy 3 to Mt Carmel Road

SR 81 to Mt Carmel Road

SR 81 to Snapping Shoals Road

Rodgers Road to Airline Road

Description

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
King Mill Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Mt Carmel Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Oak Grove Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Noahs Arc Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Noahs Arc Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
LG Giriffin Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of S
Ola Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Lower Wool-sey Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Walker Drive

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Richard Petty Boulevard

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Elm Street

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Mt Carmel Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Carl Parker Road/Conkle Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Mill Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of N
Ola Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Lake Dow Road

$425,000

$136,000

$322,000

$188,000

$186,000

$299,000

$343,000

$1,801,000

$388,000

$168,000

$365,000

$53,000

$285,000

$245,000

$182,000

$162,000

$875,467

$283,439

$663,983

$390,672

$384,582

$623,791

$715,210

$263,164

$804,372

$350,322

$762,837

$323,547

$593,115

$510,285

$374,528

$332,308

Construction

$4,967,000

$1,595,000

$3,763,000

$2,199,000

$2,174,000

$3,502,000

$4,017,000

$1,479,000

$4,540,000

$1,968,000

$4,275,000

$624,000

$3,331,000

$2,869,000

$2,128,000

$1,890,000

Contingency

$588,000

$187,000

$442,000

$258,000

$255,000

$411,000

$475,000

$175,000

$5637,000

$233,000

$506,000

$74,000

$394,000

$339,000

$252,000

$224,000

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.

Total

$6,855,467

$2,201,439

$5,190,983

$3,035,672

$2,999 582

$4,835,791

$5,5650,210

$3,718,164

$6,269,372

$2,719,322

$5,908,837

$1,074,547

$4,608,115

$3,9683,285

$2,936,528

$2,608,308
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Table 6.23. (Cont’d) Aspirational Sidewalk Projects

LM-62

LM-63

LM-64

LM-75

LM-92

LM-96

LM-102

LM-107

LM-111

LM-114

LM-118

LM-119

LM-120

LM-121

306

Extents

Mt Carmel Road Mill Road to I-75

Mill Road Mt Carmel Road to Jonesbo-ro Road

Chambers Road Jonesboro Road to McCullough Road

McCullough Road Flippen Road to Chambers Road

Oak Grove Road Jodeco Road to Jonesboro Road

Brannan Road SR 42 to Springdale Road

Old Conyers Road Flat Shoals Church Road to SR 138

Flat Shoals Church Road Fairview Road to E Mays Road

Flakesmill Road Cook Drive to Panola Road

Old Griffin Road SR 155 to Existing sidewalk

Country Club Drive Existing Sidewalk to Existing sidewalk

Davidon Parkway Addy Lane to Old Atlanta Road

Guthrie Place Scott Boulevard to Harriette Drive

Oakland Boule-vard/Pine Neal Ave to Pinehurst Drive

Street
Love Drive SR 138 to Redwood Valley Road
Dent Drive US 23 to Roadway Terminus

Description

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Mt Carmel Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Mill Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Chambers Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
McCullough Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Oak Grove Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Brannan Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Old Conyers Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Flat Shoals Church Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Flakesmill Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Old Griffin Road

Install Sidewalk along the North Side
of Country Club Drive

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Davidon Parkway

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Guthrie Place

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Oakland Boulevard/Pine Street

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Love Drive

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Dent Drive

$137,000

$220,000

$164,000

$193,000

$322,000

$222,000

$191,000

$137,000

$117,000

$18,000

$35,000

$34,000

$64,000

$108,000

$88,000

$29,000

$272,585

$452,036

$339,637

$392,082

$663,933

$457,424

$395,728

$281,745

$234,405

$38,530

$68,025

$69,101

$131,346

$219,365

$181,710

$58,455

Construction

$1,603,000

$2,570,000

$1,917,000

$2,260,000

$3,772,000

$2,599,000

$2,237,000

$1,604,000

$1,365,000

$215,000

$405,000

$400,000

$746,000

$1,267,000

$1,033,000

$336,000

Contingency

$190,000

$304,000

$227,000

$267,000

$446,000

$307,000

$265,000

$190,000

$162,000

$25,000

$48,000

$47,000

$88,000

$150,000

$122,000

$40,000

Total

$2,202,585

$3,546,036

$2,647,637

$3,112,082

$5,208,983

$3,685,424

$3,088,728

$2,212,745

$1,878,405

$296,5630

$556,025

$550,101

$1,029,346

$1,744,365

$1,424,710

$463,455

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.



Table 6.23. (Cont’d) Aspirational Sidewalk Projects

LM-128

LM-129

LM-130

LM-133

LM-140

LM-144

LM-146

LM-1562

LM-153

LM-1567

LM-164

LM-165

LM-167

N Mill Road

Cobblestone Lane

Parker Road

Sowell Road

Whitaker Road/Sowell
Road

Nail Mill Road

Old Jackson Road/King
Mill Road

Pinehurst Drive

Speedway Boule-vard

New Hope Road

Mt Carmel Road

McDonough Park-way

Dailey Mill Road

Millers Mill Road

E Atlanta Road/Old
Conyers Road

Fairview Road

Extents

SR 138 to Speer Road

SR 42 to Villas 52 Apartments

Conyers Road to Roadway Curve

Whitaker Road to SR 81

Iris Lake Road to King Mill Road

US 23 to Iris Lake Road

SR 81 to Sowell Road

N Henry Boulevard to Old Conyers
Road

US 41 to Lower Woolsey Road

Leguin Mill Road to Keys Fer-ry Road

Conkle Road to N Mt Carmel Road

Jonesboro Road to SR 20

Jodeco Road to Jonesboro Road

SR 138 to SR 155

Valley Hill Road to Pinehurst Road

Thurman Road to Swan Lake Road

Description

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of N

Mill Road

Install Sidewalk along East Side of
Cobblestone Lane

Install Sidewalk along South Side of
Parker Road

Install Sidewalk along East Side of
Sowell Road

Install Sidewalk along South Side of
Whitaker Road/Sowell Road

Install Sidewalk along South Side of
Nail Mill Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Old Jackson Road/King Mill Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Pinehurst Drive

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Speedway Boulevard

Install Sidewalk along One Side of
New Hope Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Mt Carmel Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
McDonough Parkway

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Dailey Mill Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Millers Mill Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of E

Atlanta Road/Od Conyers Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of
Fairview Road

$73,000

$12,000

$82,000

$94,000

$149,000

$148,000

$1883,000

$223,000

$433,000

$206,000

$299,000

$267,000

$419,000

$653,000

$357,000

$418,000

$148,821

$22,289

$342,677

$389,195

$309,526

$309,067

$374,558

$463,240

$890,719

$428,186

$611,650

$546,385

$865,157

$1,353,563

$735,981

$862,774

Construction

$851,000

$145,000

$964,000

$1,097,000

$1,746,000

$1,730,000

$2,137,000

$2,605,000

$5,065,000

$2,405,000

$3,495,000

$3,126,000

$4,897,000

$7,636,000

$4,171,000

$4,891,000

Contingency

$101,000

$17,000

$114,000

$130,000

$206,000

$205,000

$253,000

$308,000

$599,000

$285,000

$414,000

$370,000

$579,000

$903,000

$494,000

$579,000

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.

Total

$1,173,821

$196,289

$1,502,677

$1,710,195

$2,410,526

$2,392,067

$2,947,558

$3,599,240

$6,987,719

$3,324,186

$4,819,650

$4,309,385

$6,760,157

$10,645,563

$5,757,981

$6,750,774
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Table 6.23. (Cont’d) Aspirational Sidewalk Projects

Extents Description ROW Construction Contingency Total

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of

Austin Road $349,000 $718,429 $4,085,000  $483,000 $5,635,429

LM-168 Austin Road Hearn Road to Fairview Road

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of

Harold Drive/Peach Drive $350,000 $719,917 $4,096,000  $485,000 $5,650,917

LM-170 Harold Drive/Peach Drive Tunis Road to Cog Hill

Stanley K Tanger LG Griffin Road to SR 42 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of

Boulevard Stanley K Tanger Boulevard $325,000 $669,992 $3,805,000  $450,000 $5,249,992

LM-173

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of

Kelly Road/Bridges Road $240,000 $495,937 $2,810,000  $332,000 $3,877,937

LM-175 Kelly Road/Bridges Road Jonesboro Road to Willow Lane

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of

Turmer Church Road $250,000 $519,191 $2,920,000  $345,000 $4,034,191

LM-180 Turner Church Road SR 20 to Airline Road

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.
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Figure C-6.15. Aspirational Sidewalk Projects

Aspirational Sidewalk Projects
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Table C-6.24. Aspirational Trails Projects

Extents Description ROW Construction  Contingency Total

LM-182  Alrline Road Sidepath E Lake Road to SR 81 Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment — $502,000  $1,009,000  $5,870,000 $689,000 $8,070,000

|75 and 120 intersection to

LM-187 SR 20 Sidepath Simpson Street

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment — $206,000  $408,000 $2,408,000 $283,000 $3,305,000

LM-194  Bill Gardner Parkway Sidepath SR 1565 to US 23 Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment — $426,000  $817,000 $4,985,000 $585,000 $6,813,000

LM-199 SR 81 Sidepath Lemon Street to 1638 Hwy 81 Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment  $243,000  $490,000 $2,838,000  $333,000 $3,904,000

LM-203  South River Trail Alirline Road to Walnut Creek Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment — $640,000  $5,198,000  $7,488,000 $864,000 $14,190,000

Cotton Indian Creek to Bud

LM-205  Crumbley Road Sidepath Kelley Park

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment  $163,000  $328,000 $1,908,000 $223,000 $2,617,000

LM-210 SR 42 Sidepath SR 138 to Veterans Drive Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment — $699,000  $1,381,000  $8,173,000  $959,000 $11,212,000

Bridges Drive to Proposed Bear

LM-214  Clear Creek Greenway Crask Grearway Alignment

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment  $256,000  $2,081,000  $2,994,000  $345,000 $5,676,000

Old Hwy 3 to Twin Oaks Road

[M-223  Carl Parker Road Sidepath .
Terminus

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment  $154,000  $311,000 $1,801,000 $211,000 $2,477,000

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 daollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.
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LM-233

LM-236

LM-237
LM-238

LM-239

LM-241

LM-246

LM-247

LM-250
LM-251
LM-2563
LM-255
LM-256
LM-260
LM-263

For consistency in reporting, all costs depicted in these tables are provided in year 2026 dollars, representing the first year of the upcoming Mid-Term phase.

Twin Oaks Greenway

Mt Carmel Road Sidepath

Hampton Locust Grove Road

Sidepath

Mt Olive Road Greenway

N Ola Boulevard Sidepath

Keys Ferry Road Sidepath

South River Trall

South River Trail

Mountain Creek Greenway
Indian Creek Upgrade
WestSide Trall

Indian Creek Pathway
Tanger Traill Enhance
Davis Lake Greenway
Peeksville Greenway
Skyland Greenway
Tanger Trail Upgrade

Indian Creek Greenway

Table 6.24. (Cont’d) Aspirational Trails Projects

Extents

Twin Oaks Drive Terminus to
Jonesboro Road

N Mt Carmel Park to Jonesboro
Road

McDonough Street to SR 155

Jonesboro Road to Jodeco
Road

Ola High School to Butler Bridge
Road

N Ola Road to Sandy Ridge Park
SR 81 to Southeast River Sand

Big Cotton Indian Creek
Greenway to Walnut Creek
Green-way

SR 155 to Austin Road Middle
School

Strong Rock to Bethlehem Road

Bill Gardner to Strong Rock
School

Tanger Boulevard to Ingles

Bill Gardner to SR 42

South Bethany to Peeksville
Waters Edge to S Unity Grove
S Unity Grove to SR 42

Shoal Creek to Exist Trail

Shoal Creek to Cleveland Street

Description

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

Construct Multiuse Facillity along Alignment

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment

$242,000

$79,000

$583,000

$134,000

$316,000

$316,000
$482,000

$336,000

$128,000
$225,000
$61,000

$104,000
$259,000
$103,000
$104,000
$77,000
$83,000
$62,000

$1,965,000

$159,000

$1,153,000

$1,079,000

$637,000

$637,000
$3,915,000

$2,729,000

$1,035,000
$455,000
$492,000

$209,000
$2,094,000
$316,000
$842,000
$603,000
$666,000
$498,000

Construction

$2,836,000

$927,000

$6,825,000

$1,662,000

$3,702,000

$3,693,000
$5,633,000

$3,926,000

$1,494,000
$2,629,000
$716,000

$1,218,000
$3,031,000
$1,201,000
$1,220,000
$895,000
$971,000
$730,000

Contingency

$327,000

$109,000

$801,000

$180,000

$434,000

$433,000
$650,000

$453,000

$172,000
$308,000
$83,000

$143,000
$350,000
$139,000
$141,000
$103,000
$112,000
$84,000

Total

$5,370,000

$1,274,000

$9,362,000

$2,955,000

$5,089,000
$5,079,000

$10,680,000

$7,444,000

$2,829,000
$3,617,000
$1,352,000

$1,674,000
$5,734,000
$2,259,000
$2,307,000
$1,678,000
$1,832,000
$1,374,000
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APPENDIX A: PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT
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Round 2
Public Meeting #1
12/9/2021

Details

Location: Fairview Recreation Center, 35 Austin Rd., Stockbridge, GA 30281
Time: 5:30PM — 7:30PM

Type: Open House Style

Meeting Goals:
1. Gather feedback on needs assessment findings
2. Gather feedback on draft trail network
3. Promote online project survey

Attendees

Project Partners
e Sam Baker — Henry County, Director of Transportation Planning
¢ Roque Romero — Stakeholder Committee

Consultant Team
¢ Michael Kray (POND)

e Patrick McArdle (POND)

e Rebecca Hester (POND)

e Sarah Beddington (Blue Cypress Consulting)

e Ansley Jones (Blue Cypress Consulting)
Public

e 11 Participants



Summary

Participants

Meeting participants were welcomed to the meeting and asked to fill out the sign in sheet which

asked for their name, home zip code, email, and “How did you learn about the meeting?”. Henry

County zip codes represented at the in-person meeting are shown in Figure 1. The participants

were asked to identify how they learned about the meeting (Table 1) to help the project team
tailor effective future project promotions.

Figure 1. Henry Zip Codes Represented at Meeting

Table 1. How Participants Learned of the Meeting

7

Legend

L participant

2 partiipant
I 3 Participant
(A | E—

[ ey couny

Email

Poster or Yard Sign

Henry Harold Article

Social Media (Facebook/Instagram)
Variable Message Sign

Promotion Method Participants

2

w w NN

Figure 2. Yard Sign
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PUBLIC MEETINGS
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PlanalagAtPend.com/Henry-Transportation-Plas
PlanaiaghtPond.cem/tenry-Tralls-Plan

Boards

Fifteen poster boards showing various transportation analysis and the draft trail map (Table 2)
were spaced out around the room to allow participants to view each one at their own time and
pace. Members of the project team were also spread out across the room to answer questions.
All poster boards can be found in Appendix A.

Table 2. Poster Board Subjects

Transportation Plan

Trail Plan

1. Population Density

10.

Predictive Risk Score — Walking

Crash Rates — Road Segments

Crash Rates — Intersections

Crash Rates — I-75

2. Employment Density 11. Predictive Risk Score — Bicycling
3. Traffic Congestion — Travel Demand Model 12. Sidewalk Gap Analysis

4. Travel Time Index (TTI) 13. Bicycle Level of Comfort

5. Committed Projects 14. Trail Typologies

6. Truck Volumes and Percentages 15. Draft Trail Network

7.

8.

9.
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Picture 1. Michael Kray pointing out committed SPLOST V, T-SPLOST, and  Picture 2. Rebecca Hester answers a community member's question
ARCTIP. about the trails plan.

Feedback

Participants were given several feedback opportunities including comment cards, two iPads with
preloaded surveys, and directly speaking with project staff. Six meeting participants filled out
comment cards and two completed the survey at the meeting.

Comment Card Themes:
Transportation
1. Safety Indicator
e Flashing light needed at Hwy. 155 and Alexander Lake Rd.
2. Reduce speed limit
e Fairview Rd.
3. Street lights needed
e Hwy. 155 heading South after Panola Rd.
e Ward Rd. and Ward Dr.
e Panola Rd. heading West toward Fairview Rd.
4. Sidewalks needed throughout county
5. Repaving older subdivision roads
e Chateau Estates

Trails
1. Locust Grove specific trails and greenspaces needed
0 Need a safe space to walk for exercise
o Existing County trails are not long enough
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Round 2
Public Meeting #2
12/13/2021

Details

Location: Bear Creek Recreation Center, 56 McDonough St., Hampton, GA 30228
Time: 5:30PM — 7:30PM

Type: Open House Style

Meeting Goals:
1. Gather feedback on needs assessment findings
2. Gather feedback on draft trail network
3. Promote online project survey

Attendees

Project Partners
e Sam Baker — Henry County, Director of Transportation Planning
e Victor Murray — Stakeholder Committee

Consultant Team

Michael Kray (POND)

Patrick McArdle (POND)

Rebecca Hester (POND)

Sarah Beddington (Blue Cypress Consulting)
Caroline Evans (Blue Cypress Consulting)

Public
e 10 Participants 319



Summary

Participants

Meeting participants were welcomed to the meeting and asked to fill out the sign in sheet which
asked for their name, home zip code, email, and “How did you learn about the meeting?”. Henry
County zip codes represented at the in-person meeting are shown in Figure 1. The participants
were asked to identify how they learned about the meeting (Table 1) to help the project team
tailor effective future project promotions.

Figure 1. Henry Zip Codes Represented at Meeting Table 1. How Participants Learned of the Meeting
Promotion Method Participants
iV = Website (Moving Henry Forward) 1
= 7 iy - Legend Email 1
. L et} VR RA— ' Work for County/City B
. i raricoam Steering Committee 1
Moot Sorve J| (] venvcounty  |incy Henry Harold Article 3
a2 Social Media (Facebook/Instagram) 2
Pt __Figure 2. Yard Sign
5 o éa,
LY SUTIZIIE ol
»_v‘:'(‘ B COUNTY TRENSPORTATION PL I i
< \ PUBLIC MEETINGS
[ i o et ok vt et
q
g 2
:\‘ enry County Transpartation
‘.“ Plan and Trails Plan Needs Survey
/ Y,
4 [ 3 L 12 Mies. o A e o sy L
I A ¢ L 1 L i PlanniaghtPand.com spertatisn-Plan
PlanninghtPesd.com/liency- Trails-Plan
Boards

Fifteen poster boards showingvarious transportation analysis and the draft trail map (Table 2)
were spaced out around the room to allow participants to view each one at their own time and
pace. Members of the project team were also spread out across the room to answer questions.
All poster boards can be found in Appendix A.

Table 2. Poster Board Subjects

Transportation Plan Trail Plan
1. Population Density 10. Predictive Risk Score — Walking
2. Employment Density 11. Predictive Risk Score — Bicycling
3. Traffic Congestion — Travel Demand Model 12. Sidewalk Gap Analysis
4. Travel Time Index (TTI) 13. Bicycle Level of Comfort
5. Committed Projects 14. Trail Typologies
6. Truck Volumes and Percentages 15. Draft Trail Network
7. Crash Rates — Road Segments
8. Crash Rates — Intersections
320 9. Crash Rates —I-75




Figurel. Michael Kray writes down a comment from a member of the Figure 2. Rebecca Hester and Michael Kray answering a
community. community member's question.

Feedback

Participants were given several feedback opportunities including comment cards, two iPads with
preloaded surveys, and directly speaking with project staff. Three meeting participants filled out
comment cards at the meeting.

Comment Card Themes:
Transportation
1. Safety
e Woolsey Rd. should have higher risk prediction for pedestrians
2. Sidewalks needed along Woolsey Rd. (Hampton)
3. Resurfacing
e Between Hwy. 155 and Hwy. 20
4. Employee Density Poster
o Hampton area seems off given its mostly residential besides the air traffic control
center
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Round 3
Public Meeting #1
4/12/2022

Details

Location: Henry County Administration Building,140 Henry Parkway, McDonough, GA 30253

Time: 6:00PM — 7:30PM
Type: Open House Style

Meeting Goals:
1. Gather feedback on the Transportation Plan recommendations
2. Gather feedback on the Trail Plan recommendations
3. Promote online project survey

Attendees

Project Partners

Sam Baker — Henry County, Director of Transportation Planning
Roque Romero — Stakeholder Committee

Consultant Team

Michael Kray (POND)

Patrick McArdle (POND)

Serah Mungai (POND)

Rebecca Hester (POND)

Jonathan Corona (POND)

Sarah Beddington (Blue Cypress Consulting)
Caroline Evans (Blue Cypress Consulting)

Public

27 Participants



Summary

Participants

Meeting participants were welcomed to the meeting and asked to fill out the sign in sheet which
asked for their name, home zip code, email, and an answer to the question, “How did you learn
about the meeting?” Henry County zip codes represented at the in-person meeting are shown in
Figure 1. The participants were asked to identify how they learned about the meeting (Table 1)
to help the project team tailor effective future project promotions. Figure 2. is an example of a

sign used to promote the meeting.

Figure 1. Henry County Zip Codes Represented at the In-person Meeting

'\ = 1=
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Boards

The project team arranged twenty-two poster boards
showing various transportation and trail projects
(Table 2) around the room to allow participants to
view each one at their own time and pace. Members
of the project team were also spread out across the

Table 1. How Participants Learned of the Meeting

Promotion Method

Email

Website

Word of Mouth

Social Media (Facebook/Instagram)
Signage

Unknown

Participants
1

DR NP D

Figure 2. Signage used to promote the

B

meeting How Participants Learned

A Pk
@
.50
IRAPORTATION PLAN,
o &
m HENRY COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLAN AND TRAILS
B— UPCOMING OPEN HOUSE MEETINGS
Detneen 640 - 1:3ipm 1z provide ‘eedback! ey
Z April 12th April 20th
o McDonough Locust Grove
6:00pm to 7:30pm 6:00pm to 7:30pm
Q Heary (opsty Aamma b tion b oy Loans Grove Public Sadety Buikding
“ 148 "Z rin ansugy. G 10351 {WII,“JIN::m.u!ﬂU

room to answer questions. All poster boards can be found in Appendix A.

Table 2. Poster Board Subjects

1. Plan Background and Schedule Trail Network:
2. Widening Projects 18. Origins-Destinations
3. Congested Corridors 19. Full Trail Network
4. New Roadway Connections Model Miles
Intersection Capacity Projects: 20. Existing Conditions
5. Bottleneck Map 21. Alternative Alignments
6. Projects Map 22. Alignment
Intersection Safety Projects: 23. Typologies

7. Intersection Crash Map
8. Projects Map
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9. Arterial Upgrade & Roadway Safety Projects
Sidewalk Projects:

10. Walking Propensity Map

11. Countywide

12. Hampton

13. Locust Grove

14. McDonough

15. Stockbridge

16. Project Table

Picture 1. Participants viewing the poster boards at their own pace. Picture 2. Participants taking the community survey on the preloaded iPads.

Feedback

Participants were given several feedback opportunities including comment cards, two iPads with
preloaded surveys, and directly speaking with project staff. Ten meeting participants filled out
comment cards and three completed the survey at the meeting.

Comment Card Themes:
Transportation
1. Safety
o0 Flashing light needed at Hwy. 155 and Alexander Lake Rd.

2. Multimodal
o Golf cart access

3. Funding Opportunities
0 Impact Fees to fund transportation projects
o CIDS for I-75 Ramps

4. Sidewalks needed throughout county
o Jonesboro Road corridor

Trails
1. Multimodal Nature Trails
o For walking, hiking, and cycling
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Round 3
Public Meeting #2
4/20/2022

Details

Location: Locust Grove Public Safety Building, 3640 Highway 42, Locust Grove, GA 30248

Time: 6:00PM — 7:30PM
Type: Open House Style

Meeting Goals:
1. Gather feedback on the Transportation Plan recommendations
2. Gather feedback on the Trail Plan recommendations
3. Promote online project survey

Attendees

Project Partners
e Sam Baker — Henry County, Director of Transportation Planning

Roque Romero — Stakeholder Committee

Consultant Team

Michael Kray (POND)

Andrew Kohr (POND)

Patrick McArdle (POND)

Serah Mungai (POND)

Richard Fangmann (POND)

Sarah Beddington (Blue Cypress Consulting)

Caroline Evans (Blue Cypress Consulting)

Public
e 23 Participants
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Summary

Participants

Meeting participants were welcomed to the meeting and asked to fill out the sign in sheet which
asked for their name, home zip code, email, and a response to the question, “How did you learn
about the meeting?” Henry County zip codes represented at the in-person meeting are shown in
Figure 1. The participants were asked to identify how they learned about the meeting (Table 1)
to help the project team tailor effective future project promotions. Figure 2. is an example of a
sign used to promote the meeting.

Figure 1. Henry County Zip Codes Represented at the In-person Table 1. How Participants Learned of the Meeting

W soman i e S Promotion Method Participants
~ NS Email 2
I 1 Paricpen ! Website 2
— f:’::‘:" Word of Mouth 7
___ oy Gy Social Media (Facebook/Instagram) 3
Variable Message Sign 8
Figure 2. How Participants Learned of the Meeting
—
v HENRY COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLAN AND TRAILS
UPCOMING OPEN HOUSE MEETINGS
Boards oy [ .imet g Dnpla e
beteneen 600 - 7:3pm Le provide feediback!
The project team arrange twenty-two poster boards S :ﬂ“‘»ﬁ‘ 1 ff!ﬂjog;‘.':m
showing various transportation and trail projects ] G:I)Opmu??:sﬂpm 6:00pm to 7:30pm
(Table 2) around the room to allow participants to - " " : '
view each one at their own time and pace. Members — | S et

of the project team were also spread out across the
room to answer questions. All poster boards can be found in Appendix A.

Table 2. Poster Board Subjects

1. Plan Background and Schedule

2. Widening Projects

3. Congested Corridors

4.  New Roadway Connections
Intersection Capacity Projects:

5. Bottleneck Map

6. Projects Map
Intersection Safety Projects:

7. Intersection Crash Map

8. Projects Map

Trail Network:
18. Origins-Destinations
19. Full Trail Network
Model Miles
20. Existing Conditions
21. Alternative Alignments
22. Alignment
23. Typologies



9. Arterial Upgrade & Roadway Safety Projects
Sidewalk Projects:

10. Walking Propensity Map

11. Countywide

12. Hampton

13. Locust Grove

14. McDonough

15. Stockbridge

16. Project Table

Picture 1. Participants viewing the poster boards at their own pace. Picture 2. A Participant taking the community survey on the preloaded iPad.

Feedback

Participants were given several feedback opportunities including comment cards, two iPads with
preloaded surveys, and directly speaking with project staff. None of the meeting participants
filled out comment cards however three did complete the survey at the meeting.
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Henry County Transportation Plan and Trails Plan

Pop- up Event #3

Where: J.P. Moseley Recreation Center

McDonough, GA

When: Saturday, February 19, 2022

What: Blue Cypress Consulting set up a pop-up booth in the lobby of the J.P. Moseley Recreation

Center during the Fall Youth Basketball tournament. The purpose of the pop-up was engaging
with the public and receiving feedback regarding the Henry County Trails network draft logo
designs. The team collected names and email addresses for those interested in receiving more

information and passed out project postcard with website links and Round 3 Public Meeting save

the date details.

Participants: Approximately 50 people stopped by the pop-up table and took a project postcard.
Three people signed up for project updates and a total of 32 people participated in the feedback

exercise.

Feedback Exercise: Each of the eight drafted logos was attached to a clear jar and set out on the

pop-up table. Each participant was asked to drop a colored marble into the jar with their first

choice for the tail network logo. The logos in order from most votes to least is as follows; C (9),

H(8), E(6), G(3), A&D(2), and B&F(1).
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Henry County Transportation Plan and Trails Plan

FIGURE 2.POSTCARD PUBLIC MEETING ROUND 3 SAVE THE DATE

SAVE THE DATE

We want to hear from you! Drop in to one of our Open House Meetings to share
your input and provide feedback!

Upcoming Open House Meetings

April 12th April 20th
6:00pm to 7:30pm 6:00pm to 7:30pm
Henry County Administration Building C ity Room Locust Grove Public Safety Building Community Training Room
2640 Highway 42 Locust Grove, GA 30248

140 Henry Parkway McDonough, GA 30253

FIGURE 3: ANSLEY WITH BLUE CYPRESS CONSULTING FIGURE 4: BRANDING LOGO FEEDBACK EXERCISE

MANNING THE POP-UP TABLE
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Roadway Capacity Projects
=== Widening

=== New Roadway

s N I

CTP-R10 |CHAMBERS RD EXTENSION
CTP-R33 |HAMPTON LOCUST GROVE ROAD WIDENING




Corridor Operations & Safety

LEGEND
Operational & Safety Upgrades

CTP-S02 |Old Hwy 3 Perform an arteral upgrade
Restore pavement markings and
CTP-S03 |SR3 install signage indicating
intersections ahead
Hampton:Locust Make improvements to the
CTP-S04 P ' intersection with McDonough St,
Grove Rd . _
install shoulders and turn lanes
Install shoulders and rumble
strips, convert southern
CTP-S07 |SR 81 intersection to RCUT control,

install signage where

appropriate due to sight distance




Intersections

|
."/‘/
s
| /
| f
|
|
- ~ ID Location Improvement
IS01 SR 20 WB at Lower Woolsey Rd R.eallgn westbound right turn approach to improve sight
distance
e IS31 SR 20 at Lower Woolsey Rd Bestore pavement markings and install intersection ahead
COLNY sighage along northbound appoach
O Intersection Safety Projects High visibilty ped crossing (could be a ped bridge). Left-
1S42 US 19/41 at Oak St turn lane on Oak St. Gateway improvements and
wayfinding signage.




Sidewalks

LM-30

LM-1

LM-144
1
//
— _/'/
/ 1D Location Improvement
/ LM-01 Us 41 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of US 41
r LM-02 us 41 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of US 41
LM-21 Lower Woolsey Rd |Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Lower Woolsey Rd
LM-23 Richard Petty Blvd [Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Richard Petty Blvd
LM-01 LM-24 [Magnolia Pkwy Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Magnolia Pkwy
. e LM-25 McDonough St Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of McDonough St
.] LM-26  |Woolsey Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Woolsey Rd
| LM-30 Elm St Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of EIm St
- LM-32  [Steele Dr Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Steele Dr
LM-131 US4 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of US 41
LEGEND LM-144 |Speedway Blvd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Speedway Blvd
LM-145 [US 41 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of US 41
f4 Sidewalk Recommendations LM-177  |W Main St Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of W Main St ]
LM-178 |W Main St

Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of W Main St



Trails

|
Description

LM-196 |Elm Street Sidepath Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
LM-197 |[Bear Creek Greenway Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
LM-198 |Towaliga River Greenway Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
LM-212 [Minter Dr Greenway Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
LM-213  |US 19/41 Sidepath | Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
LM-215 |US 19/41 Sidepath lI Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
LM-216 |Thompson Creek Greenway Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
LM-217 [SR 20 Sidepath Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
LM-219 |East Main St Sidepath | Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
LM-220 [SR 20 Sidepath Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
LM-222 |Old Hwy 3 Sidepath Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
LM-232 [North 40 Extension Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
LM-MM1 |Towaliga River Greenway Model Mile Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment
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Roadway Capacity Projects

N

h o , ID Facility
; CTP-R06 |Industrial Blvd

| _ CTP-RO5 |US Hwy 23
AP CTP-RO3 [State Rte 42
" HE-210 |L.G. GRIFFIN ROAD WIDENING
" HE-189 [SR 155 (MCDONOUGH ROAD) WIDENING
HE-126B |BILL GARDNER PARKWAY WIDENING
' HE-126A1|HAMPTON LOCUST GROVE ROAD WIDENING
g HE-211 | TANGER BOULEVARD NEW ALIGNMENT AND FLYOVER BRIDGE

CTRIR05)
~— 75 / (_/
\ =1 -1 L/ I
- ner_'nk v { eek 9/-'-"-"—-
23|
'

LEGEND . 75

S 1

Programmed Projects -MI \ - /_

Roadway Capacity Projects
w==_Widening
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Corridor Operations & Safety

~—~—IL_~._/-"F

Location
Tanger Blvd

Improvement
Install gaurdrail along curve, arterial upgrade

Ellistown Rd

Install shoulders and rumble strips

Perform an arterial upgrade with a focus on freight

. ~——CTP-S06 |Avalon Pkwy accomodation
== R — Install shoulders, two-way-center-turn lane, 12 foot travel
CTP-S31 [SR 155 lanes, and right turn lanes where needed. Add pavement
markings, improve at-grade rail crossing.
CTP-S32 Greenwood Ind/Lester Mill  |Install shoulders, two-way-center-turn lane, 12 foot travel

Rd

lanes, and right turn lanes where needed.




Intersections

ID Location Improvement
CTP-IS18 [SR 155 at Hampton Locust Grove Rd |[Convert westbound left turn phasing to protected only
\ CTP-IS23 |SR 155 at Avalon Pkwy Consolodate drlveways‘and install right turn lanes
\ along Avalon Pkwy/Indian Pkwy
\ CTP-IS24 [SR 155 at I-75 SB Ramps Restore pavement markings
CTP-1S27 (SR 42 at King Mill Rd Investigate frieght centered improvements
| Install westbound right turn lane and convert the
| CTP-I1S29 |Bill Gardner Pkwy at Tanger Blvd shared through/left/right lane to a shared
\ through/right lane
) \. IC-05 GA-155S @ I-75/GA-401 Interchange
/ IC-06 GA-155N @ I-75/GA-401 Interchange
/ US-23 S @ BURG RD/ENGLAND .
IC-1 I
C-15 CHAPEL RD Capacity Improvement
IC-21 Capacity Improvement

US-23 S @ BILL GARDNER PKY

—

LEGEND
@ Intersection Safety Projects
o Intersection Capacity Projects
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Sidewalks

LN
LM-129
LM-146
w22
; =_'.._
LM-20 =~
LM-16
o PO g S
e
- LM- 143
=
m
g
| M-142
LM-174 W LM-15
— \\
=T i, |
‘_ﬂ___{é?j}
LM-173 “-‘"\.\ [
B q‘.'
Sidewalk Recommendations — \ g—

ID Location

LM-03 King Mill Rd
LM-14 LG Griffin Rd
LM-15 Davis Rd/S Ola F
LM-16 Peeksville Rd
LM-20 S Ola Rd

LM-22 Walker Rd
LM-27 SR 155

LM-28 SR 155

LM-29 SR 155

LM-128 |Sowell Rd
LM-129 [Whitaker Rd/Soy
LM-130 [Nail Mill Rd
LM-132  |King Mill Rd/US
LM-133 [Old Jackson Rd/
LM-142 |Indian Creek Rd
LM-143 |Peeksville Rd
LM-146 |New Hope Rd
LM-148 |SR 81/Avalon Pk
LM-149 |SR 155

LM-171 |Iris Lake Rd
LM-173 |Stanley K Tange
LM-174 |LG Griffin Rd




Trails

LM-188

LM-251

LM:=252

LM=229
\
> LM'} 91
LM-189 /
LM-253 . v.S""WLMq%
UMY -264 LM-254 i
. : ——\v .
LM-248] @@ | M-249 , il
TV 268 LM-255
LMZ193 81 M;263
. L
‘M- LM-256 {
LM-257 53 UL ]
LM-188 |SR 42 Sidepath
LM-189 [Bowden Street Sidepath
LM-191 [Brown Branch Creek Greenway
LM-192 [S. Ola Road Sidepath
-
LEGEND LM-193 [Tanger Blvd Sidepath
Proposed Greenway LM-194 |Bill Gardner Pkwy Sidepath

LM-195 [Railroad Greenway
—\ //_ LM-229 [Hampton Locust Grove Rd Sidepath
7 LM-246 [Indian Creek Upgrade
LM-247  [WestSide Trail
LM-248 [Strong Rock Greenway 2
LM-249 [Strong Rock Greenway 1
LM-250 [Indian Creek Pathway 31

=== Proposed Sidepath
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Roadway Capacity Projects

CTP-R21

MCDONOUGH PKWY EXTENSION (MCDONOUGH BYPASS)

CTP-R22

AIRLINE ROAD EXTENSION

CTP-RO8

HENRY PKWY EXTENSION

CTP-R09

BRIDGES RD EXTENSION

CTP-R10

CHAMBERS RD EXTENSION

CTP-R23

SR 81 ROAD WIDENING

CTP-R25

SR 155 (MCDONOUGH ROAD) WIDENING

CTP-R28

RACETRACK ROAD WIDENING

CTP-R29

EAGLES LANDING PARKWAY WIDENING

CTP-R31

EAST LAKE PARKWAY WIDENING

CTP-R33

HAMPTON LOCUST GROVE ROAD WIDENING

CTP-R34

PATRICK HENRY PARKWAY: SEGMENT 2 - WIDENING

CTP-RO1

SR 155 WIDENING

CTP-R04

SR 20 WIDENING

CTP-R06

INDUSTRIAL BLVD WIDENING

CTP-R06

INDUSTRIAL BLVD WIDENING

CTP-R06

WILLOW LANE WIDENING

CTP-RO5

SR 42 WIDENING

CTP-RO6

OAK GROVE RD WIDENING

CTP-R13

I-75 WIDENING

ot GO ez

CTP-RO7

CAMPGROUND ROAD WIDENING

Bacetrack Rd

| PH Bl

Programmed Projects
Roadway Capacity Projects
Widening

New Roadway



Corridor Operations & Safety

ID Location Improvement
CTP-529 CTP-S06 |Avalon Pkwy Perform an arterial upgrade with a focus on freight accomodation
CTP-S09 (SR 81 Perform an arterial upgrade with a focus on freight accomodation
CTP-S10 |Henry Pkwy Convert corridor to "superstreet" with RCUTs and U Turns
S ~ CTP-S12 SR 20 Perform an arterial upgrade with a focus on high crash intersections
CTP-S14 |McDonough Pkwy [Perform an arteral upgrade
CTP-S15 [Old Griffin Rd Install traffic calming devices such as chicanes and speed bumps
CTP-S17 |McDonough Pkwy [Perform an arteral upgrade
CTP-S18 |Mt Carmel Rd Consolodate driveways in the north section and install turn lanes and
shoulders on the southern end
CTP-S20 |McDonough Pkwy |Provide TWTL for vehicles turning left from Ivey Edwards Ln
CTP-S22 (SR 42 Perform an arterial upgrade
' _~CTP-S23 |Hudson Bridge Rd  |Consolodate driveways and intersections
\ CTP-S24 |[Eagles Landing Pkwy|Convert four lane section to three lane section
1 ' . . . s
53 SN CTP-525 |Brannan Rd Bestore pavement markings and install signage indicating
%,,% “(’""‘. . intersections ahead
cTPS1R ] CTP-S26 |SR 42 Bestore Pavement markings and install signage indicating
g intersections ahead
c“._s,sé CTP-S29 |Springdale Rd Resurface and install rumble strips
% "\ CTP-530 |Jodeco Rd Ir\stall shoulders, two-way-center-turn lane, 12 foot travel lanes, and
}_@?wﬁg/ right turn lanes where needed.
Install shoulders, two-way-center-turn lane, 12 foot travel lanes, and
CTP-S31 Thoroughbred right turn lanes where needed. Add pavement markings, improve at-
Rd/Greenwood Rd g u'aes' ere needed. paveme arkings, improve a
grade rail crossing.
CTP-S32 |SR 155 Install shoulders, two-way-center-turn lane, 12 foot travel lanes, and

right turn lanes where needed.

Operational & Safety Upgrades



Intersections
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O Intersection Safety Projects
O Intersection Capacity Projects

ID Location
1512 Jodeco Rd at Oak Grove Rd
IS14 Avalon Pkwy at SR 81
IS17 SR 81 at Old Industrial Blvd
IS19 SR 20 at Industrial Blvd
1S20 SR 42 at Jodeco Rd
1S21 Henry Pkwy at Industrial Blvd
1523 SR 155 at Avalon Pkwy
1S24 SR 155 at I-75 SB Ramps
1S25 US 23 at SR 155
1S26 E Lake Pkwy at SR 155
1S27 SR 42 at King Mill Rd
, 1528 SR 81 EB at Zach Hinton Pkwy
1S38 Jodeco Rd at Dailey Mill Rd
IS39 McDonouth Pkwy at Bridges Rd
1S40 SR 42 NB at Lawrenceville St
1S41 N Bethany Rd at Lake Dow Rd
IC-03 GA-20 N @ US-23/GA-42/JF WARD BLVD/ATLANTA ST
IC-04 GA-20 N @ GA-155/) F WARD BLVD/KEYS FERRY ST
[ 1C-05 GA-155 S @ I-75/GA-401
IC-06 GA-155N @ I-75/GA-401
- 1C-07 GA-81 S @ GA-20/HAMPTON-MCDONOUGH RD
L 1C-08 GA-20 S @ US-23/GA-42/JF WARD BLVD/ATLANTA ST
IC-09 US-23 N @ GA-20/GA-81/COURTHOUSE SQ
IC-11 JOHN FRANK WARD BLVD W @ US-23/GA-42/MACON ST
IC-12 GA-155 N @ GA-20/GA-81/KEYS FERRY ST
IC-14 GA-155 N @ GA-20/JOHN FRANK WARD BLVD
IC-16 GA-155 N @ JOHN FRANK WARD BLVD
IC-18 GA-81 N @ US-23/GA-42/MACON ST/GRIFFIN ST
IC-19 GA-81 N @ GA-155/GA-20/S ZACK HINTON PKY
IC-20 GA-81S @ US-23/GA-42/MACON ST/GRIFFIN ST
IC-22 JOHN FRANK WARD BLVD W @ GA-20/ZACK HINTON PKY
IC-24 GA-155 N @ US-23/GA-42/MACON ST
IC-25 GA-155 S @ US-23/GA-42/MACON ST
IC-27 GA-81 N @ BETHANY RD
IC-28 JONESBORORD E @ GA-20
IC-29 JONESBORORD E @ I-75-TOLL
IC-30 JONESBORO RD W @ MCDONOUGH PKWY
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Sidewalks
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Sidewalk Recommendations

LM-22 L:22. ¥

ID Location Improvement
LM-03 King Mill Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of King Mill Rd
LM-04 Racetrack Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Race Track Rd
LM-05 Jonesboro Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Jonesboro Rd
LM-06 Mt Carmel Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Mt Carmel Rd
LM-07 Oak Grove Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Oak Grove Rd
LM-20 S OlaRd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of S Ola Rd
LM-22 Walker Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Walker Dr
LM-27 SR 155 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR 155
LM-28 SR 155 Install Sidewalk along the North Side of SR 155
LM-29 SR 155 Install Sidewalk along the North Side of SR 155
LM-33 SR 155 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR 155
LM-35 Henry Pkwy Install Sidewalk along North Side of Henry Blvd
LM-36 SR 155 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR 155
LM-37 Macon St Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Macon St
LM-38 Racetrack Rd Install Sidewalk along South Side of Racetrack Rd
LM-39 SR 81 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR 81
LM-40 Racetrack Rd Install Sidewalk along South Side of Racetrack Rd
LM-41 Macon St Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Macon St
LM-45 Phillips Dr Install sidewalk along both sides of PHillips Dr
LM-47 Depot St Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Depot St
LM-48 Lake Dow Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Lake Dow Rd
LM-50 Simpson St Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Simpson St
LM-51 Mill Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Mill Rd
LM-53 Lake Dow Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Lake Dow Rd
LM-55 Mt Carmel Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Mt Carmel Rd
LM-56 SR 20 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR 20
LM-58 Mill Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Mill Rd
LM-59 Jonesboro Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Jonesboro Rd
LM-60 Jonesboro Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Jonesboro Rd
LM-62 Chambers Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Chambers Rd
LM-63 McCullough Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of McCullough Rd
LM-64 Oak Grove Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Oak Grove Rd
LM-65 Jodeco Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Jodeco Rd
LM-66 Jodeco Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Jodeco Rd
LM-68 Campground Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Campground Rd
LM-69 Campground Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Campground Rd
LM-72 Patrick Henry Pkwy |Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Patrick Henry Pkwy
] Location Improvement
LM-75 Brannan Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Brannan Rd
LM-76 Rock Quarry Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Rock Quarry Rd
LM-79 Red Oak Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Red Oak Rd
LM-82 Rock Quarry Rd Fill Sidewalk Gaps along Both Sides of Rock Quarry Rd
LM-104 |S Zach Hinton Pkwy Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of S Zach Hinton Pkwy
LM-106 |Racetrack Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Racetrack Rd
LM-107 |Old Griffin Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Old Griffin Rd
LM-111  |Country Club Dr Install Sidewalk along the North Side of Country Club Dr
LM-117 |Banks Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Banks Rd
LM-124 |Tunis Rd Install Sidewalk along East Side of Tunis Rd
LM-126  [Tomlinson St Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Tomlinson St
LM-127 |Parker Rd Install Sidewalk along South Side of Parker Rd
LM-128 |Sowell Rd Install Sidewalk along East Side of Sowell Rd
LM-129  |Whitaker Rd/Sowell Rd Install Sidewalk along South Side of Whitaker Rd/Sowell Rd
LM-130  |Nail Mill Rd Install Sidewalk along South Side of Nail Mill Rd
LM-132  |King Mill Rd/US 23 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of King Mill Rd/US 23
LM-133  |Old Jackson Rd/King Mill Rd  [Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Old Jackson Rd/King Mill Rd
LM-134  |Willow Ln Install Sidewalk along West Side of Willow Ln
LM-135 |Jonesboro Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Jonesboro Rd
LM-136 |Jonesboro Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Jonesboro Rd
LM-147 [SR 20 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR 20
LM-148 |SR 81/Avalon Pkwy Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR 81/Avalon Pkwy
LM-149 |SR 155 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR 155
LM-150 |SR 81/Rosser Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR 81/Rosser Rd
LM-151 |Old Griffin Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Old Griffin Rd
LM-153  |McDonough Pkwy Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of McDonough Pkwy
LM-157 | Dailey Mill Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Dailey Mill Rd
LM-158 |SR 155 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR 155
LM-159 |Jodeco Rd/Chambers Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Jodeco Rd/Chambers Rd
LM-162 |SR 155 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR 155
LM-170 |Harold Dr/Peach Dr Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Harold Dr/Peach Dr
LM-171 _ [lris Lake Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Iris Lake Rd
LM-175 |Kelly Rd/Bridges Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Kelly Rd/Bridges Rd
LM-179 | Wilson Dr Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Wilson Dr
LM-180 |Turner Church Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Turner Church Rd




Trails

Name
Airline Road Sidepath

McGarity Road Sidepath

Industrial Blvd Sidepath

LM-185 |Henry Pkwy Sidepath

LM-187 |SR 20 Sidepath

LM-199 [SR 81 Sidepath

LM-235 |Bridges Rd Sidepath

LM-MM2 |Camp Creek Greenway Model Mile
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Roadway Capacity Projects

CTP-R26 |SR 920 (MCDONOUGH ROAD / JONESBORO ROAD) WIDENING

CTP-R29 |EAGLES LANDING PARKWAY WIDENING

CTP-R30 |EAST ATLANTA ROAD WIDENING . v, \
CTP-R32 [SR 138 WIDENING | N\ e
CTP-R34 |PATRICK HENRY PARKWAY: SEGMENT 2 - WIDENING
CTP-RO1 [SR 155 WIDENING

CTP-R02 |FLIPPEN RD WIDENING

CTP-RO2 |FLIPPEN RD WIDENING

CTP-R06 |WILLOW LANE WIDENING

CTP-R06 |OAK GROVE RD WIDENING

CTP-R02 |FLIPPEN RD WIDENING

CTP-R13 [I-75 WIDENING

CTP-R07 |CAMPGROUND ROAD WIDENING

Programmed Projects
Roadway Capacity Projects
» Widening
New Roadway
;'
J




Corridor Operations & Safety

ID Location Improvement
CTP-S17 |McDonough Pkwy Perform an arteral upgrade

Consolodate driveways in the
north section and install turn
lanes and shoulders on the
southern end

CTP-S18 |Mt Carmel Rd

Provide TWTL for vehicles

CTP-520 |McDonough Pkwy turning left from Ivey Edwards Ln

CTP-S22 [SR 42 Perform an arterial upgrade

Consolodate driveways and

CTP-S23 [Hudson Bridge Rd . ;
intersections

Convert four lane section to

CTP-S24 |Eagles Landing Pkwy R S

Restore pavement markings and
CTP-S25 [Brannan Rd install signage indicating
intersections ahead

Restore pavement markings and
CTP-S26 (SR 42 install signage indicating
intersections ahead

Resurface and install rumble

CTP-S29 |Springdale Rd .
strips

Install shoulders, two-way-center-
turn lane, 12 foot travel lanes,
and right turn lanes where
needed.

CTP-S30 (Jodeco Rd

Operational & Safety Upgrades

350 ‘ . | [ - \ cTP-s17



ID Location Improvement

[ ]
I n te rS e Ct I O n S 502 |SR 138 at Mt Zion Pkwy Consolodate drlyeways in the notheast and northwest
quadrants; repair pavement markings

1503 US 23 at Davis Rd Rest'rlct Left Turn/Through access along US 23 to and from
A \ \ | Davis Rd

Consolodate Driveways and minor intersections in the

1S04 US 23 at SR 138 . L . .
project vicinity, repair pavement markins

) \ / Install westbound right turn lane and consolodate or apply
~ N ! | 1S05 Jodeco Rd at Hudson Bridge Rd access management treatments to driveways near the
: X \ intersection

> N ! \ A X 1506 Red Oak Rd at Flippen Rd Repair pavement markings and convert phasing for
\ ,.-- : = eastbound left turn movement to protected only.

Make improvements to turn lane geometry and signal

1S07 Hudson Bridge Rd at Flippen Rd [ e s

1S08 Hudson Bridge Rd at I-75 SB Ramps Repair pavement markings

Repair pavement markings and coordinate signal with the
1S09 Hudson Bridge Rd at |-75 NB Ramps  |intersection of Eagles Landing Pkwy with Rock Quarry Rd
to manage queue spillback

1S12 Jodeco Rd at Oak Grove Rd Install turn lanes along Jodeco Rd
1520 SR 42 at Jodeco Rd Inﬁtall northbound right turn lane and consolodate
driveways

Restore pavement markings and alter the striping along
the westbound right turn lane to change the angle of the
approach

Mt Zion Pkwy at Brandsmart Park/Ride

832
Lot

Stripe north leg and install intersection ahead signage on

_.1S33 Pates Creek Rd at Noahs Ark Rd
all legs

IS36 Patrick Henry Pkwy at Countr Club Dr |Convert intersection to RCUT control

= = 1S38 Jodeco Rd at Dailey Mill Rd Install westbound left turn lane
™~ IC—1O TUATTO0O T W USTZO7/ORFZ7/IN TICINNT C .t . t
_ oL apacity improvemen
\ IC-13  |GA-138 W @ |-75/GA-401 Capacity improvement
5B \ IC-23 |GA-138 E @ FLIPPEN RD/SHIELDS RD  |Capacity improvement
J o — \ (o6 |EASTATLANTARD'S @ US-23/N Canacity imorovement
=X \ HENRY BLVD ey
=
— Jodeco Rd_[S{B.@— o/ \
LEGEN ) U Bl \
O Intersection Safety Projects ] i i \'\\
@ Intersection Capacity Projects \ | ™~ \
R\ (B4
\} ..'
— . I

=l 351
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i Sidewalk Recommendations LM-A3T

LM-156

LM-108

LM-157

ID Location

LM-13 Speer Rd

LM-66 Jodeco Rd

LM-72 Patrick Henry Pkwy
LM-75 Brannan Rd

LM-76 Rock Quarry Rd

LM-77 Watt Stephens Rd

LM-81 SR 138

LM-82 Rock Quarry Rd

LM-85 Davis Rd/N Davis Dr
LM-86 Valley Hill Rd

LM-90 E Atlanta Rd

LM-111  [Country Club Dr

LM-112  |Sheilds Rd

LM-113  [Davis Rd

LM-114 |Davidon Pkwy

LM-115 |[MLK Senior Heritage Trl
LM-116 |Tye St

LM-119 |Oakland Blvd/Pine St
LM-122 |N MillRd

LM-123 |[Cobblestone Ln

LM-139 |Soyview Rd/Walt Stephens Rd
LM-140 [Pinehurst Dr

LM-159 |Jodeco Rd/Chambers Rd
LM-165 |E Atlana Rd/Od Conyers Rd
LM-170 |Harold Dr/Peach Dr
LM-172 |US 23




Trails

ID Location
LM-200 Sidepath
- LM-201 Greenway
LM-209 Greenway
LM-210 Sidepath
LM-233 Greenway
LM-234 Sidepath
TSPLOST-1 |Greenway
\. TSPLOST-2 |Sidepath
TSPLOST-3 |Greenway
- TSPLOST-4 |Greenway
TSPLOST-5 |Sidepath
TSPLOST-6 |Sidepath
TSPLOST-7 |Sidepath

ZZZZZZ

» Proposed Greenwa y #

=== Proposed Sidepath
TSPLOST Greenway

mum TSPLOST Sidepath /g\

222222
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APPENDIX C: PROJECT PRIORITIZATION RESULTS

O3

SR AD WIS hHRcs

g3 Irearva 2 le> 3 lcarvess

Ranking Summary Sheet
Project ID Project Name Project Extents Project Descripiion
= = icdesra

SR A2 WID LI

a3 frcann 2 1o

TMDUS IRIAL BLYD WIDETTIE

Road widloning from 2 fo 4 lanos

TS [IRIAT Bl 1o WA SEFIEICS

Rooad widening from 2 to 4 lanes

75 WITST RIRICS.

FIRCORA juisl scatal by ool 1C3 Feagaless 1 caricdirigs 1Pl

I /5 VWicdeariirigy

RACLCIRACE ROAD WIDLEIRC

RONM SR 81 T LD SRITTIN ROAD

HEMRY PRV Y EXTERSICOR

Rorcacd vvicderiney (rcar 2 1o A laanes

TROM INDUSTRIAL BLVD T MNDUSTRIAL PEWY

Fleww 4 loine rocd and bridoe owver I-

75

RACSI5CIMICoUCST | 1P WY F X1 FFASICohd (MCCI3CaFICoUCsT | BY AT

J- i IAST

FIRO MM SR 20 (LAVWREIICEYILLE SIREET) 16 SR 81_(IKEYS FERRY ROAL)

Zlcine road

O VWIS IR CS

FIRCI A RA SCOMICOCILICSIE 16D SCol Il RIVER

vg3 trearva 2 les

1) B e

SR
SR 920 (MCDOMNOUCH ROAD / JIONLSBOROD ROAD) WIDLCHIFIC

LAYTOR o UNTY LINIE

a3 frcann 2 1o

SR 155 WIDERITIc:

Nough T SR

CSlening from 2 fo

SI2 150 (RACIIICOMICIUCST | IREIAID) WITSERIMCS

3 =i
75 SCoOUIIT 163 L IANICICIM-| C3C US| CSIRCoVE RCO Al /BT CoA IR SMIEIR
RV Ay

T

cdcring trom

FACSIES | ANDINICS DARKWAY WIERFICS

FIRCOMA EACSI ES PCOIrdl E P AREW AY 13 1S 253

Aerning trom

51 RO AD WIDLCHIEIC

CROM ELYs TTRRY ROAD T MNORTH/SOUTH BETHARY BcoAry

SR 158 WIDERIT e

hc3 fresrn

TROM MILLCRS MILL R AD T SR 155 (STOCKERIDOE HICCHWAY)

FLL R 2D WA T DRSS

clening fronn

FRO M SR IORTSROROD RO TC> SR 138

VNPIA| R NN
o+
0

Re>cacd vvicdesriirie Mrcarn

TATISSFR BOOUTI EVARD FIEWW Al ICSHPMERT ARIDS Fl YOOVER BRITCE FIRCOMA SIIRCOMICS RCOCTK PAREWAY 163 IARICSEIR BCOUL EVAIRID Fleww 2 laime rocicl and bridage overl 7
WWILLOOWVY LAIE WIDERIRICS TROM SR 20 TCo Il Il SRR 2 1c> A lcanes
FPATRICK HENRY PARKWVWAY: SECSRENT 2 — WIDEHICs TROM IO ROAD T LACLES LANDINC PARKWAY = to 4
FAST ATIARTA ROAD WISERINCS FROM VALLEY HILL ROAD T FAIRVICW ROAD 2 1o 4
CLIFFLIl RD WIDLTIINc TR M SR IO SBoo R RIS 7o SR 158 2 ic> A
L. CRIFFIN ROAD WIDERITG TROM HOSANILAH ROAD T SR AZ/US 23 Al ning = to A
FASI | AKE 1PARKWAY WIISERIRICS FROM SR 155 160 SR 20 Road widlening from 2 fo

CIIARMBERS R EXTERISICON

FIRCOMA SI2 831 163 CoOMKL AR RIS

ey 2 lcime rocact

1. AT CARMEL RD CXTCEISIOR

TRCONA STIOORIA | CotoP Tco S MT o ARMMET RIS

Tl > lcaries rescacd rescalicariricy Bl AAl ccarrnesl Rod caraed

S Pl Cocarrniel Bed

PANOLA RD WIDENIT

ROM EAIRVICW RD T SR 155

Panoloo Road Widoning

TIARAIZICORI | CoCs CSIRCOVE IRCOAI> VWITSERIRICS

FROM SR 20 (MOCDO MIOUCH ROALD)

Road widcening frorm 2 fo 4 lancs

iE
BRITSCSFES RO EXTERISICON

FIRCOAA WVWILLCOWVY | AFIE 163 ML 121D Flevw 2 lcine rocd cnd bridoe owver |2
FIROMN RODGERS ROAL 1O INIERSECION 1O SR 81 AND OLD JACKS O = ol =
AIRLINE ROALD EXIERISICON (YN e FREER eSS

1 121D WA SR ICS)

FIROIA SR JOINESBO RO RD 1 SR 138

Road widening from 2 fo 4 lanes

FIRCOAA 1D AL B CocoURIIY LIE 165 €e2Cok RCOAID

Ircarvy 2 les 4 learess

FTAIRVIT W RCoA D WITST EIRICS ASE T
AMP RO UND ROAD WIDLCHIRC

TRO M CHD OF A LANC SCCTIon NEAR JODLOCO RD T SE 155

frorr: 2 1o A Leanies

SAR CROVE RD WIDERITTC

ROM JOMNLSBOROD RD T JoODhoco RO

Rood widoning from 2 fo 4 lanos

354




Toial Weighied Score

=si o
R capycaczily [eTe] Is] Is} 1=}
Rocchvay Capacity 0o & &7 5 00 5 00 ©.00 =)
i Capacity >.50 TO.00 5.00 o0 G.00 =)
iy Cocapeoa ety NEE) To.00 500 .00 5.0 >
Rcrcacdvveay Cocapscacsily > 50 & &7 .00 5. 00 .00 o
Rocchvay Capacity > 50 & &7 5 00 5 00 ENale) =)
Roochvay Capacity -00 TO.00 ©.00 00 G.00 =)
12 o cacdvveay Coapooa ity ~5H0 TO.00 .00 > 00 .00 > =
Rercacdvveay Cocapscacsily 5 50 333 5.00 5 .00 500 ) >
= Y2 > 50 &. &7 .00 5 00 ©.00 =) Z0.00 50.42 10 1o=
Rocichwoy Capacity 5 o0 © oo [ENs]e] 5 00 ©oa =] Z0 00 a7 50 il T=e
2o caciv ey .00 1000 [SHSTe) 25,00 10.00 .00 20,00 a0 12 [
Rescacdvveay 000 T0.00 0.00 5.00 160.00 ©.00 50.00 As.o5 1= 1A=
Ry, [EN=]e) 3 33 [EN]s) S 00 10 00 5 00 000 A5 3 1A 1TA&
CE=T=T= =1 [ER=]s) Eerel [EN=]e) 500 T0.00 5.00 Z0.00 555 T Tae
e e 1.0 .00 1O.00 .00 25,00 10,00 15,00 .00 Ba.n 1o s
Rescacdvvesy 155 2 .50 v 5.00 5.00 160.00 500 500 =540 L o=
R oy, 125 = 50 10.00 [ENs]s) s 00 1000 5 00 ©.00 5375 LE=] S1o
CE=T=T= =1 155 = 50 To.00 [EN=]e] 500 10.00 5.00 ©.00 B3.75 LE=) S10
Rercac v 1.25 5.00 “7 0.00 5.00 .00 5.0 ©.00 32 22 20 212
> 155 [EN=]s) io00 [ENe]) 5 00 ENs]e) 5 00 5.00 1 o5 =1 L
Rocie T = 50 Nele) S= oo 5 00 oo 5. .00 5.00 O 5= == i3
=T ry S 50 000 == 1) o0 .00 5.00 5.00 S.em 55 Sia
Rercac 3 55 .50 - oI 5 00 SXele] .00 500 304 ) 370
Rocactvveny Creappaacily =5 = 50 = E]e) Eels) ENels] © 00 5.00 O AD = ==}
R v =5 = 50 & oo 5 o0 o oo 5 00 5.00 oAz =a =)
= y S5 .00 = o 0 .00 500 5.00 5% e S Saa
R v ey 5.5 10.00 =le] 5 00 Nele) o000 O .00 >8.75 -8 345
ty 2225 2.50 10.00 .00 SO0 ©0.00 -00 ©.00 o8, 2s Bas
- = .00 @ ln .00 .00 [ENsIS) .00 3.00 7o =0 Sas
R > =5 fele) & &7 5.00 5 0.00 [on SXele] 7.5 30 347
R 2 =25 2 50 EepEckeY o 00 5 00 ©.00 5 00 5.00 =7 00 =) =)
= Y3 S5 .00 TO.00 G.00 S13) ©.00 .00 5.00 5&.00 =3 354

355



Intersection Capacity

Ranking Summary Sheet

SORT TIER Project Name Project Extents Project Description
R.IC-O1 1 | CGA-20 5 @ |-75/CGA-401 CA-205 @ |-75/CA-401 (SR
R.IC-02 z | GA-20 N & |I-75/GA-401 GA-20 N @ |I-75/GA-401 A
R.IC-03 2 | CSA-20 N @ US-23/CA-42/JF WARD BLVD/ATLANTA S SA-20 N @ US-23/CA-42/IF WARD BLVD/ATLAMNTA S A
R.IC-04 4 1 GA-20 M @ GA-155/1 F WARD BLWD/KEYS FERRY 5 GA-20 M @ GA-155/1 F WARD BLWD/KEYS FERRY 5 B A
R.IC-O5 5 | SA-1555 @ |-75/CA-401 CA-1555 @ |-75/CA-401 A
R.IC-0& & | SA-155 M @ -7 5/ G A-401 GA-155 M @ I-75/GA-401 BAA
R.IC-OF 7 1l S A-8]1 5§ B GA-20/HAMPTON-FMCDONOUGH RC S A-81 5 @ GA-20/HANMPTOMN-MCDOMNOUGH RC B
R.IC-08 8 | SA-20 5 @ US-23/CGA-42/JF WARD BLWD/ATLAMNTA S GA-20 5 @ US-23/GA-42/1F WARD BLVD/ATLANMTA S B A
R.IC-O% 7 | US5-23 N @ GA-20/GABI1/COURTHOUSE 5C Us5-23 M@ GA-Z0/GA-B1/COURTHOUSE 5G A
R.IC-10 10 | GA-138 E @ UsS-23/GA-42/M HEMNRY BLVE GA-138 E @ US-23/CGA-42/M HENMRY BLVE A A
R.IC-11 ¥ {1 JOHMN FRAME WARD BLWD W & US-23/GA-42/AACOM 5 JOHM FRAME WARD BLWD W & US-23/GA-42/fAACOMN 5 BAA
R.IC-12 2 1] SA-155 N @ GA-20/CGA-B81/KEYS FERRY 51 SA-155 M @ GA-20/3A-B1/KEYS FERRY 351 A
R.IC-13 13 | GA-138 W B -7 5/ G A-401 S A-138 W B -7 5/ G A-40] B A
R.IC-14 14 1] SA-1585 N @ GA-20/JOHMN FRAMEK WARD BLVL SA-185 N @ GA-20/JOHN FRAMNE WARD BLVLC A A
R.IC-15 15 1] U5-22 5 @ BURG RD/EMNGLAMD CHAPEL RC US-23 5 @ BURG RD/EMNGLAND CHAPEL RC B
R.IC-1& 14 Il GA-185 N @ JOHMN FRANK WARD BLVLC CSA-155 N @ JOHMN FRAMNEK WARD BLVC [
R.IC-17 17 | CA-B] M@ |-F5/GA-401 SA-B1 M & |-75/GA-401 AA
R.IC-18 18 I GA-81 N @ US-23/CA-42/1MACOMN ST/GRIFFIMN 51 CA-81 N & US-23/CGA-42/I\ACCON ST/GRIFFIMN 57 [
R.IC-1% 12 1 SABT N @ GA-T55/CA-20/5 ZACK HINTOMN PKY SABI N @ CGA-155/CA-20/5 ZACK HINTOMN PKY (RS
R.IC-20 20 I GAB1 5 @ US-23/CA-42/IWACONMN ST/GRIFFIMN §° CABT S @ US-23/CGA-42/MACOM ST/GRIFFIMN §° A
R.IC-21 21 {1 US-22 5 @ BILL CARDMNER PKY US-23 8§ @ BILL GARDMER PKY A
R.IC-22 22 1 JOHMN FRANE WARD BLVD W @ CGA-20/ZIACK HINTOMN PK® JOHMN FRANEK WARD BLVD W @ CA-20/ZACK HINTOMN PEK® A
R.IC-23 23 1) S A-138 E @ FLIPPEMN RD/SHIELDS RC CA-138 E @ FLIPPEN RD/SHIELDS RC A
R.IC-Z24 24 1] GA-155 N @ US-23/CA-42/MACOMN 57 S A-155 N .8 US-23/CGA-42/MMACOMN 51 B A
R.IC-25 25 1l CA-155 5 @ US-23/CA-42/MACON 51 CSA-15535 @ US-23/CA-42/1MACOMN 51 (B
R.IC-Z& 26 i EAST ATLANTA RD 5 @ US-23/M HENRY BLWVI EAST ATLANTA RD 5 @ US-23/M HEMNRY BLWVL A
R.IC-27 27 {1} CSAS81 N @ BETHANY RC CSAB1 N @ BETHANY RC B
R.IC-Z28 28 1] JOMESBORO RD E @ GA-2C JOMESBORO RD E @ GA-2C B A
R.IC-2% 29 il JOMNESBORC RD E @ |-75-TOLL JOMNESBORO RD E @ |-75-TOLL B A
R.IC-320 30 1] JOMESBORO RD W & (MCDOMOUGH PEWH JOMESBORO RD W @ (MCDOMOUGH PEWY B A
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Project Type

Mobility and Reliability

Accessilib

Growth Patterns

Environmental Quality

Freight

otal Score

Category Ranking

Overall Ranking

Intersection Capacihy .75 0.00 10.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 53.75 & 80
Intersecticn Capacity 5.00 0.00 10.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 55.00 1 50
Intersection Capacihy 2.50 2.50 & &7 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 51.67 8 1

Intersection Capacity 1.25 2.50 &.67 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 50.42 17 103
Intersection Capacihy 5.00 0.00 10.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 55.00 1 50
Intersection Capacity 5.00 D.00 10.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 55.00 1 50
Intersection Capacihy V25 0.00 10.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 51.25 15 101
Intersecticon Capacity 2.50 2.50 5,67 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 51.67 B8 F1

Intersecticn Capacity 2.50 2.50 6. 67 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 51.67 8 F1

Intersecticn Capacity 1.25 2.50 10.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 53.75 & 80
Intersecticn Capacity 2.50 2.50 &.67 5.00 5.00 10.00 000 20.00 51.67 B F1

Intersection Capacity 1.25 2.50 &.67 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 50.42 17 103
Intersection Capacity 5.00 0.00 10.00 5.00 5.00 10.00 000 20.00 55.00 1 50
Intersection Capacihy 1.25 2.50 567 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 50.42 17 103
Intersecticon Capacity 1.25 0.00 &5.67 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 A7 .92 25 123
Intersection Capacihy ¥.25 2.50 5.67 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 50.42 T 103
Intersection Capacity 5.00 0.00 10.00 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 55.00 1 50
Intersection Capacity 2.50 2.50 &.67 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 51.67 8 21

Intersection Capacihy 125 2.50 &. &7 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 50.42 17 103
Intersection Capacity 2.50 2.50 &.67 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 51.67 8 21

Intersection Capacihy 2.50 2.50 &.67 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 51.67 8 1

Intersection Capacihy 1.25 2.50 &. 67 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 50.42 17 102
Intersection Capacihy 125 0.00 10.00 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 51.25 15 101
Intersection Capacihy 1.25 0.00 &. 47 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 47 .92 25 123
Intersection Capacihy 125 0.00 &.6F -5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 47 .92 25 123
Intersecticn Capacify 1.25 0.00 10.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 46.25 28 143
Intersection Capacity 2.50 0.00 &. 67 0.00 5.00 10.00 0,00 20.00 44.17 30 170
Intersection Capacity 1-25 2.50 &.67 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 50.42 TZ 103
Intersection Capacihy 3.75 0.00 10.00 000 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 48.75 24 122
Intersection Capacity 1.25 0.00 10.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 000 20.00 46.25 28 143
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Intersection Safety

Ranking Summary Sheet
Project ID Project Name Project Extents Project Description
R.IS-03 US 23 at Davis Rd US 23 at Davis Rd Restrict Left Turn/Through access along US 23 to and from Davis Rd
Consolodate Driveways and minor intersections in the project vicinity, rep
RS04 US 23 af SR 138 Unedareh I paverment markins
R.I5-28 SR 81 EB at Zach Hinton Pkwy SR 81 EB af Zach Hinton Pkwy Install northbound right turn lane and consolodate driveways
: Install westbound right furn lane and consolodate or apply access
R.IS-05 Jodeco Rd at Hudson Bridge Rd dedecod.al hiudsohbrivge kd management freatments to diveways near the intersection
R.IS-08 Hudson Bridge Rd atf I-/5 SB Ramps Hudson Bridge Rd at I-75 SB Ramps Repair pavement markings
. i Repair pavement markings and coordinate signal with the intersection o
RIS-09 Hudson Bridge Rd at I-75 NB Ramps Hudson Bridge Rd at I-75 N8 Ramps Eagles Landing Pkwy with Rock Quarry Rd to manage queue spillback
R.IS-20 SR 42 at Jodeco Rd SR 42 af Jodeco Rd Install northbound right turn lane and consolodate driveways
Consolodate driveways and install right furn lanes along Avalon Plkwy/Indi
RI5-23 SR 155 at Avalon Pkwy SR 135 at Avalon Pkwy Pkwy
RIS-24 SR 155 at I-75 SB Ramps SR 155 at-75 $B Ramps Restore pavement markings
RIS-26 E Lake Pkwy at SR 155 E Lake Pkwy at 5R 155 Consolodate driveways
R.IS-12 Jodeco Rd at Oak Grove Rd Jodeco Rd at Oak Grove Rd Install furn lanes along Jodeco Rd
SR 20 at Industrial Bivd Re-stripe southbound right turn lane at the intersection of SR 20 at Presto
R.IS-19 SR 20 at Industrial Bivd Creek Dr to remove "free flow" and enter the through lane
US 23 ot SR 155 Restore pavement markings, investigate providing a protected phase fc
R.IS-25 US 23 af SR 155 southbound left turning vehicles
RIS-27 SR 42 at King Mill Rd SR 42 at King Mill Rd Investigate frieght centered improvements
R.S-33 Pates Creek Rd at Noahs Ark Rd Pates Creek Rd at Noahs Ark Rd Stripe north leg and install intersection ahead signage on all legs
R.IS-38 Jodeco Rd atf Dailey Mill Rd Jodeco Rd at Dailey Mill Rd Install westbound left turn lane
R.IS-18 SR 155 af Hampton Locust Grove Rd SR 155 at Hampton Locust Grove Rd Convert westbound left fum phasing to protected only
’ Consolodate driveways in the northeast and northwest quadrants; repal
RIS02 SR 138 af Mt Zion Pkwy SR 138 at Mt Zion Plowy pavernent markings
RIS-14 Avalon Pkwy at SR 8] Avalon Pkwy at SR 81 Extend WB LT Lane
R.IS-21 Henry Pkwy af Industrial Blvd Henry Pkwy at Industrial Bivd Install southbound leftturn lane along Industrial Bivd
R.IS-40 SR 42 NB at Lawrenceville §t SR 42 NB at Lawrenceville St Prohibit westbound through movement
R.IS-17 SR 81 at Old Industrial Bivd SR 81 at Old Industrial Blvd Extend Right Turn Lanes along SR 81
R.IS-01 SR 20 WB at Lower Woolsey Rd SR 20 WB at Lower Woolsey Rd Realign westbound right turn approach fo improve sight distance
Restore pavement markings and install intersection ahead signage alon:
R.IS-31 SR 20 at Lower Woolsey Rd o) ot layper Woglhey R northbound appoach
: : Make improvements to furn lane geomeiry and signal phasing based on st
RIS-O7 Hudison Bridge Rd at Flippen Rd bicorrage Relol Aippen RY results
RIS-4] B BethGny Re 6t Laka Dow R N Bethany Rd at Lake Dow Rd Either remove or properly stripe add lane, install intersection ahead sign ale
westbound approach
R.IS-36 Patrick Henry Pkwy at Countr Club Dr Patrick Henry Pkwy at Countr Club Dr Convert intersection to RCUT control
R.IS-34 F Atlanta Rd af Rex Rd E Aflanta Rd af Rex Rd Install overhead flashing lights
' Repair pavement markings and convert phasing for eastbound left turr
R.IS-06 Red Oak Rd at Fippen Rd s A IR A movement to protecied only.
. . Install westbound right fum lane and convert the shared through/left/rigt
R.IS-29 Bill Gardner Pkwy atf Tanger Blivd Bill Gardner Pkwy at Tanger Blvd lane to a shared through/right lane
. . Restore pavement markings and alter the striping along the westbound ric
R.IS-32 Mt Zion Pkwy at Brandsmart Park/Ride Lot Misien Tk aliBrapdimer Bapd(Fidelol turn lane to change the angle of the approach
i Install left turn lanes along McDonough Pkwy and stop ahead signage alo
R.IS-39 McDonouth Pkwy at Bridges Rd Mollenouih Phwyoi dndgesRd the wesibound approach
R.IS-30 Sandy Ridge Rd at Mt Bethel Rd Sandy Ridge Rd at Mt Bethel Rd Install signage on all legs indicating stop or intersection ahead
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Total Weighted Score

Project Type Mobility and Reliability Accessilibity Growth Patterns Environmental Quality Safety  Funding Qualily of Life Freight Total Score Category Ranking Overall Ranking

Infersection Safefy 0.00 500 10.00 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 5500 ] 50
air

Infersection Safety 0.00 500 10.00 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 55.00 ! £

Infersechion Safefy 0.00 500 10.00 500 5.00 10.00 0.00 70,00 5500 i 50

Intersection Safety 0.00 2.50 10.00 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 52.50 4 o4

Intersection Safefy 2.50 0.00 10.00 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 7000 52.50 7 84
7

Infersection Safety 2.50 0.00 10.00 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 52,50 4 84

Infersechion Safety 0.00 250 T0.00 500 500 T0.00 0.00 7000 53,50 7 84
an

Intersection Safety 0.00 2,50 10.00 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 52,50 4 &4

Intersection Safefy 2.50 0.00 T0.00 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 2000 52.50 ] 84

Infersection Safefy 0.00 2.50 10.00 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 2000 52.50 ] 84

Infersection Safefy 0.00 0.00 70.00 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 7000 50.00 I K
il

Intersection Safety 0.00 0.00 10.00 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 50.00 1 11
i

Intersection Safety 0.00 0.00 10.00 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 50.00 ! i

Infersection Safefy 0.00 0.00 10.00 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 2000 50.00 7 111

Infersection Safefy 0.00 0.00 T0.00 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 2000 50.00 1 1

Infersection Safefy 0.00 0.00 10.00 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 2000 50.00 1 111

Infersection Safefy 0.00 250 567 500 5.00 10.00 0.00 7000 1917 7 121
r

Infersection Safety 0.00 250 10.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 47.50 18 127

Infersechion Safefy 0.00 250 10.00 0.00 500 10.00 0.00 70,00 4750 8 127

Infersection Safefy 0.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 2000 47.50 18 127

Infersection Safefy 0.00 250 T0.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 2000 47.50 B 127

Infersection Safefy 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 2000 4500 22 148

Infersechion Safety 0.00 0.00 .67 0.00 5.00 T0.00 0.00 2000 A147 23 197
)

Infersection Safety 0.00 000 6.67 0.00 500 10.00 0.00 20.00 067 2 197
iy . 25 323

Intersection Safety 0.00 000 10.00 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 30.00
M9 | Intersection Safety 0.00 0.00 10.00 500 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 30.00 25 323

Infersechion Safety 0.00 750 T0.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 77.50 27 349

Infersechion Safefy 0.00 0.00 6.67 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 76.67 28 351
1

Infersection Safety 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 500 10.00 0.00 0.00 25.00 = .
t Intersection Safefy 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 25.00 29 355
b . 29 355

Intersection Safety 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 25.00
ng ) 29 355

Intersection Safety 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 25.00

Intersection Safety 0.00 0.00 667 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 2167 33 359
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Arterial Upgrade & Roadway Safe

Project ID

Project Name

Project Extents

Ranking Summary Sheet

Project Type

Tanger Bivd Install guardrail along curve, arterial upgrade Arterial Upgrade Pr
R.5S-02 Old Hwy 3 Perform an arterial upgrade Arterial Upgrade Pr
R.SS-03 Woolsey Rd Restore pavement markings and install signage indicating intersections ahead Roadway Safety Pr
RSS-04 Hawngian Leeusftmusiia Make improvements to the intersection with McDonough §t, install shoulders Sondway Sdtdy T

and tum lanes
R.§S-05 Peeksville Rd Install shoulders and rumble strips Roadway Safety Pr.
R.$S-06 Avalon Pkwy Perform an arterial upgrade with a focus on freight accomodation Arterial Upgrade Pr
R.SS.07 Dioksesy R Install should.ers cznq rumble strips, converi_southem |n‘f§rsech.on fo RCUT Roemiway Safety Pr
control, install signage where appropriate due 1o sight distance
R.SS-09 Avalon Pkwy Perform an arterial upgrade with a focus on freight accomaodation Arterial Upgrade Pr
R.SS-10 Henry Pkwy Convert corridor to supersireet” with RCUTs and U Turns Roadway Safety Pr
R.5S-12 SR 81 Perform an arterial upgrade with a focus on high crash intersections Arterial Upgrade Pr
R.SS-13 Mt Bethel Rd Repave and restore pavement markings, install shoulders and rumble sirips Roadway Safety Pr
R.5S-14 McDonough Plowy Perform an arteral upgrade Arterial Upgrade Pr
R.§S-15 Simpson Rd/James St Install tfraffic calming devices such as chicanes and speed bumps Roadway Safety Pr
R.8S-17 McDonough Pkwy Perform an arteral upgrade Arterial Upgrade Pr
R.S5-18 Mill Rdl Consolodate driveways in the north section and install turn lanes and shoulders Roadiay Saie iy Pr
on the southern end
R.$5-20 McDonough Pkwy Provide TWIL for vehicles turning left from Ivey Edwards Ln Roadway Safety Pr
R.§S-22 Jodeco Rd Perform an arterial upgrade Arterial Upgrade Pr
R.$S-23 Hudson Bridge Rd Consolodate driveways and intersections Roadway Safety Pr
R.55-24 Couniry Club Dr Convert four lane section 1o three lane sectlion Roadway Safety Pr
R.§S-25 Brannan Rd Restore pavement markings and install signage indicating intersections ahead Roadway Safety Pr
R.55-26 Brannan Rd Restore pavement markings and install signage indicating intersections ahead Roadway Safety Pr
R.55-29 Springdale Rd Resurface and install rumble strips Roadway Safety Pr
R.S5-30 Chambers Rd Install shoulders, two-way-center-turn lane, 12 foot fravel lanes, and right turn AnterialUpgiade 7
lanes where needed.
Install shoulders, two-way-center-turn lane, 12 foot fravel lanes, and right turn )
R.SS-31 Thoroughbred Rd/Greenwood Rd ¥ . . . - . Arterial Upgrade Pr
lanes where needed. Add pavement markings, improve af-grade rail crossing.

R 5532 Gresnwood Ind flester Wil Rd Install shoulders, two-way-center-turn lane, 12 foot fravel lanes, and right turn ArtennlUpaIaHe P

lanes where needed.
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Total Weighted Score

Mobility and Reliability Accessilibity Growth Patterns Environmental Quality Safety Funding Quality of Life Freight Total Score Category Ranking Overall Ranking
oject 0.00 0.00 6.67 0.00 5.00 10.00 2.90 0.00 24.17 14 345
oject 0.00 5.00 6.67 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 46.67 1 372
oject 0.00 0.00 6.67 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 26.67 8 320
oject 0.00 0.00 6.67 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 21.67 17 144
oject 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 25.00 12 320
oject 0.00 0.00 10.00 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 40.00 4 345
oject 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 25.00 12 359
oject 0.00 0.00 6.67 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 31.67 9 366
oject 0.00 0.00 6.67 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 26.67 8 359
oject 0.00 0.00 6.67 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 41.67 3 359
oject 0.00 0.00 6.67 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 21.67 17 320
oject 0.00 0.00 6.67 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 31.67 5 8|
oject 0.00 5.00 6.67 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 26.67 8 204
oject 0.00 0.00 6.67 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 21.67 17 359
oject 0.00 0.00 6.67 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 21.67 17 375
oject 0.00 0.00 6.67 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 21.67 17 375
pject 0.00 0.00 6.67 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 20.00 46.67 1 144
oject 0.00 0.00 6.67 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 31.67 5 366
oject 0.00 0.00 6.67 5.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 26.67 8 375
oject 0.00 0.00 6.67 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 21.67 17 315
oject 0.00 0.00 6.67 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 21.67 17 By
oject 0.00 0.00 6.67 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 21.67 i7 375
oject 0.00 2.50 6.67 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 24.17 14 3/5
oject 0.00 0.00 6.67 0.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 21.67 17 372
oject 0.00 0.00 6.67 0.00 5.00 10.00 2.50 0.00 24.17 14 375
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Last Mile Connectivity

Project 1D SORT Pra[m:t Description Project Type
Lw-19 19 U5 23 Brown Ave to Belhiehem Rd Install a5t Mile Connectivity
LM-49 45 SR 20 Philips Dr 1o Simpson St Insial Sl:lcwct along Bofh Sides of Sk 20 ast Mile Connectivity
188 5K 42 Sidepath SR 155 1o Locus! Grove Recreation Cenler Constuct Multiuse Focil ent ast Mile Connectivity |
4 Racetack Rd liis Lake Rd to SR 81 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Race Track Bd ast Mile Connectivity |
31 Indlustrial Blvd Henry Pkwy 1 SR 155 Install Sidewolk along Both Sides of Industrial Bvd ast Mile Connectivity |
36 SR 155 US 23 1o Rocetrack Rd Install Sidewalk atong Both Sides of SR 155 ast Mile Connectivity
38 Racetrock Rd Maocon St to SR 155 Install along South of Racetrack Rd ast Mile Connectivity
4h SR 81 Lake Dow Rd lo Racetrack Rd Fil Siclewalk Gaps along Both Sides of SK 81 ast Mile Connectivity |
54 5R 20 Fairview Dr 1o Tuner Church Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR 20 ast Mile Conneclivity
&7 Us 23 Jodeco Rd o McDonough Piowy Irslall Sidewalk along Bolh Siies of US 23 a5t Mike Connectivity |
a1 SR 138 Neal Bivd to US 23 Install Sidewalk along Bolh Sides of SR 138 asi Mile Connectivity
147 SR 20 Oakland Rd b Plwy Instal Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR 20 ast Mile Connectivity
150 SR B1/Rosser Rd R Rl o Lake Dow Rd Tnsiol Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR Bl/Rosser Rd st Mile Connectivity
176 Industrial Blvd SR 20 1o Herey Piowy Instol Sickewolk along Both Sides of Industrial Blvd st Mile Connectivity |
219 East Main 51 Sidepath | Oiak Sto 5k 20 Constiuct Multiuse Facility along Alignment a5t Mile Conneclivity
234 Jodeco Rd Sidepath Chamibars Blvd to US 23 Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment asl Mike Connectivity |
34 E Main S1/Okd Hwy 3 Eim St 1o 8l Install Sidewalk along Bolh Sides of E Main SHOId Hwy 3 asl Mile Connectivity
59 Jonesboro Rd N Mt Canml Rd to Chambers Rd Instal Sidewolk along Both Sides of Jonesboro Rd ast Mile Connectivity |
91 SR 138 Hemphill Rd to Old Conyers Rd Instal along Bolh Sides of SR 138 ast Mile Connectivity |
105 Us 23 McDonough Plwy to Huntington Dr Fill in Siclewalk Gaps along Both Sides of US 23 ast Mile Connectivity |
158 SR 155 Compground Ral fo Fairview Df Install Sidewalk along Boih Sides of 5k 155 ast Mile Conneclivity
187 58 20 Sidepaoth 1753 and 120 intersection 1o Simpson S Construct Multiuse Facility along &gmmnr as! Mile Conneclivity |
222 Ok Hwy 3 Sidepath Ahmah Lee R 1o Cor Parker Rd Construct Multiuse Facili as! Mile Connactivity
a3 SR 155 Old Gritfin Rd bo US 23 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR 1 55 as! Mike Connectivity |
a7 Macon 51 Racelrock Rd to SR 155 Insial Sidewalk along Both Sides of Macon 51 asi Mile Connectivity
44 SR 20 pAcDol h P to Phil Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR 20 ast Mile Connectivity
08 SR 20 egency Park Dr lo McDonough Instal along Bofh of 5K 2 a5t Mile Connectivity
38 N Henry Bhed/E Loke Plowy SR 138 1o 58 153 Install Sidewalk along Bom Sides ol N Henry Bvd/E Loke Piowy ast Mile Conneclivity |
48 SR B1/Avalon Py Mill Rd 1o 5R 155 Install Sidewalk alang Both Sides of SK 81/Avakon Py ast Mile Conneclivity
55 SR 81 Jabhn Frank Ward Bivid 1o Lake Dow Rd Instoll Sidevwal along Both Sides of SR 81 as! Mile Connectivity |
42 SR 155 E Laoke Pkwy lo Campground Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of 58 155 as! Mile Connectivity
72 Us 23 Vailey Hill Rd to Davis Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of US 23 ast Mile Connectivity
184 Induskial Bivd Sidepa 12016 N McDonough RA/sR 155 Consiuet Multhse Facilly dlong Alignment a5t Mile Connectivity |
199 5 Sidepal Lenvon 5110 1638 Hwy 81 Constiue! Multiuse Faciiity along Alignment Last Mile Connectivity |
210 [ SmissiovelerarsDr Consinict Mullise Fociily along Alignment ast Mile Conn ecllvlﬁ I
217 I Hwy' 3 o Proposed Thompson Creak Greenv. Construct Mulfiuse Facility along NEI’H’T\I\_ nr 51 Milke Conne iy
220 3R 3 to Floyd Rd Construc! Multiuse Facll ast Mile Connectivity |
221 E Main St Sidepath il Eim 51 1o Ahmah Lee Rd Construct Multivse Facliity along Nuﬂnmenl’ asi Mile Conneclivity
82 Rock Guany Rd US 23 to Red Oak Rd Fﬂ&dmkﬁop&ohm&ohﬂdesolﬁock@uﬂwkﬂ | Lost Mile Connectivity |
rsTal ewealk along 1 ges Of MC il ) 5
156 | McCulliough RdfMitchel Rd/ Jonesboro R Rd to N Mt Carmel Rd Raf Jonesboro Rd Last Mile Connectivity
24 Jonesboro Rd Si Waitrut Creek fo Fippen Rd Bdersion Censtruct Mulfiuse Facility along Alignment ast Mile Connectivity |
247 SR 155 Sdepath Panola Rd o Mountan Creek Consrlucl Multuse Fﬂcllll\f along Alignment Al Mile Connectivity
T US4l Teamon Rd 1o Lower Wooksey Rd Sides of U5 41 sl Mile Coreectivily |
7 U5 41 Lower Wookey Rd to SR 20 W 41 st Mile Connectivity |
10 Jodeco Rd Blockhall Rd fo Noahs Atk Rd [ Il Sidewalk along Boln Sies of Jodeco Rd st Mile C Tivih
11 Jodeco Ro Floyd Rd 1o Blockhal Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of lodeco Rd sl Mile Camec!nﬂ‘r N
39 SR B Oakiand Rd 1o Mil Rd STl kel along Bofh Sides of SR BT st Mile Connecivity |
40 Jonesborc Rd Chambers Rd to Ml Rd Install Sidewolk along Both Sides of Jonesbore Rd ast Mile Connectivity |
5] Jodeco Rd Dok Grove Rd fo Dailey Mil Rd ATl SIGevolk Glong Bomh Sides of Jodeco Rd ast Mile Connectivity |
bé Jodeco Rd Daiiley Mill Rd to US 23 Insiall Sicdewalk along Bolh Sides of Jodeco Rd a5l Mike l ﬂ}'_'_
0 Us 23 Compground Rd 1o Jodeco Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of US 23 as! Mike Connectivity |
74 SR 42 Paskview Pl lo Campground Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR 42 ast Mile Conneclivity
B0 SR 138 US 73 fo ol Rock Rd Tnstall Sidewalk along Both Sides of SR 138 51 Mile Connectivily |
87 SR 155 Reagan Rd to Camp Creek Or Install Sidewalk along Bolh Sides o 3R a5 ast Mile Conneclivity |
73 SR 138 Oid Conyers Rd 1o 5k 155 Tristoll Sidevealk arong Bolh Sides of Sk 138, ast Mile Connectivity |
[ Racefrack Rd Towne Park Dr fo s Lake Rd Instal sidewalk along Bolh Ssides of Rocelrock Rd st Mike Conneclivity |
14 Jonesboro Rd Mill Rd o H75 Instcal Sichewok Bolh Sides of Jonesboro Rd ast Mike Connectivity |
s 23 LG Gatlin Bd to Stanley K Tanger Bivd Install Sidevwalic along South Side of US 23 ast Mile Connectivity
A5 us 41 Speedway Biv fo Richard Pefty Blvd Instali Sidewalk along Bofn Sides of US 41 ast Mile Conneclivity :
# SR 155 Incsustrial Bivd to Ofd Grilfin Ra Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of S8 155 ast Mile Connectivity |
Jodeco Rd Moaks Ark Rd 10 Flippen Rd TG Siaewalk Glong BT Skies ol Joaeco Rd ast Mile Connectivity |
US 19/41 Si ih | 7 Dr 1o Proy d Bear Creek Greenway Algnr Constiuct Multiuse Facility along Alignment st Mile Connectivity |
U5 To/4TSapat | s 0716 roposad Baor rook Greariuty Algh]—Conuer Mol Facily gong Migwant ivile Comactuty T
Oid Highway 3 Sidepath SR 20 to Old Griffin Rd Constuct Multivse Facility along Alignment as! Mike Connectivily
H SR 155 Westidge Pewy 1o Avalon Pewy Install Sicdevwalk along Bolh Sides of SR 155 ast Mile Connectivity :
{:] SR 155 Avalon Piowy to 1-75 5B Ramps Install Sickewalk clong the North Side of SR 155 asi Mile Conneclivity |
29 SR 155 1-75 NB Romps 1o Indushicl Bivd Install Sidewdalk clong e Norh Side of SR 155 st Mile Connectivity |
5 Jonesboro Rd Mt Carmet Rd fo Kelly Rd Instad Siclewolk along Both Sides of Jonesboro R | Last Mile Conneciivity
159 Jodeco RdfChambers Rd n Rd fo McCul Rl Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Jodeco Ra/Chombers R | Last Mile Comeclhflﬂ :
244 MLK Connect Shoal Creek fo Peeksville Connactor Constuct Multivse Facility along Alignmisnt as! Mile C
266 Frances Word Greenway. SR 42 fo Fronces Ward Constuct Mulfiuse Facility along ast Mile Comecl[-wm |
24 roda Plowy W Main 51 fo E Main 51 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Mognola Plowy ast Mile Connectivity |
26 Wookay Rd US 19 1o W Main St Tnstall Sidewalk along Bofh Sides of Wookey Rd Gt Mile Connectivily |
77 Wall Stephens Rd Blockhall Rd to Fippen Rd Insiail Sidevialk along BT Sides of Wall Stephens Rd st Mile Connectivity |
85 Diavis Rel/N Dovis Dr US 23 to Valley Hil Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of N Davis D ast Mile Connectivity |
112 Sheids Rd Davis Rd to SR 138 Instal Sidewialk. ulmg Both Sides of Shedds Rd | Last Mile Connectivity |
139 I Soyview Ra/Wall Stephens Rd SR 138 o Speet Rd i " Ruo ” * | st e Connactivity
77 W Main 51 Wioodknwn Ave 1o Georgio Ave Install Sidewalk olong Bolh Sides of W Main 51 as! Mile Connectivity |
Fi W Main 51 Oid Griffin Rd 10 Woodlawn Ave Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of W Main 51 as! Mile Conneclivity |
4 Peeksville Connector Cleveland 51 1o Frances Ward Da. Construc! Multiuse Facility clong Alignment as! Mike Connectivity |
3 us 4l Taimadge Rd to Speedway Bivd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of US 41 ast Mile Connectivity |
a5 Jonesboro Rd 1-75 fo Mt Cammel Rd Install Sickewolk olong Both Sides of Jonesboro Rd st Mile Connectivity |
47 Depot 5t Griffin St fo Macon 51 Tnsfall Siclewalk olang Boih Sides of Depol 51 ast Mile Connectivity |
78 Fippen Rd Red Ook Rd 1o 115 Inslal Sidewalk clong Bolh Sides of Fippen kd 51 Mile Connectivity |
B4 Valley Hil Rd US 23 to Davis Rd Instal Sicewalk along Both Sicles of Voley Hil Rd ast Mile Connectivity |
86 Valley Hil Rd N Davis Dr to E Atlanta Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Valey Hill Rd ast Mile Connectivity |
101 Fairviaw R Ponola Rd o Th Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Faindew Rd as! Mile Connectivity |
104 S Tach Hinkon Plwy Cap Welch Dr lo Rocelrack Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of 5 Zach Hinton Piowy asi Mile Connectivity |
124 Tunis Rd Jodeco Rd fi [£] Instofl Sidewokk along East Side of Tuns Rd ast Mile Connectivity
_ T Sicewal, Gops Glong BoTh Sides of Pates Creek - I
137 [} Pates Creek Rd/McCullough Rd Noahs Ark Rel fo Fippen Rd Ra/McCullough R Last Mile Connectivity
LM-142 42 Inclion Creek Rd =75 to B Gardner Phwy Install Sidewalk along West Sde of Indian Creek Rd Last Mile Connectivity |
| LM-160 40 Compground Rd Us 23 1o Jodeco Rd Install Sidewsalk along Both Sides of Compground Rd Last Mile Connectivity [
[ w163 & Fippen Rd Jodeco Rd 1o F75 ong o nRd Lost Mile Connechivity |




0.00 7.50 .50 ] 1
0.00 .50 10.00 10,00 .50 10,00 150 20.00 4750 2 2
0.00 0 .67 10,00 .50 10.00 10,00 20,00 bbb 3 3
0.00 .00 10.00 10,00 .50 10,00 .50 20.00 45.00 4 4
0.00 .00 10.00 10,00 .50 10,00 7.50 2000 &5.0C 4 4
0.00 .00 10.00 10.00 50 10.00 7.50 20.00 65.00 4
0.00 .00 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 7.50 2000 6500 4 4
0.00 00 0.00 10,00 .50 10.00 7.50 20,00 45.00 4 4
0.00 .00 0.00 10,00 .50 10.00 7.50 20,00 65,00 4 4
0.00 .00 0.00 10,00 .50 10,00 7.50 20.00 &5.0C 4 4
.00 .00 0.00 10.00 .50 10.00 7.50 2000 £5.0C 4 4
.00 00 0.00 10,00 .50 10.00 7.50 2000 &5.00 4 4
00 .00 0.00 10.00 .50 10.00 2.50 20,00 A5.00 4 4
.00 .00 0.00 10,00 .50 1000 7.5 20.00 45.00 4 4
.00 .00 0.00 10,00 .50 10.00 7.50 20.00 45.00 4 4
.00 .00 10.00 10,00 .50 10.00 7.50 20.00 65,00 4 4
0.00 0 10.00 5.00 .50 10.00 7.50 20.00 462.50 7 18
0.00 .50 1000 10,00 .50 10,00 7.50 20.00 62.50 s 8
.00 .50 10.00 10,00 .50 10,00 2.50 20.00 42.50 7 18
.00 .50 10.00 10.00 50 10.00 7.50 2000 42.50 7 18
.00 50 10.00 5.00 .50 10.00 .50 20,00 42.50 7 18
100 50 10.00 2.00 .50 10.00 1.50 20.00 42,50 7 18
0.00 .50 10.00 10,00 50 10,00 750 20.00 62.50 7 18
0.00 00 BT 10,00 .50 10,00 7.50 20.00 a1.67 4 25
0.00 .00 b7 10,00 .50 10,00 7.50 20,00 B1.67 4 25
0.00 .00 b.67 10,00 50 10,00 7.50 20.00 al.67 4 25
0.00 500 10.00 00 50 10.00 7.50 2000 40.00 P i
0.00 00 Q.00 .00 .50 10.00 1.50 20,00 40.00 7 29
0.00 .00 0.00 .00 .50 10.00 7.50 20.00 40.00 2. 9
0.00 .00 0.00 .00 .50 10.00 750 20,00 40.00 I 29
0.00 00 0.00 .00 .50 10,00 750 20.00 S0.00 7 29
0.00 .00 0.00 10,00 .50 10.00 2.50 2000 &0.00 i 2%
0.00 00 0.00 5,00 .50 10.00 7.50 2000 50.00 7 il
0.00 .00 0.00 5.00 .50 | 1000 .50 20.00 40.00 27 29
0.00 .00 0.00 5.00 .50 10.00 50 20.00 40.00 Pl 29
0.00 .00 10.00 10,00 .50 10.00 .50 20.00 #0.00 2%
0.00 .00 10.00 10,00 50 10,00 50 20.00 &0.0C 29
0.00 .00 10.00 500 .50 10.00 50 2000 &0.0C 29
0.00 00 bAT 500 .50 10,00 10.00 20,00 991 kil 4l
0.00 2.50 1000 5.00 2.50 10,00 7.50 20,00 57.50 40 44
0.00 .50 10.00 500 .50 10.00 7.50 20,00 57.50 A0 A4
0.00 .50 10.00 5.00 .50 10,00 7.50 20.00 5750 40 44
0.00 .50 10,00 10,00 .50 10.00 0.00 2000 5500 A, 50
0.00 .50 10,00 10,00 L50): 10.00 .00 20,00 5500 4. 50
0.00 .50 10,00 10.00 .50 10.00 .00 2000 55.00 43 50
0.00 .50 0.00 10,00 .50 10,00 .00 2000 55.00 50
0.00 .50 0.00 10,00 .50 10.00 00 2000 5500 43 50
0.00 .50 0.00 1000 50 10,00 00 20,00 55,00 4 50
0.00 .50 0.00 10.00 .50 10.00 .00 20,00 55.00 L 50
0.00 50 0.00 0.00 50 10.00 .00 20.00 55.00 4 50
0.00 .50 0.00 0.00 50 10,00 .00 20,00 5500 4 50
0.00 .50 0.00 0.00 .50 10,00 .00 2000 55.00 50
0.00 .50 0.00 0.00 .50 10.00 .00 20,00 55.00 4 50
0.00 .50 0.00 10,00 50 10.00 .00 20.00 55.00 4 50
0.00 .50 0.00 10,00 50 10,00 .00 20.00 55.00 4 50
0.00 .50 10,00 10,00 50 10,00 .00 20,00 55.00 4 50
0.00 .50 10,00 10,00 50 10.00 .00 20.00 55.00 £ 50
0.00 .50 10.00 10,00 .50 10,00 .00 20.00 55.00 4 50
0.00 50 10.00 10,00 50 10,00 .00 20,00 55.00 4 50
.00 .50 0.00 10,00 .50 10.00 .00 2000 55.00 50
.00 .50 0.00 10,00 .50 10.00 .00 2000 5500 43 50
.00 .50 0.00 10,00 .50 10.00 .00 20.00 55.00 43 50
.00 .50 0.00 10,00 .50 10.00 .00 20.00 55.00 £ 50
.00 .00 10,00 5.00 .50 10.00 50 20.00 55.00 4 0
.00 .50 7 10,00 .50 10,00 .00 20.00 5167 &5
0.00 .50 7 10,00 50 10.00 .00 2000 51.67 45
0.00 .50 7 10,00 .50 10.00 .00 2000 51.67 65
0.00 50 10.00 5.00 .50 10.00 .00 20.00 50.00 48 1
0.00 .50 10.00 5.00 .50 10.00 .00 20.00 50.00 48 11
0.00 50 10,00 0.00 .50 10.00 10.00 0.00 50.00 58 11
0.00 7.50 10.00 0.00 50 | 10.00 10.00 0.00 50.00 48 1
0.00 7.50 10.00 .00 .50 0.00 750 0.00 47.50 7 r
.00 7.50 10,00 10,00 .50 | 1000 7.50 0.00 A47.50 7 7
.00 5.00 10,00 10,00 .50 0.00 10,00 0.00 47.50 7 7
.00 1.50 10.00 10.00 .50 10.00 7.50 0.00 47.50 7 7
.00 5.00 10.00 10,00 .50 10,00 10.00 0.00 47.50 7! 7
000 5.00 10.00 10,00 2.50 10.00 10,00 0.00 47.50 72 127
0.00 7.50 0.00 10,00 50 10.00 1.50 0.00 4750 k¥ 7
0.00 1.50 0.00 10,00 50 10,00 7.50 0.00 47.50 iF 7]
0.00 7.50 0.00 10,00 .50 10,00 7.50 0,00 47.50 7 '3
0.00 2.50 57 500 .50 10.00 .00 20.00 4847 8 4
.00 2.50 57 5.00 50 10,00 .00 20,00 44,67 1] 4
00 500 0.00 10,00 50 10.00 50 0.00 45.00 83 4
.00 00 0.00 10,00 50 10,00 7.50 0.00 45.00 a3 4
.00 .00 0.00 10,00 50 10.00 7.50 0.00 45.00 83 4
0.00 .00 0.00 10,00 .50 10.00 750 0.00 45.00 83 4
0.00 00 0.00 10,00 .50 10,00 7.50 0.00 45.00 83 4
0.00 .00 0.00 10,00 .50 10,00 7.50 0.00 .00 83 AE
0.00 .00 0.00 10,00 .50 10.00 7.50 0.00 4500 B3 4E
0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 7.50 0.00 45.00 %] | 48
0.00 7.50 D00 10,00 .50 10,00 5.00 0.00 45.00 83 AE
0.00 5.00 0.00 10,00 .50 10,00 7.50 0.00 45.00 83 AE
0.00 5.00 0.00 10,00 .50 10,00 7.50 0.00 45.00 83 AE




Last Mile Connectivity

Valey Hil Rd lo Pinehurst Rd

%

W Panola RdfE Atlanta Rd

W Villoge Piowy o Panola Rd

Instal Sidewalk along Both Sides of E Allana Ra/Od Conyers Rd
Irstoll Sidewolk olong Both Sides of W Panala Rd/E Aflanta Rd

L T6d Fiat Rock Rd Belair Dr o Oid Conyers Rd Install Sidewalk alongOne Side of Fial Rock Rd ast Mile Connectivity |
[ r-iew Bowden Steet n lfen FioKIer POrK 10 LOCUS] GIove Recrealion EEI Consiruct Mulliuse Faciily along Algnment ‘st Mile Connectivty | _
Lid-194 Bil Gardner Pwy Sidepath SR 155 10 U5 23 Construct Mulliuse Faciity along Alignimen! 051 Mile Connectivity |
[tz Eas! Lake Pkwy Sidepaih Lotk Plewy | neor Cloylon Co Reserver] 1 FuCT MuiTise Faciify I sl Mile Connectty |
Li-232 North 40 Extension Biuecoal Cir 1o Stecks Dr Construct Multiuse Facility obng Aligriment sl Milke Connectivity |
Peeksville Connector 2 Paimetto 51 1o indian Creek Construct Multiuse Facility ! ast Mile Connectivity |
Palmetto Connector 5R 42 to Frances War Construct Multiuse Facility alang Alignment sl Mike Connectivity |
Strang Rock Greenway | Tai Blivd. to Cily Pork Hub Construct Multiuse Facil ! Last Mile Connectivity |

Cleveland 5t Shareway City Holl Conneclor to ingles Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment s Mile Connectivity
City Hall Drive: Tanger Boulevard to City Hal Construct Multiuse Facility clong Alignment Lost Mike Connectivity |
] Speer Rd SR 138 to Wall Stephens Rd Install Sidewwalk along Both Sides of Speer Rd as! Mile Connectivity |
[] Davis Rd/S Ola Rd S Unity Grove Rd 1o Peeksville Rd Instol ‘along Both Sides of Davis kd/s Ola Rd ast Mile Connectivity |
[] Peeksvile Rd S Oa R fo Woll Creek Rd Invstal Sadewaolk along Both Sides of Peeksvile Rd | Last Mile Connectivity |
[] Hamplon Locust Grove Rd Walker Rd 1o SR 155 along Both Hampion Locust Grove ast Mile Connectivity |
Mcﬂnm\m 51 Hampton Locust Grove Rd fo Sk 20 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of McDonough 51 ast Mile Connectidly |
5t SR 20 to 51 Install Sidewalk ol Bodh Sices of 51 ast Mile Connectivity |
SroppingShodRd | N Oio Rd o Honey Creck kd TnsIGH S Gk Giong Both Sides o1 Snopping Shoal kS| Tas! hile Connectily |
H Ot Rl Turner Church Rd to Shoats Rd Instoll Sidewolk along Both Sides of N Ola Rd asi Mile Connectivity |
E Lake Rd SR 155 fo Elol Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of E Lake Rd ast Mike Connectivity |
Swan Loke Rd Fairview Rd to Gardner Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Swan Laoke Rd ast Mile Connechivity |

Farview R Swon Lake Rd 1o SR 155 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Fairview Rd ast Mike Connectivity
[] Thurman Rd Fainiew Rd to Palilo Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Thurman Rd ast Mile Connectivity |
[] Rex Rd E Aflanta Rd fo Thurman Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Rex Rd asl Mile Connectivity |
] Panoks Rd kel fo Rd Iinstoll Sidewalk along Both Sides of Foncéa Rd ast Mile Connectivity |
[ N Mt Camnel Rd Jonesbor Rd to Exsting sdewalk Insicll Sicewalk along Both Sides of N M1 Carmel Rd Last Mile Connectivity |
] MLE Senicr Herllage Til 5 Berry 51 fo Rock rTol Siaewalk Grong Boih Sides of MIE Senior Henfage 11 Lost Mile Connectivity |
Peeksvile Rd US 23 10 5 Oka R Ins1ol Sickewolk olong Both Sides of Peaksvile Rd ast Mile Connectivity |
Peeksvile Rood ! Lost Mile Connectivity |
Beown Bronch Creek Greenway | 2098 Peeksville Rd 1o Warren Holder Pork Canstruct Multiuse Facility akang Alignment as1 Mile Connectivity |
Bear Creek Greenmwvay Bear Creek to E Main 51 Muitiuse Facility along Aligrnimaent ast Mile Connectivity |
Litths Cofton Indion Creek Gree Construct Mulliuse Facility along Alignment ast Mike Connectivity |
Ok 51 1o W Main 51 Construct Multiusa Focility clong Alignment Lost Mile Connectivity |

Central Ave Greanway Cenhral Ave to Caldwell Dr ‘Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment a5t Mike Connectivity
Rl Si ih ‘Willow Ln 1o SR 20 Consiruct Multiuse Facility aiong Alignment ol Mile Connectivity |

[] NW Greenway Trail Davis Lake o Wamen Holder Construct Multiuse Facility along a5l Mile Connectivity
[ Warren Holder Greenway Peeksville fo Walers Edge Consiruct Mulliuse Faciiity aiong asi Mile Connectivity |
[] Henry Piowy Indusirial Bivd to Her Instoll Sidewolk along North Side of Henry Bivd Last Mile Connectivity |
L] Rocetrock Rd Oid Gritfin Rd 1o Mocon St TSI Siiew ok alona SoUTh Sk of RACENock Ra Last Mile Connectivity |
Macon §t Caftin St 1o Rocetrack Rd Install Sidevialk along Both Sides of Macon 51 a3t Mile Connectivity |
King Mill RA/US 23 SR 155 1o 5 nstall §|dewun:o|g§ Bolh Sides of king Ml Ra/Us 23 as1 Mile Connectivity |
Ol Griffin Red Gillin 51 te Philips Dr Fristall Sidewaalk along Bolh Sides of Old Grillin Rd sl Mike Connectivity |
Blackhall Ro Wall Slephens Rd to Jodeco Rd Install Sidewalk along Bolh Sides of Blackhall Rd Lot Milke Connectivity |
Steele Dr Dok 51 1o SR 81 Irstall Sidewalk alang Bath Sides of Steels Dr as! Mike Connectivity |
Loke Dow Rd SR 81 fo Rosser Rd Install Sidewalk al Both Sides of Lake Dow Rd Lost Mile Connectivity |
McGarity Rd SR 20 fo Avline Rd Irstall Sidewalk along Both Sides of McGarity Rd ast Mike Connectivity |
Camparound Ra SR 155 1o Mol Rd rest S Glong Both Sides of Campground R Lot Mile Connectivty |
] Compground Rd Brannan Bd o SR 155 Instoli Sidewalk along Both Sides of Camparound Rd ast Mile Connectivity |
] Patrick He: Country Club O fo Jodeco Rd Install along Both Sides of Pafrick Henry Plowy asi Mile Connectivity |
] Rock Guary Rd Red Oak Rd to Hospital D Install Sidewalk along Beth Sides of Rock Guarry Rd Last Mile Connectivity |
] Red Oak Rd Fippen Rd 1o Rock Rd sTan @ong Bolh Sides of Red DAk [ Last Mile Connectivity |
Flippen Rd 5K 42 fo Red Ook Rd Instal Sidewalk along Both Sides of Fippen Rd ast Mile Connectivity |
Oid Conyers Rd Finenurst Dr fo Fakes Rd TrSTol SIIEw G, clong BoT SIdes of Ok Conyer Rd os1 Mile Connectivity |
Flat Rock Rd Oid Conyers Rd 1o W Hemphil Rd Install Sidevalk along Both Sides of Fal Rock Rd ait Mile Connectivity |
EAToniaRd Volioy Hil Rd To Stogecoaeh Rd | Insial Sidevolk olong Bofh SKies of E ATono Ra LosT b Connoctidly |
E Aflonic Rd Panolka Rd 1o Orchard Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of E Atianta Rd asl Mile Connectivity |
Panola Rd E Allanta Rd fo Flokes Mill Rd Instod Sidewalk along Bath Sides of Panola Rd Last Mile Connectivity |

Davis Rel N Davis Dr 1o Creek Cir Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Davis Rd ast Mike Connectivity
Tye St Tramore Dr fo 2nd Street Instoll Sidewalk along Both Sides of Tye 5t ast Mile Connectivity |
Boriks Rd Flippen Rd 1o Rock Guany Rd Install Sidewolk clong Both Sides of Banks Rd ast Mike Connectivity |
Wilow Ln Briciges Rd fo SK 20 Trstal ‘clong West Side of Wilow Ln a5t Mile Connectivity |
patlers Ml Rd SR 138 o SR 155 Instoll Sidewalk clong Both Sides of Miers Ml Rd ast Mile Connectivity |

185 E Aflana Ra/Od Conyers Rd Last Mille Connectivity

081 Mile Connectivly

Big Cotton Indian Creek Greenway

ta Rd to Proposed Jomes Creek Greenway Alig

Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignmen

031 Wik Connecthty

1
1

0 Harold De/Peach Dr Tunis Rd to Cog Hil Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Horold De/Peach Dr Last Mile Connectivity |
73 Stanley K Tanger Blvd LG Coriffin Rdl fo SR 42 Install Sidewalk along Bolh Sides of Slanley K Tanger Bivd ast Mile Connectivity

74 LG Grilfin Rl 5k 42 fo Stankey K Tanger Bivd Install along Both Sides of LG Griffin Rd Last Mile Connectivity |
McGarily Road Sidepath 120 to Abrine Ro Construct Multiuse Facllity along Alignment s Mile Connectivity

H i b Industial Bivd o 5B 155 onstruct Ty 1 ast Mile Connectivity |

Walrut Creek Greenway o Horwk Noture Praserve 1o End of South River § Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment a5t Mile Connectivity |

Tanger Bivd Sidepath Tanger Station Bollfield fo Bil Gardner Py ofsSIruCt Mull ity clong ast Mile Connectivity |

Elm Street Sidepath Hain 3t 1o Propased Towoiga River Greenwa Consiruct Multiuse Facility oiong Alignment ast Mile Connectivity |

Fi Road i Jonesboro Rd o N Blvd onstruct Multiuse Facility Tl ast Mile Connectivity |

James Creek Gleenway Church Rd af Fairview Rd o JP Mosetay Park Conslruct Multivse Facility olong Alignmen! ast Mile Connectivity |

Fairdew Road Sidepath | E Aflanta Rd 1o Chirch Rd Construct Mulliuse Facility ! ast Mile Connectity |

L R e e e R i el S R

L2323

s
B

Carl Parker Rd Sidepath

Oid 3 1o Twin Owaks Rd Tesrninus

Construc! Mulliuse Facility along Alignmien!

ast Mike Connectivity

L] Norih 40 Connechor Steale D to ML © Construct Multivse Facility ast Mile Connectivity |
[] Horth 40 Trail ML Cotey Park to W Main 5t Construct Multivse Facility along Alignment as1 Mk Connectivity
[ Panola Rd Sidepath Faiview Rd 10 SR 155 Construct Multiuse Facility along Al ast Mile Connectivity |
u Strong Rock Greerway 2 sncn!g k Schools to Shoal Creek area Construct Multiuse Facility clong Alignment ast Mile Connectivity |
n Berkeley Lokes SR 42 at Bridie Cresek IOIME% C mC| i i t a5t Mile Connectivity |
LG Station Greenway — Bxisting 1o Existing Construct Multivse Facility along Alignment ast Mile Connectivity |
LG Siofion Greenweay | Al Jennah 1o First Baptis] ONSICT MulTiuse Faciily clong Algnment a5l Mile Connectivity |
Tanger Greenway Upgrd Indicn Creek to MLE Consiruct Mulliuse Facility along Alignment ast Mile Connectivity |
T Gy and Tanger 1o1-75 area Consiuct Mulliuse Faciity along Algnment ast Mile Connectivity |
Tanger Tral Conneclor SR 42 10 SR 425 Construct Mullivse Facility along Alignmean! | Lost Mile Connectivity |
Hamplon Locust Grove Rd Simpson Mill Rd to Waiker Rd Instal Sicdewalk along Both Sides of Hamplen Locist Grove Rd | Last Mile Connectivity |
SOlaRd Pecksvile Rd o Okd Jackson Rd Install Secdewolk along Bolh Sides of § Ola Rd 051 Mike Connechivity
1] Walker Rd Homplon Locust Giove Rd 1o SR 156 Insiall Sidewalk along Bolh Sides of Walker Dr Lost Mile Cannectivity |
Fé I Flat Shoals Church Rd Forview Rd to E Mays Rd Install Sidewalk along Bokh Sides of Aat Shoal Church Rd 51 Mike Connectivity
&7 I Fairview Rd Thurman Rd to Swan Lake Ro Install along Both Sides of Farview Rd sl Mile Connectivity |
48 ] Ausltin Rd Hearn Bd to Faindew Rd Install Sidevalk along Bofh Sides of Austin Rd as! Mile Connectivity
79 ] Witson Dr Upchurch Rd Jo N Olo Rd | k ctong Boll s of Dr 051 Mile Connectivity |
(7] 5. Ol Road Sidepath H Brown Bronch Creek Greenway 1o Warren Hof Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment as1 Mile Connectivity |
ki) T River Greanw, Elm 51 o T Bool Ramp onstruct Mull a 051 Mile Connectivity |
02 Cotton Indéon Creek Greenw: JP Mosaly Recreation Center 1o South River Consiruct Multiuse Facility olong Alignment ast Mile Connectivity |
08 Fairview Road i i ed James Creek 10 Aus| Consiruct Mullivse Facliity aiong Alignmen! a5t Mile Connectivity |



10.00 10.00 2.50 0.00 45.00 B3 AF
10.00 5,00 2.50 0.00 45.00 B3 4
10.00 5,00 .50 0.00 45,00 B3 4
10,00 10.00 50 0.00 45.00 B3 4
10.00 10.00 .50 0.00 45.00 B3 4
00 10,00 10.00 .50 0.00 45.00 B3 4
.00 10.00 10.00 .50 .00 45.00 B3 4
00 10.00 10.00 .50 .00 45.00 B3 48
.00 10.00 10.00 .50 .00 45.00 B3 48
.00 10.00 10.00 50 .00 45.00 B3 48
.00 10.00 5.00 .50 .00 4250 4 7
.00 10.00 10.00 .50 .00 42.50 14 7
.00 10.00 10.00 .50 0.00 42.50 4 7
.00 10.00 10.00 .50 0.00 42.50 4 7
00 10.00 10.00 .50 .00 42.50 7
00 E 10.00 500 .50 .00 42.50 )4 7
.00 1] 10.00 10.00 50 .00 42.50 4
00 50 10,060 10.00 .50 00 42.50 04
100 ) 10.00 10.00 50 .00 42.50 104
100 S0 10.00 10.00 50 .00 A2.50 104 d
.00 .50 10.00 10.00 .50 100 42.50 04
.00 50 10.00 10.00 50 00 42.50 04 7
.00 .50 10.00 10.00 50 .00 42.50 4 '
00 .50 10.00 10,00 50 .00 42.50 ) z
.00 50 10.00 10.00 50 .00 42.50 14 71
00 00 10.00 500 .50 .00 42.50 14 71
.00 00 10.00 5.00 50 00 42.50 7
.00 50 10.00 5,00 50 .00 42.50 14 7
00 5400 10.00 500 .50 L0 42.50 )4
.00 £.50 10.00 5.00 50 .00 42.50 I
00 5.00 10.00 00 .50 .00 4250 4
0.00 7.50 10.00 .00 .50 .00 42.50 04
.00 .50 10.00 00 .50 .00 4250 04
.00 150 10.00 5.00 .50 .00 42.50 04
.00 00 10.00 5.00 50 .00 42.50 04
.00 50 10,00 10,00 .50 .00 42.50 04
00 00 467 10.00 50 .00 41.467 30
00 .00 Gar 10.00 250 00 al67 a0
.00 00 bubiT 10.00 250 .00 41.67 3
00 5.00 667 10,00 50 .00 4147 30
.00 00 &7 10.00 .50 00 41.67 30
00 00 10.00 5,00 .50 .00 40.00 35
.00 00 10.00 00 =) L0 a5
.00 .00 10.00 5.00 .50 .00 35
.00 00 10.00 5,00 .50 L0 3
.00 3,00 10.00 5.00 50 .00 3 204
.00 .00 10.00 5.00 .50 .00 3 204
00 300 10,00 5.00 50 .00 3 204
00 00 10.00 500 50 .00 35 204
0.00 500 10.00 5,00 .50 .00 as 204
000 500 10.00 500 .50 .00 35 204
0.00 5,00 10.00 5.00 .50 .00 35 204
.00 .00 10,00 5,00 .50 .00 35 204
100 00 10.00 5,00 50 .00 35 204
.00 00 10.00 10.00 .50 100 35 204
.00 00 10.00 10.00 .50 .00 35 204
.00 00 10.00 5.00 50 .00 a5 204
.00 .00 10.00 5.00 .50 .00 35 204
.00 00 10.00 5.00 .50 .00 as 204
.00 500 10.00 5,00 .50 .00 35 204
.00 500 10.00 500 50 .00 a5 204
000 500 10,00 500 250 0.00 135 204
00 00 10.00 10.00 50 0.00 35 204
100 .00 10.00 500 .50 000 35 204
.00 00 10.00 10.00 .50 100 35 204
h00 00 10.00 10.00 50 .00 a5 204
.00 00 10.00 5.00 .50 .00 35 204
.00 5.00 10.00 5.00 .50 .00 as 204
.00 5.00 10.00 5.00 .50 .00 a5 204
100 500 10.00 10,00 150 35 204
.00 00 10.00 500 .50 25 204
00 5,00 10.00 500 .50 ¥ a5 204
.00 00 10.00 500 .50 . a5 204
00 500 10.00 10.00 50 X 35 204
100 OO 10.00 00 50 .00 35 204
100 .00 10.00 00 50 LO00 35 204
100 00 10.00 00 50 .00 35 204
00 500 10.00 5.00 .50 00 35 204
00 5.00 10.00 10.00 .50 100 35 204
.00 500 10.00 10.00 .50 00 35 204
0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 50 .00 35 204
0.00 500 10.00 10,00 .50 .00 35 204
0.00 00 10,00 10.00 .50 .00 35 P
0.00 00 10.00 10,00 .50 .00 35 204
00 00 10.00 10.00 50 .00 a5 04
00 .50 bb7 10.00 LS50 0.00 79 45
100 L 10.00 OO0 .50 0.00 B0 47
.00 .50 10.00 00 50 000 B0 4
100 50 .00 00 .50 .00 B0 4
.00 .50 .00 500 50 .00 B0 4
.00 .50 .00 5.00 50 .00 80 4
.00 .50 0.00 5.00 .50 .00 80 4
.00 .50 10.00 5.00 50 .00 B0 4
.00 50 10.00 500 .50 OO B0 4
00 50 10.00 5.00 50 .00 [=1] 4
00 50 10.00 5,00 50 .00 B0 4
.00 .50 10.00 500 .50 100 B0 4
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Last Mile Connectivity

LM-224 204 Il Twin Oaks Greenway Twin Oaks Dr Terminus to Jonesboro Rd Construct Multivse Facility along Alignment Last Mile Connectivity |
LM-225 225 11 Mt Carmel Rd Sidepath N Mt Carmel Park to Jonesboro Rd Construct Mullivse Facility along Alignment Last Mile Connectivity
LM-22% 229 [1 Hampton Locust Grove Rd Sidepath McDonough 5t to SR 155 Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment Last Mile Connectivity
LM-236 236 11 N Ola Bivd Sidepath Ola High School to Bu!j_r::l Bricige Rd Construct Mul_r_iuse Facility along Alignment Last Mile Connectivity
LM-237 237 1 Keys Femy Rd Sidepath N Ola Rd to Sandy Ridge Park Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment Last Mile Connectivity |
LM-238 238 il south River Trail SR 81 1o Southeast River Sand Construct Multivse Facility along Alignment Last Mile Connectivity
[M-239 239 [[] South River Trall n Indian Creek Greenway to Wainut Creek G Consituct Mulliuse Facility along Alignment Last Mile Connectivity |
LM-241 241 LI} Mountan Creek Greenway R 155 1o Austin Rd Middle School Construct Multivse Facility along Alignment Last Mile Connectivity
LM-253 253 il Davis Lake Greenway South Bethany to Peeksville Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment Last Mile Connectivily
Lid-14 14 11} LG Gritfin Rd 1-75 to Tanger Blvd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of LG Griffin Rd Last Mile Connectivity
LM-114 114 L[] Davidon Pkwy Addy Ln lo Old Aflanta Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Davidon Pkwy Last Mile Connectivity |
Lii-153 153 il mcDonough Plwy Jonesboro Rd to SR 20 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of McDoncugh Pkwy Last Mile Connectivity
LM-06 (] il M1 Carmel Rd I-75 1o Jonesboro Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Mt Carmel Rd Last Mile Connectivity |
Li-08 8 ] MNoahs Arc Rd Floyd Rd to Crown Oaks Dr Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Noahs Arc Rd Last Mile Connectivity
Li-0% 9 I Noahs Arc Rd Crown Oaks Dr fo Jodeco Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Noahs Arc Rd Last Mile Connectivity |
L-23 23 il Richard Petty Bivd Lower Woolsey Rd to US 41 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Richard Petty Bivd Last Mile Connectivity
LiA-42 42 il Mt Carmel Rd SR 81 to Conkle Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Mt Carmel Rd Last Mile Connectivity |
L-43 43 [ Cari Parker Rd/Conkle Rd Old Hwy 3 to Mt Carmel Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Carl Parker Rd/Conkle Rd | Last Mile Connectivity
LM-53 53 [ Lake Dow Rd Rodgers Rd fo Airfine Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Lake Dow Rd Last Mile Connectivity
LM-55 55 il Mt Carmel Rd Mill Rd to I-75 Install Sidewolk along Both Sides of MI Carmel Rd Last Mile Connectivity
LM-63 43 il MeCullough Rd Flippen Rd to Chambers Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of McCullough Rd Last Mile Connectivity
Lit-71 71 n Flippen Rd MeCullough Rd to Jedeco Rd Install Sidewalk olong Both Sides of Fippen Rd Last Mile Connectivily
LM-75 75 il Brannan Rd SR 42 fo Springdale Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Brannan Rd Last Mile Connectivity |
Lii-52 g2 1] Old Conyers Rd Flat Shoals Church Rd fo 3R 138 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Old Conyers Rd Las! Mile Connectivity
LM-102 102 i Flakesmill Rd Cook Dr to Panola Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Flakesmill Rd Last Mile Connectivity
Lii=111 111 (1] Country Club Dr Existing Sidewalk to Existing sidewalk Install Sidewalk along the North Side of Country Club Dr Last Mile Connectivity [
LM-118 118 1l Guthrie PI Scotl Bivd 1o Homiette Dr Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Guthrie P Last Mile Connectivity |
LM-119 119 1l Oakland Bivd/Pine 51 Meal Ave 1o Pinehurst Dr Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Oakland Bivd/Pine 51 Last Mile Connectivity
LM-120 120 (] Love Dr SK 138 1o Readwood Valley Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Love Dr Last Mile Connectivity |
LM-123 123 L[] Cobblaslone Ln SR 42 to Villas 52 Apartments Install Sidewalk along East Side of Cobblestone Ln Last Mile Connectivity
LMm-128 128 il Sowell Rd Whitaker Rd to 3R 81 Install Sidewalk along East Side of Sowell Rd Last Mile Connectivity |
LM-130 130 11 Mezil Mill R US 23 1o Iris Lake Rd Install Sidewalk along South Side of Nail Mill Rd Lasst Mile Connectivity
s 1 L SisiocieenRaNog MlRe SR 81 to Sowel Rd install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Old Jackson Rd/King Mill ket | Lot Mile Connectivity
Lii-144 144 1] Speedway Bivd US 41 to Lower Wookey Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Speedway Blvd Last Mile Conneclivily
Li-152 152 ] Mt Carmel Rd Conkle Rd fo N Mt Carmel Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Mi Carmel Rd Last Mile Connectivity |
LM-171 171 il Iris Lake Rd Racefrack Rd to King Mill Rd Install Sidewalk along Bolh Sides of Iiis Lake Rd Last Mile Connectivity
LM-180 180 {1 Tumer Church Rd SR 20 to Airline Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Tumer Church Rd Last Mile Connectivity |
Livi-181 181 1] Flat Rock Rd SR 138 to Rusfic Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Aat Rock Rd Las! Mile Conneclivily
LM-195 195 {1 Rairoad Greenway Johnson Rd to Bill Gardner Pkwy Construct Mulliuse Facility along Alignment Last Mile Connectivity |
LM-2005 205 11 Crumbley Road Sidepath Cotton Indian Creek to Bud Kelley Park Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment Las! Mile Connaclivity
LM-246 244 [I] Indian Creek Upgrade Strong Rock to Bethlehem Road Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment Lost Mile Connectivity |
M-247 247 il WaestSide Trail Bill Gardner to $frong Rock School Constiuct Multiuse Facility along Alignment Last Mile Connectivity
LM-250 250 i Indian Creek Pathway Tanger Boulevard 1o Ingles Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment Last Mile Connectivity
LM-251 251 1 Tanger Trail Enhance Bill Gardner fo SR 42 Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignmenl Leist Mile Connectivity
LM-256 256 il Skyland Greenway S Unity Grove to SR 42 Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment Las! Mile Connectivily
Li-240 240 11 Tanger Trail Upgrade Shoal Creek lo Exist Trail Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment Last Mile Connectivity
LM-263 263 il Indian Creek Greenway Shoal Creek to Cleveland 5t Construct Multivse Facility along Alignment Last Mile Connectivity
LM-52 a2 il N Ola Rd 3R 81 to Snopping Shoals Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of N Ola Rd Last Mile Connectivity
LM-255 255 il Peeksvile Greenway Waters Edge to S Unity Grove Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment Last Mile Connectivity
LM-107 107 il Old Griffin Rd SR 155 to Existing sicewalk Install sidewalk along Both Sides of Old Griffin Rd Last Mile Connectivity
Lia-121 121 il Dent Dr US 23 to Roadway Terminus Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Dent Dr Last Mile Connectivity
LM-127 127 il Parker Rd Conyers Rd to Roadway Curve Install Sidewalk along South Side of Parker Rd Lasi Mile Connectivily
LM-03 3 il King Mill Rd Iris Lake Rd to § Bethany Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of King Mill Rd Las! Mile Connectivity
LM-07 7 il Oak Grove Rd Jodeco Rd to Jonesboro Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Oak Grove Rd Last Mile Connectivity
LM-21 21 1] Lower Woolsey Rd Richard Petty Blvd to SR 20 WB Ramps Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Lower Woolsey Rd Last Mile Connectivity
LM-51 51 il Mill Rdl SR 81 to Mt Carmel Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Mil Rd Last Mile Conneclivily
LM-62 62 il Chambers Rd Jonesboro Rd fo McCullough Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Chambers Rd Last Mile Connectivity |
LiA-é4 &4 [} Oak Grove Rd Jodeco Rd to Jonesboro Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Oak Grove Rd Last Mile Connectivity
Liv=122 122 il N Mill Rd SR 138 to Speer Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of N Mill Rd Last Mile Connectivity
LM-12% 199 1l Whilaker Rd/Sowell Rd Iris Loke Rd to King mill Rd Install Sidewalk along South Side of Whitaker Rd/Sowell Rd Las! Mile Conneclivity
Li-140 140 ] Pinehurst Dr N Henry Bivd to Old Conyers Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Pinehurst Dr Last Mile Connectivity |
Livi=1 46 1 46 (1 New Hope Rd Leguin Mill Rd fo Keys Fery Rd Install Sidewalk along One Side of New Hope Rd Las! Mile Conneclivily
LM-157 157 il Dailey Mill Rd Jodeco Rd to Jonesboro Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Dailey Mill BEd Lost Mile Connectivity |
LMi-175 175 [} Kely Rd/Bridges Rd Jonesboro Rd to Willow Ln Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Kelly Rd/Bridges Rd Last Mile Conneclivily
LM-182 182 [ Airline Road Sidepath E Lake Rd to SR 81 Caonslruct Muliiuse Facility along Alignment Last Mile Connectivity
Li-203 203 Il South River Trail Airine Rd to Walnut Creek Construct Multivse Facility along Alignment Last Mile Connectivity
LM-204 204 il Bud Kelly Park Conneclor Bud Kelley Park to Airine Rd Construct Multiuse Facllity along Alignment Last Mile Connectivily
LM-212 212 n Minter Dy Greenway SR 81/Snapping Shoals 1o Walnul Creek Construct Multivse Facility along Alignment Last Mile Connectivity
LM-214 214 Il Clear Creek Greenway. es Dr fo Proposed Bear Creek Greenway Aligni Construct Mulliuse Facility along Alignment Last Mile Connectivity
LM-216 216 Il Thompson Creek Greenway SR 20 to Cole Resavoir Construct Multiuse Facility along Alignment Last Mile Connectivity
LM-233 233 [ Mt Olive Rd Greenway Jonesboro Rd to Jodeco Rd Construct Mulliuse Facility along Alignment Last Mile Connectivity
Lm-30 30 il Elm 5t Bridgemill Dr fo SR 81 Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Eim 5t Lasi Mile Connectivity
LM-58 58 I Mill Rd MI Camel Rd to Jonesboro Rd Install Sidewalk along Both Sides of Mill Rd Last Mile Connectivity




0.00 2.50 10.00 5.00 2.50 10.00 7.50 0.00 37.50 180 249
0.00 2.50 10.00 5.00 2.50 10.00 7.50 0.00 37.50 180 249
0.00 2.50 10.00 5.00 2.50 10.00 7.50 0.00 37.50 180 249
0.00 2.50 10.00 3.00 2.90 10.00 /.50 0.00 37.50 180 249
0.00 2.50 10.00 5.00 2.50 10.00 7.50 0.00 37.50 180 249
0.00 2.50 10.00 500 2.50 10.00 7.50 0.00 37.50 180 249
0.00 2.50 10.00 5.00 2.50 10.00 7.50 0.00 37.50 180 249
0.00 2.50 10.00 5.00 2.50 10.00 7.50 0.00 37.50 180 249
0.00 2.50 10.00 5.00 2.50 10.00 7.50 0.00 37.50 180 249
0.00 5.00 b.b67 10.00 2.50 10.00 2.50 0.00 34.67 200 269
0.00 5.00 6,67 10,00 2.50 10.00 2.50 0.00 36.67 200 269
0.00 5.00 6.67 5.00 2.50 10.00 7.50 0.00 36,67 200 269
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0,00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.0 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0,00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.90 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 5.00 10.00 5.00 2.50 10.00 2.50 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 5.00 10.00 5.00 2.50 10.00 2.50 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 5.00 10.00 5.00 2.50 10.00 2.50 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 10.00 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 35.00 203 274
0.00 2.50 6,67 5.00 2.50 10.00 7.50 0.00 34.17 238 309
0.00 2.50 10.00 5.00 2.50 10.00 2.50 0.00 32.50 239 313
0.00 2.50 6.67 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 31.67 240 314
0.00 2.50 6.67 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 31.67 240 314
0.00 2.50 6.67 10.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 31.67 240 14
0.00 2.50 10.00 5.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 30.00 243 23
0.00 2.50 10.00 5.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 30,00 243 23
0.00 2.50 10.00 5.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 30.00 243 323
0.00 .50 10.00 5,00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 30.00 243 323
0.00 2.50 10,00 5.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 30.00 243 323
0.00 2.50 10.00 5.00 .30 10.00 0.00 0.00 30.00 243 323
0.00 2.50 10.00 5.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 30.00 243 323
0.00 2.50 10.00 5.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 30.00 243 323
0.00 2.50 10.00 5.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 30.00 243 323
0.00 2.50 10.00 5.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 30.00 243 323
0.00 2.50 10.00 5.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 30.00 243 323
0.00 2.50 10.00 3.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 30.00 243 323
0.00 2.50 10.00 5.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 30.00 243 323
0.00 2.50 10.00 5.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 30.00 243 323
0.00 2.50 10.00 5.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 30.00 243 323
0.00 2.50 10.00 5.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 000 30.00 243 323
0.00 2.50 10.00 5.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 30.00 243 323
0.00 2.50 10,00 5.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 30.00 243 323
0.00 2.50 10,00 5.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 30.00 243 323
0.00 2.50 6.67 5.00 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 26.67 262 351
0.00 2.50 6.67 500 2.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 26.67 262 351
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