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1. Introduction & Background 
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 CTP, known as the FAYETTE TRANSPORTATION PLAN, is funded with financial support 

from ARC and will be used to make funding and implementation decisions in the county for the next five 

years and beyond. Transportation projects identified during this planning process will be eligible for 

inclusion in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and may be considered for federal and state funding. 

The Inventory of Existing Conditions Report details the condition of transportation facilities in the 

Fayette County, City of Brooks, City of Fayetteville, City of Peachtree City, City of Woolsey and Town of 

Tyrone. 

This plan incorporates and builds upon the previous 2010 CTP. Unimplemented recommendations from 
that plan were reevaluated under current situations to ensure validity. A unique part of this planning 

process is a deep dive into a countywide bicycle, pedestrian, and golf cart path network. This network is 

known as the Master Path Plan (MPP). 

1.1.  Plan Overview   
The Fayette Transportation Plan follows a three-step technical documentation process (Figure 1): 

�x The first step is an INVENTORY of the present-day makeup and condition of the transportation 
network in and around Fayette County. This includes factors that influence transportation such 
as demographics, employment, land use, and development.  

�x The second step is an ASSESSMENT of transportation needs both today and through the year 
2040. Needs are identified using technical methods such as travel demand modeling as well as 
input from community and stakeholders.  

�x The third step is the development of policy and project RECOMMENDATIONS designed to 
address the issues identified in step two.  

This document is the second step in the planning process: the Assessment of Current and Future Needs 

Report (also known as the Needs Assessment). 
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Figure 1: The Planning Process 

 

2. Population & Employment Growth 
This section contains population and employment estimates for Fayette County in 2016 and projections 

for 2040. Understanding population and employment trends are essential for understanding future 

transportation needs. A detailed demographic and employment assessment is available in the Inventory 

of Existing Conditions Report. This section will summarize those assessments and analyze future year 

projections.  

2.1. Population Growth 
Akin to Metro Atlanta, Fayette County has undergone significant population growth. Population 

gradually increased and decreased from 1830-1960. After Peachtree City incorporated in 1959, 

countywide population embarked on a steady increase, with its largest increases between 1970-2000. 

The growth trend is expected to continue through the year 2040. 

Figure 2 shows the total population from 1830 to 2016 based on the latest estimates from the American 

Community Survey (ACS). The 2016 population of Fayette County was 109,495, according to the US 
Bureau of the Census American Community Survey (ACS). 
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Figure 2: Fayette County Historic Population 

 

Source: US Census, ACS 

2.2. Travel Demand Model Projections 
Projections from the ARC Travel Demand Model show the county growing to almost 142,000 people in 

the next 23 years (Table 1). This increase in population will create heavier demands on the 

transportation network. More people will bring more cars and larger usage of the roadway network.  

 

 

Table 1: Projected Population Growth 

Year Population Projection Total Change 

2017 - 2040 

Percent Change 

2017 - 2040 

Annual Growth 

Rate 

2017 109,991 - - - 

2040 141,583 31,592 28.72% 1.10% 

Source: ARC Travel Demand Model 

Population density from the travel demand model for the years 2017 and 2040 are shown in Figures 3 
and 4 respectively. Based on the population projections from the ARC Travel Demand Model: Areas of 

population density are clustered around the cities (Fayetteville, Peachtree City, and Tyrone) and the 

unincorporated areas immediately surrounding them. The population densities are based on Traffic 

Analysis Zones (TAZ). TAZs are the fundamental geographic unit for inventorying demographic data and 

land use within the study area; in this case Fayette County1.  

                                                                 
1 https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/tmip/publications/other_reports/technical_synthesis_report/page01.cf

m - January, 2019 
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2.2.1. Fayette County Comprehensive Plan Projections 
Fayette County adopted a new Comprehensive Plan in 2017. This plan included a population projection 

�����•�������}�v���š�Z�������Z�����‰�}�‰�µ�o���š�]�}�v���‰�Œ�}�i�����š�]�}�v�•�X���d�Z���������š�����]�v���]�����š�������š�Z���š���&���Ç���š�š�������}�µ�v�š�Ç�[�•���‰�}�‰�µ�o���š�]�}�v���Á�]�o�o��

increase from 110,975 in 2015 to 143,255 in 2040. This represents a 29 percent increase of 32,280 

persons. The Comprehensive Plan population projections were slightly higher than the ARC Travel 

Demand Model projections. However, due to the small overall difference the traffic implications are the 

same. 

2.3. Employment  Growth  
An important aspect of determining transportation needs for the county is employment centers and 

access to jobs. In 2015, approximately 74.6 percent of the people who lived in Fayette County were 

employed outside of the county, while 25.4 percent of people who lived in Fayette worked in the 

county. For similar information on surrounding counties, review Table 2 below. 
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Figure 3: 2017 Population Density by TAZ       Figure 4: 2040 Population Density by TAZ



 

6 

 

 

Table 2: In-Area Labor Force Efficiency (All Jobs) 

County Living in County Living in County but Employed 
Outside County 

Living and Employed in 
County 

Clayton 108,243 77.30% 22.70% 

Coweta 59,351 71.80% 28.20% 

Fulton 424,478 45.90% 54.10% 

Henry 92,272 78.00% 22.00% 

Spalding 25,956 71.60% 28.40% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Center for Economic Studies 

The major employment areas in Fayette County are located in Peachtree City and Fayetteville. in 

Peachtree City, employment is concentrated at the intersection of SR 74 and SR 54, and along south SR 

74 (abutting the industrial land uses). In Fayetteville, the major employment areas radiate outward from 

the intersection of SR 85 and SR 54, and are more densely located north and south along SR 85 from 

that intersection. With substantial commuting patterns into northern counties, and traffic congestion 
along SR 74, centrally located commuter-supportive transportation investments could mitigate future 

traffic congestion. 

Table 3: Projected Employment Growth 

Year Employment 
Projection 

Total Change Percent Change Annual Growth 
Rate 2017 - 2040 2017 - 2040 

2017 56,060 - - - 

2040 76,005 19,945 35.57% 1.33% 

Source: ARC Travel Demand Model 

Fayette County employment is projected to grow through the year 2040. Depicted in Table 3, 

employment is projected to increase by nearly 36 percent. Employment density for 2017 and 2040 by 

TAZ is shown in Figures 5 and 6. An increase in employment opportunities attracts Fayette County 
residents to work within the county, while also attracting workers from outside the county. Projected 

population and employment growth are similar in annual growth rate (1.10 percent, and 1.33 percent, 

respectively). Access to major employment sectors will be essential to supporting this growth. As 

mentioned above, the major employment centers are along SR 74. This trend supports the need for 

transportation choices that are a viable alternative to single occupant vehicular travel on SR 74 to 

maintain or improve mobility to and around these employment centers. The high number of commuters 

using SR 74 to access jobs in other parts of the region also supports the need to relieve travel along this 

corridor. Existing employment radiates outward from the intersection of SR 85 and SR 54. Employment 
is projected to increase in density at this intersection and in the areas mentioned above. Future 

modifications to the intersection and local transportation network could alleviate traffic congestion in 

the area. 
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Figure 5: 2017 Employment Density by TAZ          Figure 6: 2040 Employment Density by TAZ 
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2.4. Key Findings 
Based on the POPULATION projections from the ARC Travel Demand Model areas of population growth 

include: 

o Tyrone 
o Central and North Fayetteville; surrounding outer limits of Fayetteville 
o North Fayette County 
o Between Goza Road and Rising Star Road 
 

Based on the EMPLOYMENT projections used for the ARC Travel Demand Model:  

�x Fayette County will remain largely a bedroom community with the majority of residents 
commuting outside of the county for employment 

�x Population and employment will grow at a similar pace through the year 2040 

�x Commutes to Hartsfield�tJackson Atlanta International Airport will remain important 

�x Employment growth within the county will be heaviest in the existing employment centers along 
SR 74, at SR 85 and SR 54, and along SR 85 in Fayetteville 

�x New employment nodes will appear south of the hospital on SR 54 

�x Major Roads that could be negatively impacted by population and employment growth include: 

o SR 74, SR 54, and SR 85 

3. Future Land Use & Development Needs 
The future land use plans for the five municipalities and Fayette County were analyzed to ensure 
transportation infrastructure keeps pace with planned developments. These land use plans were also 

consulted to identify need areas for specific types of transportation investments, including bicycle and 

pedestrian, roadway, transit and freight improvements. In addition, these plans were assessed to 

determine where improvements are needed to further the land use vision for the county. Land use and 

transportation planning can often occur in separate processes. Through this analysis, steps were taken 

to ensure 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. These future land use 
related transportation needs are shown in Figure 7. In addition to future land use related transportation 

needs, this section also focuses on the transportation needs resulting from major planned developments 

within the county.  
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3.1. Major Planned Developments 
�D���i�}�Œ�������À���o�}�‰�u���v�š�•���Z���À�����š�Z�����‰�}�š���v�š�]���o���š�}���•�]�P�v�]�(�]�����v�š�o�Ç���]�u�‰�����š���š�Z�������}�µ�v�š�Ç�[�•���š�Œ���v�•�‰�}�Œ�š���š�]�}�v���•�Ç�•�š���u�U�����}�š�Z��

locally and county-wide. In light of this, an assessment of major planned developments was conducted 

to pro-actively identify potential needs in these areas. Two major developments are currently planned in 

various stages of development. These include the partially constructed Pinewoods Studios and 

surrounding developments and the planned Founders District. Both of these developments are centered 
on film studios and are mapped in Figure 7. 

3.1.1. Pinewoods Studio and Forest 
Pinewoods Studios is currently the largest studio complex in the United States, outside of Los Angeles. 

The site is approximately 700 acres and features 18 sound studios ranging in size from 15,000 to 40,000 

square feet.  

An adjacent 234-acre mixed-use development, Pinewood Forest, is currently under construction on the 

eastern side of Veterans Parkway. Pinewood Forest will include approximately 500 homes of various 

types and styles. The residential component will include a mix of single-family homes, micro-cottages, 

multi-family flats, townhomes, and some tree homes. The development will include a commercial 

center, a 95-room boutique hotel with restaurant and bar, and 118 acres of greenspace. The style of 
Pinewood Forest is Traditional Neighborhood Development (TND), which features densely clustered 

homes on small lots. Pinewood Studio & Forest are located in the City of Fayetteville, which has 

sewerage capacity and ability to service small lot developments. This is a major departure in the types of 

density typically found throughout Fayette County, which is known for large lot single-family 

subdivisions at a minimum of one acre lots.  

Pinewood Studios and surrounding development is projected to generate 23,850 net daily trips after 

applying mixed-use and pass-by trip reductions according to the DRI submittal. The DRI submittal 

identifies 24 intersection improvements to existing and proposed intersections to reduce the traffic 
impacts on the surrounding transportation network.  

3.1.2. Founders District  
The proposed Founders District encompasses Founders Studios and the adjacent mixed-use 

development, Founders Square. It is located on SR 74, in Tyrone, between Jenkins Road and Sandy Creek 

Road. The project was approved by the Tyrone Town Council in January 2018. Founders Studios is 

anticipated to include five sound studios at approximately 92,500 SF each (462,000 SF total).  

The mixed-use component of the development is planned to include 76,500 sq. ft. of office space, 

183,000 sq. ft. of retail, 35,000 sq. ft. of restaurant space, 121 townhome residences, 80 hotel rooms 

and a cinema. The proposal includes multiple driveways along SR 74 (Joel Cowan Parkway), one 

driveway on Jenkins Roads and another on Sandy Creek Road. Once completed, the development is 
expected to generate 13,976 vehicle trips per day (785 during the AM peak period and 991 during the 

PM peak period). Full build-out was initially anticipated by 2022 but as of May 2019 this phase has not 

begun. 
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Figure 7: Future Land Use Related Need Areas 
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3.2. Future Land Use Needs  
This section focuses on transportation needs identified through an analysis of future land use policy in 

the county.  The adopted future land use plans of Fayette County, Fayetteville, Tyrone, Peachtree City, 

Brooks, and Woolsey were consulted to identify specific need areas. These need areas include bicycle 

and pedestrian, transit, freight, and general roadway needs. These areas are shown in Figure 7.  

3.2.1. Bicycle and Pedestrian Needs 
Bicycle and pedestrian improvements are particularly needed in areas of the county where compact 

mixed-use development is planned. Improvements may be needed to promote active transportation 
(walking, biking) in these areas to fully realize the benefits of mixed-use development. This type of 

development has the potential for automobile trip reduction through the co-location of a variety of land 

uses. Compact mix-use developments are found in locations designated as Walkable Mixed-Use in 

Fayetteville, Town Center District in Fayetteville, Town Center District in Tyrone, Town Center in 

Woolsey, and Main Street in Brooks.  

Areas planned for community facilities should also be priority areas for pedestrian and bicycle 

improvements. This includes areas with schools, libraries and government facilities. These locations are 

designated as Public-Institutional in Fayetteville, Community Service in Peachtree City, and Public 
Institutional in Unincorporated Fayette County.  

Locations planned as future park space should also be prioritized for pedestrian and bicycle facilities. 

This includes areas designated as Parks in Tyrone, Community Service in Peachtree City, Parks and 

Recreation in Unincorporated Fayette County and Parks-Conservation-Open Space in Fayetteville.  

These areas should accommodate travel by foot and bicycle through the provision of a robust network 

of sidewalks and multi-use trails. They should be high priority areas for bicycle and pedestrian 

improvements to serve and facilitate the future land use vision in these areas. Additional analysis on 

pedestrian needs relating to existing land uses are presented within Figure 7.  

3.2.2. General Roadway Needs 
General roadway needs are found in areas where significant growth is planned. A comparison of existing 
and planned future land uses was conducted to identify areas where roadway improvements may be 

needed to keep pace with planned development. This may include roadway widenings, upgrades, 

intersection improvements, operational improvements, and new roadways. The areas discussed are 

mapped in Figure 7.   

Growth areas include The Wilksmoor and Industrial Villages of Peachtree City. These areas are 

anticipated to add additional single-family residential and industrial development, respectively. 

Additional areas of growth are northeast unincorporated Fayette County and northern Tyrone. These 

areas are anticipated to add single-family residential development and the large-scale mixed-use 
Founders DRI District. Fayetteville is predominantly developed so major land use change is only 

anticipated in the Pinewoods Studios area. Due to the magnitude of this development roadway 

improvements are anticipated to adequately serve it.  
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Within the unincorporated county, residential growth areas are anticipated in a wide swath between 

Fayetteville and Peachtree City in central Fayette County through to the Spalding County border. 

Another large area of growth is projected in the McDonough Road area east of Fayetteville. No major 

growth is anticipated in either Brooks or Woolsey.  

3.2.3. Freight Needs 
Areas planned for land uses that generate a significant amount of freight traffic have been identified as 
freight need areas. These are primarily areas planned for large-scale industrial and commercial 

development. This includes the Commercial Corridor, Production and Employment, and Highway 74 

Community Gateway designation in Tyrone. It also includes the Industrial and Commercial designations 

in Peachtree City. In Fayetteville, these areas include the Suburban Commercial, Walkable Mixed-Use, 

Business Park, and Industrial designation. Within the unincorporated county these designations include 

Light Industrial, Heavy Industrial, Business Technology Park, Commercial, General Business and Limited 

Commercial One. No major freight needs have been identified in Brooks or Woolsey.  

Freight needs are found in areas planned for large-scale industrial or commercial development. This 
includes the SR 74 corridor in Tyrone, SR 85 corridor in northeast Fayette, the Pinewoods Studios area, 

and the Dividend Drive/SR 74 corridor in Peachtree City. Planning for heavy truck traffic in these areas 

should be anticipated. This includes establishing designated truck routes and discouraging truck traffic 

on local roads. Roadways in these areas should be designed with wide lanes (12 ft.), large turning radii, 

adequate sight and stopping distances, wide-diameter roundabouts, and acceleration/deceleration 

lanes.  

3.2.4. Transit Needs 
The county currently lacks significant transit service and through the public involvement process it was 

determined there is limited public support for transit expansion at this time. With the recent enactment 

of the Atlanta-region Transit Link Authority (the ATL), a pathway to transit expansion in the county has 
been established, should Fayette County residents ch�}�}�•�����š�}���Z�}�‰�š-�]�v�[���À�]�����‰�µ���o�]�����Œ���(���Œ���v���µ�u�X���/�(���‰�µ���o�]����

support changes and transit service expands to Fayette County in the future, an examination of future 

land use related transit needs should be carried out. This should include areas planned for high-intensity 

transit-supportive land uses that would serve as major trip destinations, particularly employment 

centers. 

3.3. Key Findings  
The key takeaways from the assessment of future land use and development needs are as follows:  

�x Two major developments are planned in the county that will have significant impacts on the 
local and county-wide transportation system. These include the Founders District and 
Pinewoods Studios. A series of intersection improvements are needed in these areas to 
effectively serve these developments.  
 

�x Bicycle and pedestrian facilities are particularly needed in areas planned for dense mixed-use 
development, community facilities, and parks. These areas are dispersed throughout the county, 
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with clusters in downtown Fayetteville and Peachtree City. To facilitate the adopted land use 
vision of local jurisdictions, a bicycle and pedestrian network should be developed in these 
areas.     

 

�x General roadway needs are found in areas planned for new development and major land use 
change. These areas include a wide swath of the county between Peachtree City and 
Fayetteville, northern Tyrone, the McDonough Road area, and Wilksmoor and Industrial Villages 
in Peachtree City. This may include new location roadways, widenings, road upgrades, 
intersection improvements, and operational improvements. 

 

�x Freight needs are found in areas planned for large-scale industrial or commercial development. 
This includes the SR 74 corridor in Tyrone, SR 85 corridor in northeast Fayette, the Pinewoods 
Studios area, and the Dividend Drive/SR 74 corridor in Peachtree City. Planning for heavy truck 
traffic in these areas should be anticipated. This includes establishing designated truck routes 
and discouraging truck traffic on local roads. Roadways in these areas should be designed with 
wide lanes (12 ft.), large turning radii, adequate sight and stopping distances, wide-diameter 
roundabouts, and acceleration/deceleration lanes.  

 

�x There is currently limited transit service in Fayette County and little public support for transit 
expansion at this time. An examination of future land use related transit need areas should be 
conducted in the future if public support for transit changes and significant investments into 
transit options are considered.   

4. Access Management 
Access management is a system of roadway design that limits and consolidates access to local 

development in an effort to preserve the flow of traffic along a corridor in relation to safety, capacity, 

and speed. Common access management techniques include limiting curb cuts, consolidating the 
driveways of adjacent businesses, inter-parcel access between neighboring developments, frontage or 

backage roads, and raised center medians. This section includes a review of Fayette ���}�µ�v�š�Ç�[�•�����������•�•��

management regulations and an assessment of access management needs.  

4.1. Review of Existing Regulations  
�&���Ç���š�š�������}�µ�v�š�Ç�[�•���Ì�}�v�]�v�P�����}�������Á���•���Œ���À�]���Á�������š�}�����•�•���•�•���š�Z�������µ�Œ�Œ���v�š���Œ���P�µ�o���š�}�Œ�Ç���(�Œ���u���Á�}�Œ�l���‰���Œ�š���]�v�]�v�P���š�}��

access management. The County has a robust framework in place to ensure access management 

through a variety of zoning techniques. These include general roadway access regulations, inter-parcel 
access and overlay districts.  

A general Transportation Corridor Overlay Zone (Sec. 110-173) has been applied to state routes in the 

���}�µ�v�š�Ç�X���d�Z�����‰�µ�Œ�‰�}�•�����}�(���š�Z�]�•���}�À���Œ�o���Ç�����]�•�š�Œ�]���š���]�•���^�š�}���‰�Œ�}�u�}�š�������v�����u���]�v�š���]�v���}�Œ�����Œ�o�Ç�������À���o�}�‰�u���v�š�����v�������v��

���(�(�]���]���v�š���š�Œ���(�(�]�����(�o�}�Á���}�v���Z�]�P�Z�Á���Ç�����}�Œ�Œ�]���}�Œ�•�X�_�����������•�•���u���v���P���u���v�š���Œ���‹�µ�]�Œ���u���v�š�•�����Œ�����‰�Œ�}�u�]�v���v�š�o�Ç���(�����š�µ�Œ������

in the regulations.   
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Other overlay districts have been established for specific state route locations. These include SR 54 

West, SR 85 North, SR 138, SR 314 North and SR 74 North. The SR 74 North Overlay District requires 

access roads and internal roadways for developments on the west side of SR 74. It limits access to SR 74 

to one right in/right out curb cut. Additional curb cuts are not permitted for new lots created in 

conjunction with site development. Developments along the east side of SR 74 are required to construct 
a parallel service drive approximately 400 feet east of SR 74.  

Section 104-55 of the zoning code, entitled Driveway and Encroachment Control, establishes access 

management regulations for all county roads. It requires inter-parcel access and stub streets between 

adjacent nonresidential properties. Shared driveways are encouraged for nonresidential lots, but not 

�Œ���‹�µ�]�Œ�����X���d�Z�������}�µ�v�š�Ç�������(���Œ�•���š�}���'���K�d�[�•���Z���P�µ�o���š�]�}�v�•���(�}�Œ�����Œ�]�À���Á���Ç�����v�������v���Œ�}�����Z�u���v�š�����}�v�š�Œ�}�o���u���v�µ���o���(�}�Œ��

curb cut allowances and placement. The rules and requirements contained within the GDOT document 

apply to county roads and streets unless a regulation is in conflict or superseded by another zoning 

regulation. On county roads and streets, the county engineering department acts as the implementing 
body in lieu of the state department of transportation. 

4.2. Assessment of Access Management Needs 
A thorough review of potential access management needs was conducted and no major needs have 

been identified on state routes in the county. Access management has not been recognized as a 

noteworthy issue in the county by members of the public, community stakeholders, or project 

management team members. The exception is the SR 74 corridor. Access management strategies were a 

major piece of the SR 74 corridor study. 

Commercial corridors are typically the locations most in need of access management regulations. The 

existing and planned commercial corridors in Fayette County (SR 74, SR 54, SR 314 and SR 85) are all 

found on state routes. GDOT manages access on these corridors and currently has effective regulations 

in place through their Regulations for Driveway and Encroachment Control manual and driveway permit 

process. Many of these roadways also have more stringent local regulations in place.  

4.2.1. Veterans Parkway 
Veterans Parkway is a major north-south corridor west of Fayetteville recently built by Fayette County. 

The road is intended to act as a western bypass of the congestion in downtown Fayetteville. As of the 

writing of this report, relatively little land development has occurred along the corridor with the notable 

exception of Pinewood Studios and Pinewood Forest. An access management overlay could be 
implemented now before development comes to preserve vehicular mobility. Access management tools 

such as shared driveways and interparcel access are easier to implement during development rather 

than post construction.   

4.2.2. East Fayetteville Bypass 
The East Fayetteville Bypass is a project currently under development by Fayette County. This project is 

intended to provide north-south mobility bypassing congestion in downtown Fayetteville. Similar to 

Veterans Parkway, when this road is built it will benefit from an access management ordinance that will 
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preserve vehicular mobility. 

4.3. Key Findings 
Key takeaways from the assessment of access management needs are as follows:  

�x Veterans Parkway & the East Fayetteville Bypass will benefit from an access management 
overlay district to preserve vehicular mobility 

�x SR 74 in Tyrone and Peachtree City has been identified for access management improvements    

�x Existing and planned commercial corridors in the county are all located on state routes with 

effective access management regulations in place through GDOT and local zoning codes. As a 

result, no other needs have been identified in these areas outside of the SR 74 corridor 

5. Roadway Needs 
The assessment of roadway improvement needs involves three primary areas: the Existing + Committed 

(E+C) model run, a select link analysis, and a safety analysis, where Committed are those projects that 

the county has already committed to completing.  

The E+C model run examines the performance of the existing transportation network in conjunction 

with transportation improvements expected to be completed by 2040 (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 2040.   

The select link analysis helps enhance an understanding of travel patterns within Fayette County and 

to/from adjacent counties. Specifically, the analysis allows examination of trip origins and destinations 

utilizing particular roadway segments. The information gained from the select analysis in addition to the 

results of the E+C model analysis helps to inform the development of proposed transportation 

improvements to mitigate future potential deficiencies.   

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. 

5.1. Year 2040 Existing + Committed (E+C) Project Run Network 
�����•�������}�v���š�Z�������š�o���v�š�����Z���P�]�}�v���o�����}�u�u�]�•�•�]�}�v�[�•���~���Z���•���î�ì�ð�ì���Z���P�]�}�v���o���d�Œ���v�•�‰�}�Œ�š���š�]�}�v���W�o���v���~�Z�d�W�•���~�����•�]�P�v���š������

�d�Z�������š�o���v�š�����Z���P�]�}�v�[�•���W�o���v) project list, the projects listed in Table 4 have been included in the E+C 

network, along with the programmed Network year that each project is forecast to be open to traffic. 
Figures 8 and 9 compare the number of lanes in the 2017 and 2040 E+C networks. The network year is a 

conservative approximation of completion date.  
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Table 4: Projects included in the 2040 Existing + Committed Network 

Project 

Number 

Name Project Type Network Year 

FA-236 East Fayetteville Bypass New Roadway 2020 

CL-015  SR 85 from SR 279 to Clayton County Widening from 4 to 6 lanes 2030 

FA-085  SR 85 from SR 92 to Grady Avenue Widening from 2 to 4 lanes 2030 

CL-101  SR 920 McDonough Road Widening Widening from 2 to 4 lanes 2030 

 

One major project included in the 2040 E+C list is the East Fayetteville Bypass, which would be a new 
two-lane road extending from SR 54 near Corinth Road, south through McDonough Road, terminating at 
Countyline Road. This project improves north-south connectivity east of downtown Fayetteville, one of 
the major bottlenecks in the county.  
 
The E+C network includes two widenings of SR 85 in Fayette County. One is in south Fayetteville from SR 
92 to Grady Avenue from two to four lanes. Another is primarily a widening from four to six lanes in 
Clayton County but also extending to SR 279 in north Fayette County. The other widening included in the 
E+C network is that of McDonough Road from SR 54 into Clayton County to Tara Boulevard.  
 

5.1.1. Congestion Assessment  
Figures 10 and 11 show the afternoon peak period level of service (LOS) in the 2017 base year and 2040 
E+C, respectively. LOS provides information about the traffic conditions in the AM and PM Peak Periods. 
�d�Z�����>�K�^���•�����o�����Œ���v�P���•���(�Œ�}�u���^���_�U���µ�v�Œ���•�š�Œ�]���š�������(�o�}�Á�U���š�}���^�&�_�U���Z�����À�Ç�����}�vgestion. The afternoon peak has 
been chosen for the needs assessment because congestion is generally worse in the afternoon than the 
morning peak.   
 
Congestion was analyzed for three portions of the roadway network: 1) at committed project locations, 
2) on state routes, and 3) on non-state route arterials and collectors. Tables 5, 6, and 7 list the 
committed project roadway segments, state routes, and non-state arterial and collector routes, 
respectively, along with their predominant worst LOS in 2017 and 2040 E+C. In 2017 there were no 
roadways at LOS F and only isolated segments at LOS E. In the 2040 E+C, instances of LOS F appear, and 
LOS E conditions spread to more roadway segments across the county. The following table presents a 
summary of the roadway congestion for the E+C projects in the 2017 base year and 2040 E+C.  
 
The 2040 E+C model indicates that the East Fayetteville Bypass (once complete) is projected to operate 
as LOS E, indicating this additional north-south connectivity would provide needed capacity serving a 
strong demand. The planned two lanes of the bypass might not be sufficient to meet demand and 
provide adequate level of service. The northern widening of SR 85 from SR 279 to Clayton County 
improves LOS from C in 2017 to A/B in 2040. The southern widening of SR 85 from SR 92 to Grady 
Avenue maintains LOS C in the future. Similarly, the McDonough Road widening ensures a LOS D in 
2040.  
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Table 5: Roadway Congestion of Committed Project Locations 

Project 

Number 

Name Project Type 2017 

LOS 

2040 E+C 

LOS 

FA-236 East Fayetteville Bypass New Roadway N/A E 

CL-015  SR 85 from SR 279 to Clayton County Widening from 4 to 6 lanes C A/B 

FA-085  SR 85 from SR 92 to Grady Avenue Widening from 2 to 4 lanes C C 

CL-101  SR 920 McDonough Road Widening Widening from 2 to 4 lanes D D 

 
Beyond the committed project locations, Table 6 indicates that several portions of state routes have 
lower LOS in 2040 than 2017, indicating worsening levels of congestion. North of Fayetteville, SR 85 
southbound worsens from LOS C to LOS E, particularly approaching New Hope Road. South of 
Fayetteville to the SR 85 connector, SR 85 changes from LOS A/B to LOS C. Beyond the SR 85 connector 
and into Coweta County, SR 85 worsens from LOS C/E to LOS F. The SR 85 connector from SR 85 to 
Brooks changes from LOS A/B to LOS C. 
 
SR 74 southbound in Tyrone operated at LOS C 2017 but worsens to LOS D in 2040. In Peachtree City, 
the model shows SR 74 changing from LOS A/B to LOS C between 2017 and 2040. SR 54 in Fayetteville 
drops from a LOS C to LOS D. Additionally, SR 54 between Fayetteville and Peachtree City worsens from 
LOS A/B to LOS C. From SR 74 into Coweta County, SR 54 worsens from LOS E to LOS F. SR 279 northwest 
of SR 314 worsens from LOS D to LOS E. Near Veterans Parkway, SR 92 also drops from LOS D to LOS E. 
Finally, SR 85/92 in downtown Fayetteville changes from LOS to LOS E.  

 
Table 6: Changes in Congestion of State Routes 

Roadway Location 2017 LOS 2040 E+C LOS 

SR 85  North of Fayetteville C E 

SR 85 From Fayetteville to SR 85c A/B C 

SR 85 From SR 85c into Coweta County C/E F 

SR 85 Connector From Brooks Woolsey Rd to SR 85 A/B C 

SR 74 Tyrone C D 

SR 74 Peachtree City A/B C 

SR 54 Fayetteville C D 

SR 54 Between Fayetteville and Peachtree City A/B C 

SR 54 From SR 74 into Coweta County E F 

SR 279 From Fulton County to SR 314 D E 

SR 92  Near Veterans Parkway  D E 

SR 85/92 Downtown Fayetteville D E 
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As for non-state routes (see Table 7), with the completion of the East Fayetteville Bypass, demand will 
increase on Corinth Road as a continuation of a northeastern bypass around Fayetteville. Westbridge 
Road is also projected to carry heavy volumes, decreasing from LOS D to LOS E. The model results also 
indicate that the two non-State Route connections with Coweta County will also become more 
congested, with Palmetto Road decreasing from LOS D to LOS E and Rockaway Road decreasing from 
LOS A/B to LOS D. Demand will also increase near Woolsey, with Hampton Road congestion projected to 
worsen from LOS A/B to LOS C. 
 
Table 7: Changes in Congestion of Non-State Routes 

Roadway Location 2017 LOS 2040 E+C LOS 

Corinth Rd From SR 85 to SR 54 C D 

Westbridge Rd From Fulton County to SR 92 D E 

Palmetto Rd From SR 74/Tyrone Rd into Coweta County D E 

Rockaway Rd SR 74 to Coweta County A/B D 

Hampton Rd From Brooks Woolsey Rd to Clayton County A/B   C 

 
 

5.1.2. Key Findings 
 

�x The need for additional connections with Coweta County is evident by model results showing 
future worsening congestion along SR 54, SR 85, Palmetto Road and Rockaway Road. 
 

�x East Fayetteville Bypass between SR 54 and County Line Road and County Line Road to South 
Jeff Davis Drive: Two lanes might not be sufficient for this corridor to meet future 2040 demand. 
 

�x Corinth Road from SR 85 to SR 54: With the completion of the East Fayetteville Bypass, demand 
is projected to increase on Corinth Road as a continuation of a northeastern bypass around 
Fayetteville.  

 
�x The downtown Fayetteville bottleneck is projected to worsen from LOS D to LOS E on SR 85/92 

and from LOS C to D on SR 54. 
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Figure 8: Number of Lanes (2017) 

 

 

Figure 9: Number of Lanes (2040 E+C) 
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Figure 10: Afternoon Peak Period Congestion (2017) 

 

Figure 11: Afternoon Peak Period Congestion (2040 E+C) 
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5.2. Select Link Analysis 
Using the travel demand model, 12 select links were analyzed in the 2017 base year afternoon peak 

period. For a given road segment �~�š�Z�����^�•���o�����š���o�]�v�l�_�•�U���•���o�����š���o�]�v�l�����v���o�Ç�•�]�•���‰�Œ�}�À�]�����•�����v���µ�v�����Œ�•�š���v���]�v�P���}�(��

origins and destinations. The base year was used to better understand existing travel patterns. As the 
morning peak period often mirrors the afternoon peak, a single peak period was used for simplicity. The 

afternoon was chosen because it is typically the most congested peak period.  

The link locations were identified due to their importance as either a primary local or regional 

connector. The analyses can inform travel related to proposed transportation projects such as the 2040 

E+C projects including the East Fayetteville Bypass, McDonough Road widening, and additional 

connectivity with Coweta County to the west. The locations and associated projects are listed in Table 8 

and illustrated in Figure 12. See Appendix A for maps reflecting the results of the select link analysis. 

 

 

Table 8: Select Link Locations for 2017 PM Peak Period 

No Associated Project Roadway Location Direction 

1 McDonough Rd Widening McDonough Road Eastern County Line EB 
2 East Fayetteville Bypass SR 92  South of Goza Road NB 
3 East Fayetteville Bypass SR 54 North of McElroy Road NB 
4 SR 85 widening from Clayton SR 85 North of Corinth Road SB 
5 Connection with Coweta SR 54 Western County Line WB 
6 To Senoia and Southern Coweta Rockaway Road Western County Line SB 
7 SR 74 from Atlanta SR 74 Northern county Line SB 
8 SR 92/Veterans  SR 92  North of Rivers Road SB 
9 Downtown Fayetteville SR 92/85/Glynn Street North of SR 54/ Lanier Avenue SB 
10 Downtown Fayetteville SR 54  West of Grady Avenue WB 
11 Connection with Coweta Palmetto /Tyrone Road Western County Line WB 
12 Connection with Coweta SR 85 Western County Line SB 
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Figure 12: Select Link Analysis Locations 
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5.2.1. Location 1: McDonough Road at the Eastern County Line 
Much of the traffic on McDonough Road eastbound heading into Clayton County at the Fayette County 

boundary originates along SR 54 west of Fayetteville. Some traffic is collected on northeast Fayetteville 

via McElroy Road. Other minor flows contributing to the SR 54 stream are from the northwest on SR 92, 

Sandy Creek Road, and Tyrone Road and from the south on County Line Road and Redwine Road. There 

are many trips originating throughout Fayette County, including Peachtree City. Some origins even 

extend as far as Coweta County and South Fulton County, with some trips originating from I-85 and 

points south. Destinations of trips traversing McDonough Road at the county boundary are dispersed 

throughout Clayton, Henry, and Spalding Counties. Heavily used routes include Jonesboro Road and SR 
81.  

5.2.2. Location 2: East Fayetteville Bypass: SR 92 South of Goza Road 
The East Fayetteville Bypass is intended to enable north-south movements in eastern Fayette County 

without having to traverse downtown Fayetteville. Two select links were chosen to analyze northern 

and southern areas relevant to the bypass. This southern link on SR 92 south of Goza Road shows an 

afternoon peak northbound split fairly evenly between Inman Road / County Line Road and SR 92. This 

indicates that a large volume of trips making this movement would benefit from an improved East 

Fayetteville Bypass to get to destinations in northeast Fayette County and northern Clayton County from 

southern Fayette and Spalding Counties.  

5.2.3. Location 3: East Fayetteville Bypass: SR 54 North of McElroy Road  
The other key component of the East Fayetteville Bypass is travel along SR 54 north of McElroy Road. 
Northbound in the afternoon peak, SR 54 draws trips from both County Line Road from the south and SR 

54 through Fayetteville. Destinations for these trips include SR 54 to Jonesboro and beyond to I-75. 

Another predominant movement of trips through this select link is Corinth Road to SR 279. These 

existing trips would likely utilize the East Fayetteville Bypass to make this north-south movement and 

would also likely benefit from improvements to the Corinth Road/SR 279 corridor.  

5.2.4. Location 4: SR 85 North of Corinth Road  
A committed project is the widening of SR 85 from SR 279 to Riverdale from four to six lanes, 

predominantly in Clayton County. SR 85 is currently a four-lane section within Fayette County south to 

downtown Fayetteville. The select link analysis reveals a slight dispersion to the west along Kenwood 

Road and to the southeast on Corinth Road. The majority of the existing trips continue on SR 85 
distributing to various zones along the way, with moderate flows continuing on to Redwine Road and SR 

85 into south Fayette County.  

5.2.5. Location 5: Connection with Coweta (SR 54) 
Adjacent to one of the major bottlenecks in the county (SR 54 at SR 74), the connection of SR 54 with 

Coweta County serves a critical commuting flow between the counties. The select link figure shows the 

link drawing trips from a broad swath of SR 54 from Fayetteville, and SR 74 from both the south and 

north. Destinations of trips disperse throughout Coweta County in a variety of directions, as well.  



 

24 

 

5.2.6. Location 6: To Senoia and Southern Coweta (Rockaway Rd) 
Based upon the select link analysis, fewer trips currently utilize Rockaway Road to Senoia than use the 

SR 54 connection with Coweta County. Those that do are destined for a targeted cluster of zones near 

Senoia. The analysis also indicates that existing trips are drawn primarily from SR 74 from Peachtree 

City, as well as a few other locations from the north. 

5.2.7. Location 7: SR 74 from Atlanta 
Based upon the select link analysis, SR 74 is a primary commute route used for Fayette County residents 

commuting from Atlanta. The analysis indicates that trips destined from Fulton County distributes trips 

to Tyrone and Peachtree City. Routes to other destinations include Sandy Creek Road, Tyrone Road, and 

North Peachtree Parkway. 

5.2.8. Location 8: SR 92/Veterans Parkway 
The August 2018 completed connection of Veterans Parkway with SR 92, which is assumed in the base 
year model, is analyzed through a southbound select link on SR 92 just north of Veterans Parkway. The 

majority of trips continue down SR 92 to Fayetteville and beyond, with a significant portion utilizing 

Veterans Parkway to eastern Peachtree City. Trips are drawn from both SR 92 from the vicinity of I-85 

and Peters Road.  

5.2.9. Location 9: Downtown Fayetteville (SR 92/85/ Glynn St) 
���}�Á�v�š�}�Á�v���&���Ç���š�š���À�]�o�o�����]�•���}�v�����}�(���š�Z�������}�µ�v�š�Ç�[�•���u���i�}�Œ�����}�š�š�o���v�����l�•�X���^���o�����š���o�]�v�l�����v���o�Ç�•�]�•���Œ���À�����o�•���š�Z���š�����o�o��

roads lead to Fayetteville and that alternative routes are needed. SR 92/85 Glynn Street southbound 

draws trips from SR 92, SR 314, and SR 85. Trips proceed both east and west on SR 54, to South Jeff 

Davis Driveto the southeast, to Redwine Road to the southwest, and to SR 85 and SR 92 to the south.  

5.2.10. Location 10: Downtown Fayetteville (SR 54) 
Another dimension of the downtown Fayetteville bottleneck is the need for east-west travel. 
Westbound trips just west of Fayetteville on SR 54 are drawn primarily from SR 54 from Clayton County, 

as well as SR 85 from the north and McDonough Road from the east. Many trips continue on SR 54 into 

Coweta County, while some split off to the northwest on Tyrone Road and Sandy Creek Road. A fair 

portion of the trips on Tyrone Road continue onto I-85 southbound.  

5.2.11. Location 11: Connection with Coweta (Palmetto Rd) 
Another major connection with Coweta County is Palmetto Road/Tyrone Road, which draws trips from 

SR 54 from the east and to I-85. Palmetto Road at the Coweta County boundary also draws a similar 

number of trips from SR 74 from the south.  

5.2.12. Location 12: Connection with Coweta (SR 85) 
SR 85 at the Coweta County boundary is another major connection with Coweta County and is also 

projected to operate with a low LOS in the future. Trips are drawn primarily from Fayetteville and points 
north on SR 85. Trips also take SR 74 from the north and Rising Start Road / Brooks Woolsey Road from 

the east. Most trips are destined for south Coweta County.  
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5.2.13. Key Findings 
 

�x Analysis of SR 92 and SR 54 support the need for the East Fayetteville Bypass project. 
 

�x In the afternoon peak period, traffic on SR 85 disperses throughout Fayette County. This 
highlights the importance of SR 85 as a regional connection for the entire county. 

  
�x More connections with Coweta County are needed. 

 
�x Alternative routes needed around downtown Fayetteville 

o Trips through SR 85 in downtown Fayetteville proceed to all parts of Fayette County and 
into Clayton, Coweta, and Henry Counties, as well the following state routes; SR 85, SR 
54, and SR 92. 

 
�x Additional routes are needed, including east-west routes, to serve long-distance, cross-county 

travel. This need will become more intense in the future as population grows. 

5.3. Safety 
This section analyzes automobile safety. Crash data collected from GDOT for the Inventory of Existing 
Conditions Report was run through additional analysis for better understanding of safety risks 

throughout Fayette County. The Existing Conditions analysis reported absolute crash numbers. This 

Needs Assessment Report looks at crash rates as well. 

5.3.1. Crash Rates Methodology 
Crashes often occur at intersections, which by nature are where multiple movements converge and 

conflict. In addition, crashes can occur along roadway segments. In either case, needs may exist where 

improvements can be made to enhance safety. The number of crashes over the recent three (3) year 

period (2015-2017) was gathered from G.E.A.R.S. (the Georgia Electronic Accident Reporting System)2 

and used in conjunction with traffic volumes to calculate intersection and roadway segment crash rates. 

Base year 2017 travel demand model total volumes were used as the volume data source. Where 
applicable, GDOT Traffic Analysis and Data Application (TADA)3 traffic counts were used to verify or 

correct the order of magnitude of volumes. Crashes within 150 feet of roadway center lines or 

intersections were considered associated with each roadway segment or intersection. Volumes within 

such buffers were calculated to represent the average daily volume entering each intersection or 

traversing through each roadway segment. Intersections were defined as locations where travel demand 

model links intersected. As the crashes were screened, some additional high crash intersections were 

defined. Roadway segments were then defined to envelope all remaining crashes, which could have 

occurred at intersections with minor streets and driveways. Crashes at defined intersections were 
excluded from roadway segment crash rates to avoid double counting.  

                                                                 
2 https://www.gearsportal.com/Pages/Public/Home.aspx 
3 https://gdottrafficdata.drakewell.com/publicmultinodemap.asp 
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The crash rate formulas for intersection crash rate (crashes per MEV-Million Entering Vehicles), ri, and 

segment crash rate (crashes per MVMT-Million Vehicles Miles Traveled), rs, are:  
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     Where, 

      A = number of reported crashes   

      T = time period of the analysis (3 years) 

      V = average daily traffic (entering intersection) 

      L = length of segment in miles  
 

Table 9 and 10 list intersections and segments, respectively, that have crash rates higher than the 2015 

statewide average of 3.26 crashes per million vehicle miles traveled (VMT)4. These intersections and 
segments are also mapped in Figure 13 and Figure 14.  
 
Table 9: Intersections with High Crash Rates (ranked by crash rate) 

Location Crash 
Rate 

Daily Entering 
Volume 

Crashes Injuries Fatalities 

Aberdeen Pkwy at Commerce Drive 7.47  1,345 11 4 - 
SR 314 at Pavilion Parkway 6.03  10,000 66 21 - 
SR 314 at SR 85  5.40  31,273 185 32 - 
SR 85/92 at SR 54/Lanier Avenue 4.54  49,265 245 47 - 
SR 92 at Sam Helens Parkway 4.34  17,675 84 31 - 
SR 314 at Kenwood Road 4.14  20,967 95 48 - 
SR 85 & Whitewater High School / Sara 
Harp Minter Elementary School 

3.94  
8,350 36 19 - 

SR 54 at McElroy Road 3.59  11,444 45 21 - 
SR 74 at SR 54 3.50  60,053 230 39 - 
Goza Rd at Antioch Road 3.39  7,276 27 31 1 
Sandy Creek Rd at Eastin Road 3.39  5,126 19 13 - 
SR 314 at New Hope Road 3.35  14,731 54 14 - 

Source: Team analysis of GEARS crash data 
 

 

 

 

                                                                 
4 https://www.gahighwaysafety.org/research/ga-crashes/injuries/fatalities/ Accessed July 2018 
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Table 10: Roadway Segments with High Crash Rates (ranked by crash rate) 

2015-2017 Crash Statistics 

Location 
Crash 
Rate 

Average 
Daily Volume 

Crashes Injuries Fatalities 

Banks Road between SR 314 & Ellis Road 9.78 4,478 35 9 - 
Grady Avenue / Bradley Dr from SR 54 to Jimmie 
Mayfield Boulevard 

6.31 4,634 53 13 - 

Crosstown Blvd from Dividend Dr to Robinson Rd 5.94 3,461 54 8 - 

Banks Road between Ellis Road and SR 54 5.78 7,050 54 26 - 
Huddleston Road 5.33 4,321 19 12 - 
Jenkins Road 5.32 2,097 14 4 - 

Grant Road 4.96 393 5 - - 

Walt Banks Road 4.88 5,270 14 2 - 

Morgan Mill Road 4.71 495 6 6 - 

Longview Road 3.95 1,032 7 3 - 

Wisdom Road 3.83 4,047 12 2 - 

White Road from SR 92 to SR 314 3.82 2,929 20 5 - 

South Jeff Davis Drive from County Line Road / 
Inman Road to Jimmie Mayfield Blvd 

3.79 6,930 88 28 - 

SR 85/92 from SR 54 to Ramah Road 3.68 25,200 131 35 - 
Holly Grove Road 3.50 4,703 19 4 - 
Milam Road / Rivers Road from county line to SR 92 3.48 1,772 24 9 1 

SR 85/92 from SR 54 to SR 314 3.44 36,900 157 43 - 

Hood Ave/Kathi Avenue 3.33 1,868 14 19 1 

Flat Creek Road 3.28 3,105 16 3 - 

Source: Team analysis of GEARS crash data 
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Figure 13: Intersections with High Crash Rates 
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Figure 14: Roadway Segments with High Crash Rates 
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5.3.2. Intersection Safety Needs 
Intersections with high crash rates are listed in Table 9 and shown in Figure 13. The intersection with the 

highest crash rate in the county is Aberdeen Parkway at Commerce Drive in Peachtree City. This is a low 

volume, unsignalized divided intersection near businesses, offices, and a school. Based upon field review 

and engineering judgment, potential safety issues at this side street stop-controlled intersection include 

sight distance, geometry, and driver expectancy. Unlike the nearby intersection of Commerce Drive and 

Westpark Drive, which is a four-way stop, traffic to and from SR 74 on Aberdeen Parkway does not stop 

at the intersection with Commerce Drive. Through and left-turning vehicles on Commerce Drive need to 

enter the intersection area for a secondary stop in the median before proceeding all the way through 
the intersection. Vegetation along Aberdeen Parkway obstruct clear sight distance for drivers on 

Commerce Drive.  

 

Partly because of their high entering volumes, several major intersections appear on the list of high 

crash rate locations. These include SR 74 @ SR 54, SR 85/92 at SR 54, and SR 314 @ SR 85. The sharp 

skew of the SR 314 @ SR 85 intersection likely is associated with side-swipe crashes for drivers driving 

north and south onto SR 85.  

 
Goza Road at Antioch Road is the intersection of two rural moderate speed roads that was until recently 

two-way stop controlled. The lack of stop control on Antioch Road likely was associated with high 

instances of crashes in the 2015-2017 timeframe.  

 

One of the high crash rate intersections is located near schools: SR 85 and Whitewater High School / 

Sara Harp Minter Elementary School. 

5.3.3. Roadway Segment Safety Needs 
Segments with the highest crash rates are listed in Table 10 and shown in Figure 14. Observations from 

select segments are described below. 

Banks Road between SR 314 and Ellis Road  

Approximately 63% of all crashes along Banks Road between SR 314 and Ellis Road occurred at 

entrances to Banks Station Plaza, on the south side of Banks Road. Most crashes occur at the west 

entrance to this plaza approximately 240 feet east of SR 85. These entrances are located at un-signalized 

and un-divided sections of Banks Road which experience low traffic volume. Side impacts are highly 

likely to occur with the existing geometric layout. Although fewer crashes were reported at the east 

entrance of Banks Station Plaza, sight distance is a concern for patrons making right hand turns heading 

east on Banks Road.  

Grady Avenue / Bradley Drive from SR 54 to Jimmie Mayfield Boulevard  

Of all crashes occurring along this segment, most occur on Grady Avenue between SR 54 and 

Beauregard Boulevard. Grady Avenue is a two-lane road that serves industrial and commercial traffic 

from Bradford Square, in addition to Spring Hill Elementary School, Fayette Middle School, and 
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residential uses. The segment also serves as an alternate connection from SR 54 around downtown 

Fayetteville to the south, via SR 85 and SR 92.  

Potential improvements include improving the skew of the Bradford Square intersection with Grady 

Avenue and offsetting the intersection farther from the Fayette Middle School entrance. In addition, 

adding left-turn lanes to the roadway could improve safety and operations. A new connection between 
SR and 1st Manassas Mile would potentially reroute trucks heading for the land fill off Grady Ave.  

TDK/Crosstown Blvd from Dividend Drive to Robinson Road 

Crashes on this segment are concentrated on Crosstown Boulevard between SR 74 and South Peachtree 

Parkway. Driveways to Braelinn Village Shopping Center account for 30% of all crashes within this 

segment. Two of three major entrances to Braelinn Village Shopping Center are unsignalized two-way 

stop-controlled intersections, aligning with Crosstown Court. Through movements across Crosstown 

Drive require traversing five (5) travel lanes and navigating six (6) conflict points.  

Jenkins Road 

Despite the relatively low crash count, Jenkins Road appears on the list of high crash rate locations given 

relatively low average daily volume. Jenkins Road serves Robert J. Burch Elementary School and Sandy 

Creek High School. Similar to the SR 85 and Whitewater High School/ Sara Harp Minter Elementary 

School intersection, the prevalence of new drivers from Sandy Creek High School is most likely the 

explanation for the high segmental crash rate in this area.  

 

5.3.4. Key Findings 
In general, safety improvements should be focused on:  

�x Ensuring adequate sight distance through redesign and/or vegetation management 
 
�x Making geometric improvements, including reducing skew 

 
�x Consistently designing intersections to comply with driver expectancy and reducing exceptions 

�~���X�P�X�U���^���Œ�}�•�•���š�Œ���(�(�]�������}���•���v�}�š���•�š�}�‰�_�• 
 

�x Redesigning major bottlenecks (e.g., SR 74 @ SR 54, SR 85/92 at SR 54, and SR 314 @ SR 85) 
 

�x Applying traffic calming and potential signal warrant analysis at locations with high crash rates 
(e.g. near schools or intersections with heavy shopping center volumes)  

 
�x Ensuring adequate intersection spacing and applying access management to reduce conflicts at 

commercial driveways near major signalized intersections 
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5.4. Truck Routes 
Freight is an integral component of the metro Atlanta economy. A safe and efficient truck route network 

facilitates the movement of goods, as well as commuters and other transportation network users. This 

section addresses needs pertaining to the Fayette County truck route network. 

5.4.1. Existing Routes  
Figure 15 displays the existing truck routes and prohibited truck routes. Current County code identifies 

four corridors as no-truck routes: Brogdon Road, Buckeye Road, Gingercake Road, and Jenkins Road. 

Trucks cannot be prohibited on state routes making them default truck routes within the county. 

With the building of Pinewood Studios, and the increase in development in that area of the county, 

designating new east-west and north-south truck routes, with upgrades to those roads, could mitigate 

future congestion in the area. Currently, the major north-south thoroughfares are SR 74 and SR 85. SR 

54 is the only east-west corridor that traverses the entire county.  

5.4.2. Truck Counts/Percentages 
To assess the freight needs of Fayette County, the existing truck route network was analyzed with truck 

traffic counts from Geocounts Traffic Counts, via GDOT5. Figure 16 depicts the existing truck route 

network as well as the traffic counts. The roadways with the most truck traffic are SR 74, north of the 

intersection of SR 74 and SR 54, and on SR 54 from Coweta County to SR 85. Given that many trucks 
travel from Interstate 85 to the retail and industrial land uses in Peachtree City, and east and west 

across the county, there are high volumes of truck traffic along these two corridors. 

 

                                                                 
5 http://geocounts.com/gdot/ 
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Figure 15: Existing Fayette County Truck Routes 
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Figure 16: Fayette County Truck Traffic Counts 
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5.4.3. Truck Route Gaps and Assessment 
This section provides an assessment of the current Fayette County truck network and whether it is 

adequate to properly accommodate freight movement.  

Freight Generating Land Uses 
Figure 17 displays identified freight generating land uses. These land uses include warehousing, 

manufacturing, commercial, and mining/quarries. Such land uses are likely to produce higher numbers 

of truck trips. They are mostly concentrated along state routes with the exception of the Martin 

Marietta-Tyrone Quarry located in southern Tyrone just west of SR 74. This indicates that the state 

routes are generally adequate for providing both long distance mobility and last mile access to the 

freight generating land uses. Crabapple Lane/Rockwood Road in Tyrone could be identified as a 

connector freight route for better access to the quarry. 

Access to I-85 via Sandy Creek Road and Tyrone Road 
Truck count data shown in Figure 16 indicate that trucks travel heavily along SR 74 and moderately so 

along SR 54. SR 74 provides access to I-85, the Fairburn intermodal yard, and warehousing/distribution 

centers along Oakley Industrial Blvd. Community feedback from public meetings indicates that trucks 

utilize both Sandy Creek Road and Tyrone Road as an east-west connection between SR 74 and 

Fayetteville. This route is more direct than continuing south along SR 74 to access SR 54 to travel east. 
Given that trucks will choose the most direct routes to make deliveries, these movements can be 

expected to continue.  

One or both of these roadways could be possible new truck route candidates (Figure 17). With 

upgrades, these two roadways, as well as Veterans Parkway, could expand the Fayette County Truck 

Route Network, facilitating truck travel throughout the county. Fayette County has scoping studies 

planned for both corridors that will investigate these issues and provide recommendations. 

East-West Connectivity South of SR 54 
Gap analysis of the truck route network indicates a missing east-west truck corridor south of SR 54 

(Figure 17). This gap is not a pressing need because of limited freight generating land use in central and 

southern Fayette County. As the county continues to develop and congestion grows on SR 54 trucks may 

seek an alternative route around downtown Fayetteville. The Bernhard-Goza-Inman-County Line 

corridor may warrant addition as a truck route in the future �t especially when the East Fayetteville 
Bypass project is completed.  
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Figure 17: Fayette County Truck Gap Analysis 
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5.4.4. Truck Route Ordinance 
Current Fayette County policy, is to prohibit trucks on specific roads (usually based upon community 

requests). It would be more comprehensive to implement a blanket prohibition of through truck 

movements on all county roads with the exception of officially designated truck routes. These 

designated truck routes in combination with the state route system would encourage trucks to only use 

designated truck routes. 

Wayfinding signage could be implemented in order to guide truck traffic along the designated truck 

roadways. Another key aspect of facilitating the preferred truck travel movements is to communicate 

and coordinate with law enforcement about the truck route policy and its enforcement.   

Candidates Truck Routes 
Candidate roads that could be designated truck routes include: Bernhard-Goza corridor, Crabapple Lane, 

Sandy Creek Road, Tyrone Road, and Veterans Parkway. 

5.4.5. Route Design Parameters  
While highway functional classification and associated characteristics can help predict truck usage, 
generally, intended use and vehicle design will guide attributes that may influence commercial operator 

usage. Roadway access to and from industrial and freight-generating land uses is fundamental to ensure 

reliability of goods movement in the metro Atlanta region. While interstate improvements facilitate 

�u�}�À���u���v�š�������Œ�}�•�•�����v�����Á�]�š�Z�]�v���š�Z�����Œ���P�]�}�v�U���Z�š�Œ�µ���l-�(���À�}�Œ�����o���[���Œ�}�����Á���Ç�•�����v�����Œ�}���������Z���Œ�����š���Œ�]�•�š�]���•�������v���]�v���µ������

truck travel. Key eleme�v�š�•���š�}���Z�š�Œ�µ���l-�(���À�}�Œ�����o���[���Œ�}�����Á���Ç�•�����Œ���W 

�x Improvements at key intersections 

�x Limiting driveway access 

�x Minimal on-street parking 

�x Underground utilities or utilities located within landscape width 

�x Maintaining adequate bridge widths 

�x Adequate median and lane width 

�x Horizontal alignment (linear versus multiple curves) 

�x Number of lanes (capacity) 

�x Widening shoulders to accommodate trucks 

�x Adding guardrails and barriers 

�x Wayfinding usage for designated truck routes 

Truck mobility standards must be weighed against the overall character of the area. The design for 

�À���Z�]���o�����u�}�À���u���v�š�•�������v���‰�Œ���•���Œ�À�������������o���v�����������š�Á�����v���š�Z�����š�Z�}�Œ�}�µ�P�Z�(���Œ���[�•���(�µ�v���š�]�}�v�����v�����š�Z�����v�������•���}�(���š�Z����

communities that the thoroughfares serve.   

5.4.6. Key Findings 
Based on the Georgia Department of Transportation year 2016 truck traffic counts the roadways with 

the highest truck traffic counts are in the northern half of the county. They include:  
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�x SR 74 

�x SR 54 

�x SR 85 

Designating new east-west and north-south truck routes throughout the county could mitigate future 

congestion in the county. Possible new truck route candidates include:  

�x Bernhard Road-Goza-Inman-County Line-East Fayetteville Bypass Corridor 

�x Crabapple Lane 

�x Sandy Creek Road  

�x Tyrone Road 

�x Veterans Parkway 

Designing new truck routes and standards must be weighed against the overall character of the area and 

how best these roadways can function given the activities and needs of the communities the 

thoroughfares serve. 

6. Active & Alternative Transportation Needs  
Active transportation encompasses modes of travel that require human energy, primarily walking and 

bicycling. This term draws the connection between healthy, active living and our transportation system 
and choices. The benefits of active transportation are numerous and include reduced roadway 

congestion, travel-time savings, improved health outcomes, and increased recreational opportunities. 

For this analysis, the needs of golf cart users were also considered.  

Master Path Plan 
An outcome of this planning process includes the identification of a Master Path Plan (MPP). Peachtree 

City is known throughout the country as an innovative planned community with an ingrained path 

network. The intent of the Master Path Plan is to identify ways to expand the path network throughout 
the county. The MPP will connect population centers, schools, parks, commercial land use, and other 

recreational opportunities. The MPP will accommodate pedestrians, bicyclists, and golf cart users.  

Origins, Destinations, and Needs 
An extensive amount of analysis has been conducted to identify needs relating to the expansion and 

improvement of the path network in Fayette County. This involved a variety of data sources including 

population projections, a walking propensity analysis, field counts and surveys, Strava bicycle data and 

public/stakeholder input.   

6.1. Population and Downtown Activity Centers 
An important goal of the Master Path Plan is to develop a path network that links all of the major 
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population centers within the county. Linking major activity centers is also a major goal of the plan.  

Population centers and major activity centers have been mapped in Figure 18 to illustrate where path 

connections are needed. General connection locations have been identified to demonstrate where 

potential links are desirable. This will be used to develop specific trail alignments as the path network is 

refined.  

Population centers were identified by examining existing and projected residential densities in 2017 and 

2040. Population centers are areas with densities greater than two persons per acre in 2040, which 

represents the typical densities of suburban subdivisions. Major activity centers were identified through 

a variety of sources including the ARC, Developments of Regional Impact (DRIs), commercial centers and 

employment centers.  

6.2. 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 need for pedestrian 
facilities. This includes school and park zones, pedestrian crashes, intersection density, and existing land 
uses. Using spatial analysis tools in ArcGIS these elements were weighted and layered to generate a 
walking propensity score for every location within the county. These factors were weighted according to 
their relative importance. These weights are presented in Table 11 below. The final output from this 
analysis is displayed in Figure 19, with key findings provided in Section 5.2.5. 

Table 11: Walking Propensity Analysis Factors and Weighting 

Factor  Weight  

Existing Land Use 30% 

School and Park Zones 30% 

Intersection Density  30% 

Pedestrian Crashes  10% 

Source: Jacobs  

6.2.1. Existing Land Uses 
Land use patterns are an important factor in assessing pedestrian demand. Commercial uses, high-

density residential, parks, schools, and libraries have a greater potential to generate pedestrian trips 

than lower-density residential, agriculture, 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 12 below details the point values assigned to each land use category used in the 

analysis.  
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Figure 18: Population and Activity Center Path Connectivity Needs 
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