STATE OF GEORGIA

COUNTY OF FAYETTE

RESOLUTION
NO. , .2004-09

WHEREAS, Fayette County Board of Commissioners is authorized to impose a one
percent special sales and use tax for a limited period of time, subject to the approval of the
county residents by referendum, pursuant to O.C.G.A. Section 48-8-110; and

WHEREAS, the Fayette County Board of Commissioners has voted to call for the
imposition of such a tax for road, street, and bridge purposes, subject to referendum approval.

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Board of Commissioners for the County of
Fayette that a referendum election shall be held on Tuesday, November 2, 2004 in all precincts of
the County of Fayette for the purpose of allowing the qualified voters within the county to vote
and decide thereby whether to impose the special one percent sales and use tax that is hereby
called for. The tax shall be used solely for road, street and bridge purposes in Fayette County.
The priority projects for the cities of Fayette County and unincorporated Fayette County are
attached hereto in Exhibit A and Exhibit B and hereby incorporated herein. These projects will
be accomplished subject to the budgetary restrictions of this SPLOST which follow. The time
period for the imposition of such a tax shall not exceed five (5) years, which term shall begin on
April 1, 2005 and end on March 31, 2010, and the maximum amount of proceeds to be raised by

the tax shall be $115,857,267.00.




BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that in accordance with state law, each voter of Fayette
County shall have the opportunity to vote upon this issue by marking his or her preference on a
ballot for said election which shall read as follows:

[yes] “Shall a special 1 percent sales and use tax be imposed for road, street, and bridge

purposes in Fayette County for a period of time not to exceed five (5) years and

[no] for the raising of not more than $115,857,267.00?”

s
SO RESOLVED this £ 7  day of May, 2004.

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF
FAYETTE COUNTY \

By: : g_ MBI

regory M- , Chairman




Governmental Entity

City of Peachtree City

Exhibit “A”

Description of Projects

Project

Log House Road
Line Creek Drive
Prestwick Lane

“Wensley Corner

Wynnmeade Parkway - SR 54 to Kings Ridge
Greensway

Marks Style

Rock-a-Way Road - SR 74 West to County Line
Peachtree Parkway - Battery Way SR 54
Peachtree Parkway - SR 54 to Battery Way
Wexford Way

Azalea Drive

Kings Court

Kings Ridge

Line Creek Circle

Robinson Road - Braelinn Road to Redwine Road
Robinson Road - Crosstown Drive to Peachtree Parkway
Robinson Road - Peachtree Parkway to Braelinn Road
Olive Drive - Hip Pocket West

Sawmill Trace

Arbor Gate

Arrowhead Court

Auburn Court

Commerce Drive - SR 54 to Westpark Drive
Dover Trail

Groveland Drive

Harbor Loop

Sandtrap Ridge

Windgate Court

Wynnmeade Parkway - Kings Ridge North to end
Bedford Park

Copperplate Lane

Hedgewood Land (West)

Pinegate Road - Riley Parkway to Sevenoaks
Rubicon Road

Sawleaf Lane

Terrace Tay



Vardon Way

Banks Run

Peachtree Parkway - SR 54 to SR 74
Robinson Road = SR 54 to Crosstown Drive
Golfview Drive

Kimmer Road

Magnolia

Raintree Hill

Rosewood Court

Skiff Trace

Tamerlane

‘TDK Boulevard - Dividend Drive to RR Bridge
Walt Banks Road - Peachtree Parkway West
West Manor

Wickerhill

Wisdom Road

Adams Falls

Adell Court

Claridge Curve

Holly Grove Road - Robinson Road to Rubicon Road
Kelly Drive - SR 74 East to Flat Creek Bridge
Kensington Drive

Paschall Road - CSX RR Tracks to Dividend Drive
Pinnacle Court

Preserve Parkway

Rolling Green

Ruskin Road

TDK Boulevard - SR 74 to RR Bridge
Woodland Drive

Boxwood Court

Briarwood Court

Cedar Drive

Chadwick Drive

Chardonay Courts

Crescent Oak

Fortress Drive

Grecken Green

Hickory Drive

Hilltop Drive (East)

Hip Pocket Road

Longwood Lane

Qakdale Avenue

Postwood Turn

Redwine Road

Sautern Way



Springridge Court

Summer Place

White Oak Trail

Bluegill Trace

Bluegrass Trace

Braelinn Courts

Brookwood Drive

Charter Oak Court

Commerce Court

D-Bob

Falcon Drive

‘Fen Way

Glendale Drive

Haven Ridge

Heritage Way

Ironwood Way

Kenton Place

Korinna Court

Lanyard Loop

Mattan Point

Rock Mull

Saybrook Court

Hwy. 54 - Gateway Cartpath Bridge - Construct multi-use bridge
over SR 54 West of MacDuff Parkway

SR 75 - North Multi-Use Bridge - Construct path system bridge
over SR 74

SR 54 - East Multi-Use Bridge - Replace cart path bridge over
Lake Peachtree with wider section

SR 54 - East Multi-Use Bridge - Construct cart path bridge over
SR 54 in Walt Banks areca

TDK @ Dividend Drive - Add right turn lanes

Peachtree Pkwy at Walt Banks - Construct Roundabout

Upgrade RR Crossing Signals - Purchase private crossings,
upgrade existing ones to quiet zone standard

SR 54 at Stevens Entry - Turn lanes and signal

SR 74 at Wisdom Road - Traffic signal with minor lane
improvements

Crosstown Drive at Robinson Road - Construct Roundabout

SR 74 at Cooper Circle South - Turn lanes and signal

Peachtree Parkway at Braelinn Road - Turn lanes

Redwine at Robinson improvements - Turn lanes and signal

Rockaway Road Realignment - Realign road to intersect with
Holly Grove Road

Peachtree Parkway N - Intersection Improvements - Construct left
turn lanes (Loring, Tinsley Mill)



City of Fayetteville:

MacDuff Parkway Improvements - Phase I - 2 to 4 lanes, first 3/4
mile to Community Collector standards

Park Place Drive Extension - New access road north of Wisdom
Road

SR 74 South Frontage Road - Construct 1,500 LF frontage road
from future median cuts at Gilroy’s South to Avery-
Dennison

Street Resurfacing - Locations to be determined by roadway
condition assessment

MacDuff Pkwy Landscaping - Landscape first 3,500 LF of
roadway

‘Market Place/Westpark Multi-Use Tunnel - Construct tunnel from

Westpark area under SR 74 to Marketplace Development
Paschall Road/Hwy. 74 Multi-Use Tunnel - Construct tunnel under
SR 74 north of Paschall Road
Upgrade Cart Path System - Widen & resurface key paths to 12
feet

Lanier Ave. Pedestrian Imp. - Const. (LCI)

SR 85/Hwy. 314/]eff Davis

Bradley/Jimmie Mayfield Intersection - Design

Grady, Stonewall & Booker Pedestrian Improvements

South Jeff Davis Shoulders

Grady, Stonewall & Booker Pedestrian Improvements

White Road at Culvert

85 Median Engineering (LCI)

85 Median Construction (LCI)

LaFayette Ave. Extension Engineering (LCI)

Greenway Engineering (LCI)

85 Streetscape Engineering (LCI)

Bradley/Jimmie Mayfield Construction

Sidewalks and Multi-Use Trails (TEA 21 Reauthorized)

Grady/Bradley Left Turn Signal

LaFayette Ave. and Glynn St. Traffic Signal (LCI)

Stonewall/85 Left Turn (LCI)

85 Streetscape Construction (LCI)

Jimmie Mayfield - 92 to S. Jeff Davis Design

LaFayette Ave. Extension Construction (LCT)

Greenway Construction (LCI)

92 Connector R/W Acquisition from Walgreens (Southside
Master Plan)

Jimmie Mayfield - 92 to S. Jeff Davis Const.

92 (Forrest Avenue) Realignment Engineering (LCI)

Hood Avenue Connector Engineering (LCI)

Lanier Streetscape Engineering (LCI)



Sidewalks and Multi-Use Trails Construction

92 (Forrest Avenue) Realignment Construction (LCI)
Hood Avenue Connector Construction (LCI)

Lanier Streetscape Construction (LCI)

Georgia Avenue Extension Engineering (LCI)
Georgia Avenue Extension Construction (LCT)

Entry Gateways Design (LCI)

Church Street Improvements Design (LCI)
Washington Street and Carver Street Design (LCI)

Town of Tyrone New Road - Extend Park Drive to E. Crestwood Rd.
"Pave Dirt Road - East Crestwood
Pave Dirt Road - Valleywood Park Drive to Creek
Multi-Use Path - Path along Briarwood Road
Castlewood Road to Strawberry Lane
Multi-Use Path - Path along Laurelwood Road

Briarwood Road to Ridge Road
Multi-Use Path - Path along Senoia Road - Magnolia Drive
to Winfair

Right Turn Lane - Tyrone Road at SR 74 (east side)

Right Turn Lane - Castlewood at Senoia Road

Resurfacing - Senoia Road from Dogwood to Crestwood

Resurfacing - Autumn Trace

Resurfacing - Rollinbrook Trail

Resurfacing - Julie Road

Resurfacing - Browns Hill Court

Resurfacing - Anthony Drive

Resurfacing - Whitney Court

Resurfacing - Michael Road

Resurfacing - Crestwood Road

Resurfacing - Silverthorn

Resurfacing - Shamrock Industrial Blvd. from Rockwood Road
to Clover Lane

Resurfacing - Palmetto Road - Senoia Road to Limits

Town of Brooks Improvement of Intersection of Brooks Woolsey and Highway
85 Connector
Resurfacing - Price Road
Resurfacing - Carrington Lane
Resurfacing - Brookside Road
Resurfacing - Gable Road

Unincorporated Fayette
County Corinth Road at SR 85 - Traffic signal; turn lane on Corinth Road
Corinth Road at SR 54 - Traffic signal; turn lanes on SR 54 and



Corinth Road

Sandy Creek Road at SR 74 - Traffic signal; turn lanes on Sandy
Creek

Westbridge Road at SR 92 - Traffic signal; turn lanes on SR 92 and
Westbridge

Gingercake Road & SR 92 - Traffic signal; turn lanes on SR 92
and Gingercake

Bernhard Road at SR 85 - Traffic signal; turn lanes on SR 85 and
Bernhard

Harp Road at SR 85 - Traffic signal; turn lane on Harp Road

Hilo Road at SR 92 - Traffic signal; turn lanes on SR 92

‘85 Connector at SR 85 - Traffic signal; turn lanes on SR 85

Old Ford Road at SR 279 - Traffic signal; turn lanes on Old Ford

Ebenezer Road at SR 54 - Traffic signal; turn lanes on Ebenezer
Road

Seay Road at SR 92 - Traffic signal; turn lanes on Seay Road and
SR 92; reconfigure Harp/Seay intersection

New Hope Road at SR 85 - Traffic signal; turn lanes on New Hope

Antioch Road at SR 92 - Improvement alignment; traffic signal;
turn lanes on SR 92 and Antioch

Goza Road at SR 85 - Traffic signal

Old Road at SR 279 - Traffic signal to accommodate truck traffic
from industrial park when Old Road is paved and allows
truck traffic

Newton Road at SR 92; Traffic signal; turn lanes on SR 92 and
Newton

Inman Road/Goza Road at SR 92; alignment of Inman with Goza
turn lanes on Inman and Goza

Resurfacing approximately 100 miles of Fayette County roads
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Fayette County Transportation Plan Update
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Fayette County Transportation Plan Update

1.0 Introduction

1.1 Purpose of Report

This report is the final technical study document in a series of technical reports that were
prepared as part of the Fayette County Transportation Plan Update. This report documents
the study process, findings and recommendations of the Plan Update. Additional study
documents were previously prepared documenting the Background Data and Issues, Travel
Demand Modeling Technique, and results of public outreach and input. In addition to this final
technical report, a Plan Summary provides an overview of the final Plan.

This report is divided into four major components. This first section provides an introduction to
the report and a summary of the study process. The second section presents a summary of all the
input and feedback received from both citizens and officials through public outreach, technical
committee meetings, agency briefings and meetings with the County’s elected officials. The third
component documents the study methodology and different analyses that were completed as part
of the study. The fourth and final component contains recommendations for projects and
programs, descriptions and concepts of recommended projects, analysis of total costs and cost
allocation, and a recommendation for the phasing of improvements.

1.2 Study Process

The overall study process used in preparation of Fayette County Transportation Plan included six
sequential steps:

¢ Data collection concerning existing conditions and travel desires was performed early in
the planning process. This data included an inventory of the transportation system,
existing travel demands and patterns, review of previous studies and proposals,
interviews with local planners and engineers, and input from the public. These analyses
are documented in the Background Data and Issues technical report.

e Assessment of future travel demands and patterns was then performed. The Atlanta
Regional Commission’s travel demand computer model was used, which reflected
present travel patterns and anticipated population, employment and travel growth. The
approach and results from this analysis is documented in the Travel Demand Modeling
Technique technical report.

o Identification of issues within the study area was completed and documented. These
issues included existing congestion, safety, deficiencies in the transportation system and
adequacy of previous transportation improvement proposals. This analysis also included
a quantification of existing and future transportation conditions and deficiencies. These
issues were identified through data analysis, field investigation and input from citizens

Final Report
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Fayette County Transportation Plan Update

and agency staff. These are documented in the Background Data and Issues technical
report as well as through various meeting memorandums.

e Analysis of improvement alternatives meeting current and future travel needs. The
assessment of alternatives considered various combinations of improvements, as well as
the costs, benefits and impacts associated with each potential alternative. Potential
improvements involve capital investments, policy changes, education or awareness
strategies or optimization of existing facilities. The resulting recommendations are
documented in this report.

e Selection of preferred improvements was then completed through a combination of
technical reviews and input received throughout the process. These are futher described
in Sections 3 and 4 of this report.

o Identification of costs and potential funding considered the potential for private, local
government, state government and federal government funding ‘sources to meet the

improvements needs within the county. Section 4 provides an assessment of total costs
and potential funding sources.

These efforts have identified current and future travel needs, deficiencies and recommended
solutions. Recommended projects, policies and programs are identified and prioritized into a
phased implementation plan. This document describes all the recommended actions including the
need for those actions, nature of the recommended improvements, anticipated costs, responsible
party, and the recommended implementation date. Subsequent to completion of this Plan,
eligible projects will be forwarded to the Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC) for inclusion in
the region’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), as required for implementation of regionally
significant projects within the Atlanta metropolitan area.

Final Report
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Fayette County Transportation Plan Update

2.0 Methodology

Fayette County’s transportation needs were assessed through an analysis of existing conditions,
specific study issues and anticipated future growth. The project area includes all of Fayette
County, including each municipality. Transportation issues were identified through each of the
study tasks: existing data analysis, field review, accident analysis, public input and participation
and future condition analysis. Each identified issue was reviewed during analysis and
development of the Transportation Plan. Figure 1 illustrates the methodology employed for
identifying recommendations for the Fayette County Transportation Plan Update. The following
sections explain the very details of each step within the overall methodology.

Figure 1 - Methodology

-

)

Future .
Condition .
Analysis =

Accident

Data Analysis -

Analysis ' .

i Exisiting m} { Public

g v e

) Implementéﬁif)fnv;Plan i

e e e e st ms ™

Existing Data Analysis
Existing Data Analysis included collecting data and mapping, and analyzing the transportation
system through assessments of traffic counts, bridge inventory data, existing travel demands and

patterns and socio economic data. This data and analysis is documented in the Background Data
and Issues technical report.
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Fayette County Transportation Plan Update

Field Review

Field reviews were conducted throughout the County to assess the general condition and
operation of the transportation system, as well as to survey the land uses and ongoing
development activity. Roadway information such as total number of through lanes, turning lanes,
signal locations and type, pavement conditions, visibility of lane markings and other
characteristics were reviewed. This review sought to identify any obvious deficiencies in
roadway geometry, traffic control or signage, or general roadway condition.

Accident Analysis
Available accident data from the cities, County and Georgia DOT were obtained and reviewed.

The top 20 most frequent accident locations were identified and assessed. An assessment
included review of accident patterns and field review of that particular location. The types of
accidents were taken into the consideration that showed certain patterns for different
intersections. This analysis is documented in the Background Data and Issues technical report.
Where appropriate, modifications or improvements were identified that may reduce the potential
for accidents at those locations.

Public Input
The project team conducted public outreach through several mechanisms to inform and to solicit

input from the general public. In addition, the project team periodically met with city, county and
state staff, local officials and citizen representatives in order to obtain insight from various
perspectives on the major transportation problems and potential solutions in Fayette County.
This input provided valuable local knowledge and an understanding of local transportation
desires. Section 3 of this report provides a summary of input received.

Future Condition Analysis
Future conditions were assessed through computer modeling using a Travel Demand Model

provided by the Atlanta Regional Commission. TRANPLAN was used as the modeling software.
The results obtained through this modeling process reflected the present travel pattern, the
anticipated future travel pattern, present as well as future population and employment and the
travel growth. In order to better understand the modeling process, please refer to the Travel
Demand Modeling Technique report. These analyses identified anticipated future travel patterns
and demands in each major corridor. Selected information from these analyses is provided in
Appendix A — Modeled Roadway Volume and Capacity Data for reference.

Recommendations

Project and policy recommendations were developed through a combination of these preceding
elements. For each recommendation the anticipated cost and necessary implementation actions
were identified. These are described further in Section 4 of this report.

Final Report
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Fayette County Transportation Plan Update

Implementation Plan
Upon completion of the preliminary recommended Plan, an Implementation Plan was identified.
This Implementation Plan identifies project costs, funding sources, responsible parties, and
recommended timeframes based on a number of factors, including:
e Project need (existing deficiency, short term need or long term need?) and relative

priority;

Availability of project funds;

Time required to implement project; and

The distribution of total project costs over time.

The resulting recommended Implementation Plan is described in Section 4.

Final Report
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Fayette County Transportation Plan Update

3.0 Input and Coordination

As part of Fayette County’s continuing efforts to involve the county’s citizens in the
transportation planning process, a public involvement program was conducted to provide early
and ongoing opportunities for public participation and comment during the development of the
Comprehensive Transportation Plan. Public involvement is a key component of any open
decision making process in which government works with the public to address important issues.
The ultimate goal of the public involvement and outreach was a well informed public that
believe it has had the chance to contribute to transportation planning decision making in a
meaningful way through the public involvement opportunities during the development of the
Thoroughfare Plan. Detailed documentation of public activities and input received is documented
through separate meeting memorandums.

In addition to public input, specific mechanisms were employed to ensure coordination with
local, regional and state agencies during development of the Plan. Section 3.1 summarizes input
and coordination mechanisms employed. Section 3.2 summarizes the recurring themes identified
through the combination of outreach and coordination efforts.

3.1 Mechanisms

Technical Advisory Committee

The project team employed a Technical Advisory Committee to foster an inclusive approach to
the project. The Technical Advisory Committee included representatives from multiple
departments of Fayette County, City of Fayetteville, Town of Tyrone, Peachtree City, the Atlanta
" Regional Commission and the Georgia Department of Transportation. This committee met
periodically at key project milestones to provide input and technical review of project data and
methodologies.

Agency Coordination

In addition to the Technical Advisory Committee, the project team also met periodically with
local agencies to specifically address any local issues and to solicit input to the Plan. The project
team also consulted with the Atlanta Regional Commission to ensure that the Plan’s components
will address regional planning issues, and that the Plan will provide important input to the
regional planning process.

Final Report .
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First Public Meeting

Date: August 8, 2002
Time: 5:00-7:00 PM
Location: Public Meeting Room, Fayette County Administrative Building

On August 8, 2002 the first public workshop for the Fayette County Transportation Plan Update
was conducted. The intent of this meeting was to inform citizens of the County’s effort to
develop an updated transportation plan as well as seek their feedback regarding transportation
concerns and potential investments. The meeting was held from 5:00-7:00 PM in the Fayette
County Administrative Building in an open house style format and included a formal
presentation at 5:30. Citizens were asked to view display boards representing demographic and
geographic information about the County, followed by a formal presentation. Approximately 40
individuals were in attendance.

The meeting began with Lee Hearn, Fayette County Public Works Director, welcoming the
public and introducing the URS consultants. Ed Ellis (URS) followed introductions with a brief
discussion on the purpose and importance of this study. Tim Preece (URS) presented an
overview of the study with a presentation explaining the study process, groups involved in the
decision-making, public involvement opportunities, and existing transportation issues that
deserve immediate attention.

The presentation was followed by an invitation for questions and discussion of major issues of
concern. Citizens were also given the opportunity to submit comment forms. A survey was also
distributed asking participants to list their three primary transportation concerns.

Rotary Main Street Festival Display Booth

Date: October 5-6, 2002
Time: all day retreat
Location: Fayette County Administrative Building

The project team prepared and staffed a display booth at the Main Street Festival to share
information about the Plan Update and solicit input. An interactive panel asked visitors to
identify their travel needs and patterns. Project Fact Sheets were distributed and comments were
solicited from visitors. Project staff spoke with approximately 120 individuals about
transportation and the Transportation Plan Update.

Board Retreat

Date: November 21, 2002
Time: all day retreat, 10:30 a.m. agenda item on Transportation Plan Update
Location: Aberdeen Conference Center, Peachtree City

Final Report
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The Fayette County Board of Commissioners held a one-day retreat on November 21, 2002 to
discuss a wide range of issues facing the County. At 10:30 a.m., the project team provided a
presentation to the Board concerning the work progress and findings to date of the
Transportation Plan Update. The Board asked many questions about the work and provided
important direction about issues that must be addressed through the analysis and study process.

Second Public Meeting

Date: December 5, 2002

Time: 5:00 - 7:00 PM

Location: Public Meeting Room, Fayette County Administration Complex
140 Stonewall Avenue West, Fayetteville

On December 5, 2002 the second public workshop for the Fayette County Transportation Plan
Update was conducted. The intent of this meeting was to communicate information regarding the
County-Wide Transportation Plan Update as well as seek public feedback regarding
transportation concerns and potential investments. The meeting was held from 5:00-7:00 PM in
the Fayette County Administrative Complex. It was explained that a revision of the current plan
is necessary to accommodate land use and transportation demands due to the tremendous
population and employment growth that has occurred and will continue to take place within the
county.

The meeting began with Lee Hearn, Fayette County Public Works Director, welcoming the
public and introducing the URS consultants. Tim Preece (URS) presented an overview of the
study with a presentation explaining the results of an analysis of existing conditions,
identification of future transportation needs and preliminary improvement suggestions.

Lists of transportation improvements were outlined, as well as methods to obtain funding for
these improvements. Different topics were discussed at this meeting that includes results of an
analysis of existing conditions, identification of future transportation needs, public involvement
opportunities, and existing transportation issues that deserve immediate attention. The
presentation was followed by an invitation for questions and the public discussing major issues
of concern and suggestions.

Final Report
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3.2 Recurring Themes

Throughout the public outreach activities and agency coordination meetings held with agency
staff and officials, the input received has been documented in a series of meeting memorandums.
Through all of the input received, below is a summary of the most common recurring themes that
have served to direct the Transportation Plan Update:

Growth, Development and General Transportation

Growing traffic congestion is a concern

Traffic safety should be a high priority

Public transportation (elderly, disadvantaged, disabled, students, commuters)
Cross-county travel is important

Traffic Operations

Traffic signals — location and timing

School traffic impacts are substantial and require attention

e Passing and turning lanes are important to safe and efficient operations
o Lighting is desirable at certain locations

Aesthetics and Quality of Life
e Urban versus rural design aesthetics
Maintain landscaping
Bike lanes are desirable
Driver education may reduce accidents

Traffic Hotspots

SR 85 corridor in Fayetteville
SR 54 corridor in Peachtree City
SR 279 South of SR 138

SR 85/SR 54 intersection

SR 279/SR 314 intersection

Funding, Implementation and Coordination
¢ Plan projects must be coordinated with GDOT and ARC plans
¢ County should leverage local funds to secure state and federal funds

The Transportation Plan Update sought to take into account all of the input reccived, as well as
follow the approach described in Section 2. Section 4 describes the recommended Plan resulting
from the study process and input received.

Final Report :
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4.0 Recommended Plan

Existing condition data, input from the public and local stakeholders, growth projections and the
identified transportation needs were all important in developing a series of transportation
recommendations for Fayette County. The Plan recommendations include immediate
improvements, a bicycle plan, typical roadway sections, concept drawings for different corridors
and a detailed implementation plan cost summary table.

4.1 Recommended Projects

Figure 2 locates all the recommended implementation projects. The Map ID identified in Figure
2 corresponds to the tabular listing provided in Table 1. Table 1 lists the project name and
description for each project. In Table 1, projects are organized according to the Map ID number,
which follows the following structure:

B-__  Bridge projects

I-__ Intersection projects

R-__ Roadway projects

S-__  Streetscape and greenway projects
T-__ Transit Projects.

Table 1 provides a description of each recommended project. In addition, project concept
drawings for select projects are provided in Appendix B for intersection projects and in
Appendix C for roadway projects. These concept drawings are intended to provide a schematic
of the basic intent of the project and show the basis for cost estimates. Prior to implementation
of any of these projects, detailed engineering and necessary environmental studies should be
completed and will define the specifics of the project.

4.2 Bike Plan

A recommended Bike Plan is also provided in Figure 3. This Plan represents a recommended
policy for future provision of bike facilities. In that way, those facilities may be systematically
provided as a small incremental cost of roadway construction as corridors are reconstructed or
upgraded. The specific type of bicycle facility should vary depending on the needs, opportunities
and constraints within each corridor, ranging from wide, bike-friendly curb lanes, to dedicated
bicycle lanes, or separate joint-use paths. Bike route signage should be included in each corridor.

Final Report
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Table 1 - Recommended Plan
Fayette County Transportation Pfan Update, 2003

uuuuu

Description | Need and Purpose | Planning Status Estimated Total !

Period

B-1" " [Coasting Road bridge improvermert Bridge upgrade or replacement Bidge rating &  GDOT bridge sufidency | Fayette CTP recommendation $00000 %77 Boaeis T 0000 006-M1  Frewecenty L
,,,,, a— — and needi or . ! —— . R PO
B-2  {Westbridge Road bridge improvement Bridge upgrade or replacoment Fayette CTP recommendation 800,000 _ $ 400,000 § 400,000 2006 - 2010 Fa uky
S R g upgrade or replacemes N R e —
B-3  |Kenwood Road bridge improvement Bridge upgrade or replacement s to GOOT bridge suffk Fayette CTP recommendation $1,000,000 ._“ $ m8.8om $ 500,000 2006 - 2010 Fayette County n“ama_
Foming ¢ ! ! : P ...
B8-4 SR 85 at Morming Creek bridge mprovement Bridge upgrade or replacement RTP year 2007 $1,154,000 w\« 1,154,000, ” 203-2005 Geor : amﬁa
— ! i . e e e e e Y
B-5  [Inman Road bridge improvement Bridge upgrade o repiacement Fayette CTP recommendation 4500000 | § 250,000 § 250,000;  2006-2010 | Fayetre County m: <3l
. | i Lo . ey
B-6  [Mclntosh Road bridge improvement Bridge upgrade or replacement. A portion of this bridge lies within Fayetta CTP recommendation $2,500000 [ 71,250,000 1,250,000° 2006 - 2010 Fayette Ccunty Local
,gagc&.s%.meugsgigs _ H
L . participate. ) ! R L U
B-7  [SR 85 at Whitewater Creek bridge widening _|Widen and reconstruct RITP year 2010 $170000 1§ 170,000: L s 2010 aoor “mg "
= R ) | * ) |_| — . rf»\.l .
B-8 SR 74 bridge at Fiat Creek (costs Included In |Widen and reconstrudt RTP year 2010 T : i 2006-2010 GDOT Federal
SR 74 widening) | i | Hwy.
. i
i I . L - —— " —_ - adaral
B-9 ISR 54 bridge at SCL RR, assodiated with Widen and reconstruct [Bridge need to be widened and reconstructed to accommodate two TP 2004 $1.769.000 | § 1,769,000 2003 - 2005 Goor Federai
widening of SR 54 lanes in each direction and bring bridge up to cuTent standards. ! : Hey.
1111111 l_ U — — — Pwmre
B-10 S!éugg.;gﬁﬂaﬂix‘ggng Bridge need to be widened and reconstructed to accommodate two TIP 2003 $1.948000 (¢ 1,948,000° - 2005 GO mmuoa_
3ssociated with SR 54 widening lanes in each direction and bring bridge up to cument standards. i : -
|11 T[SR314 at SR 279 Sgnal modhcation S4anai modficatiors as Interim strategles; change N8 left tun to_|Intersection Hsted In top 20 acddent localiors in Courty. Purpose of | Fayelte CTP recommendation $10000 1§ 2,000! § ®000° 2003~ 2005 Tavere Conmnty l“aﬁ_s
protacted-only, madify EB-40-S8 right tum to protect S8 throughs i i . - (STP)
T2 Sondy Creek Road t Sams Drive and Eastn | Reocate Sams Drive 5 IEoc vl Even Roa i et Fayette C1P recommendation 250,000 e TR0 000 e Gty oeal
Road intersection atignment giggﬂgi»EA&g! | .
Appendix) i
R SR 92 at Gingercake Road traffic sgnal Mordtor traffic volumes and conditions and install Uaffic signal as | increasing braflic vokumes warrank ight-bar fare and will 5o0n Fayette CTP recommendation $85,000 s 50.000. § 35000, 2006-2010° Fayewe County .Q%ME
warranted, also adding right-tum lane from Gingercake Road to SR warrant a traffic signal to ensure continued safe operation. Purpose _ i ' . €
92 (see concept in Appendix) i‘iw?:‘gnﬂi;gﬁg
-4 [SR85/3eff Dawis/SR 314 and to improve traffic flow [Intersection s severely skeved with marginal kane alignments, RTP year 2015 $250,000 s 200,000, § 50,000 2011-2005° T GpO mow__
and safety Purpose of project is to mprove intersection geometry to improve ; H i , e
S and traffic flow. R - . —
1-5  |SR'54 at McBonough Road intersacion Safcty improvements; add left-tum signsl indications and phase for Intersaction listed in top 20 accent locations In County. PUrpose of Fayette CTP recommendation $30,000 $ 15,000 § 15000, 2003-2005 ., GOOT ! Federal
improvaments thbound SR 54 to sh Road; and oroject is to provide interim, low cost measire to Improve : oo Hwe
S S EB right tum, intersection . L T ity ST Favetieviie Prvate
1-8 and |7 |implement traffic signals 3t Lafayette [Assodated with I-8; coordinated with Cty's LCT efforts; provides. [Need to improve ingress and egress th redeveloping areas. In Fayetteville LCT and Fayette CTP $240,000 s 240,000;  2003-2005 - City of Fayettevile,  Private
»ﬁé&%&uxsi%&.ﬁi traffic signals and signage to provide altemate route and improved addition, need tn improve connections providing altemate route recommendation : : ; i i
ve) __. — local around severe traffic at SR §5/SR 54. . e SR S
148 [Tum lane modiications and Signage on [Associated with I-7; re-stripes Stonewall Avenu & provide  single | Purpose ks to complkment 16 and 1-7 by decing GVers & an Fayetteville LCT and Fayetts CTP | $132,000 _ 32,0001 2003-2005  :City of Fayettevillel  Local
Sk >§lm¢i§.§&.§§fi€§mxﬁ.§§§§§ available alernate route, recommendation H | ; _
and signage at StonewalyLafayetse [Stonewal west of Lafayetts to use Lafayetts as akemate route to : : ] '
19 |SR 54 t Gingercake Rosd intersection 2dd LT phase from S8 Gigercake. Intersection atd in top 20 accident locations in County. Purpose of | Fayetie CTP recommendation $10000  § 2000 % 0007 20032005 Gty of Faetiole] Federa i
project is to reduce angle accidents by protecting southbound let- j ; : . (STR),
110 [5. Jeff Davis Road at Countyling Road [imorove curent ail-way Stop to Incude tuming fanes #d e |Inte s sightly offset ‘east and west logs. Purpase | Fayelts CTP recommendation 250,000 Vs 2500007 20062010 1 Fayetie Canty | Local
intersection upgrade signal as warranted (see concept in Appendix) is to improve safety and traffic operations by cormecting geometry ! i : :
11 ,wxw&:twggg ggggmﬁﬁﬂﬂ!ggsg&# is.}!ﬁ;g!ﬂ!ng Fayette CTP recommendation $225,000 $ ~8.a8“ $ .m.oS_“ 2006 - 2010 " GoOT .xh%ﬂw_._zm
improvements Seay Road further from SR 92; (future connection is desirable Intersection of Seay Road at Harp Road ks very dose to SR 92 i !  Fees
between Antioch Road and Harp Road) intersection, Wkely Gausing safety and operations issues as traffic _
increases. Pumpose i to improve traffic safety and operations. N :
| 1512 |Antioch Road % Mctinds Road mmiersacion re-align McBridé Road at Antioch Road b elminats offset Intersaction Is skgitly offset across the east and west legs. Purpase | Fayetls CTF recommendation 500 TS T TI5000 20062010 T Favette County T Local
|improvement s to improve safety and traffic aperations by Correcting geometry H
1-13 " |Goza Road at Antioch Road re-align Goza Road at Antioch Road 1 eliminate offset; include gri&i!ﬂ.ﬁﬁiitﬂ.% Fayette CTP recommendation $350,000 1§ 3000 T o Tiots Fayette County :Ham#..
turning lanes as appropriate is to Improve safety and braffic operations by comecting geometry : Y-
— and . . L —_— J—
1-14 SR 85 Connector at Brooks-Wooisey Road Digtgwgg;eoﬂg} (Current configuration is severaly skewed with poor tuming radius, RTP year 2015 $150,000 f i 150,000, 2006 - 2010 Mgimnﬂ.aﬂ\ Hoy, ﬁw“._vv.
align nearer to perpendicular and improve radii (see concept in making proper sight dificuit and causing vehicles to tum off H o ooks :
{Appendix). Coordinate with Town of Brooks [pavement. Purpose is to improve traffic operations and safety, and
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unding
Pe urce
TIA5[SR 74 it Dividend Traffc sgnal Tnstall rafic signal and turm fanes Trafic signal and tim 13nes are warmantad b improve Gafic Fayetts CTP recommendabon |~ $45000 |5 50007 20032005 e Giyand . Loca
oeprations and safety. GooT
[ 1-16  |Peachtred Pwy at Crosstown Road Traffc signal and tum lanes [Trafic congestion and safety warrant instaliation of traffic Signal, RPycar 2035 sisog0d 1T T s T 10800 2000-2005 1 Peachivee Ciy hMMMv
| 117" |SR'74 at Crasstown Road interim intersection | Add left-turn phases & traffc Signdl [Traffic congesbon and acadent frequency worrant corective Fayatte CTP recommendation $10,000 s Zo00; s 8,000/ ' 2003-2005 | PleeCity Local
improvement {measures. Project purpose is to provide intesim low cost measure to | N
v limpeove i o and salty. __ a6 3003 ~ 2005 Pres Gty Local
<18 |Huddteston Drive at Dividend Drive Re-align to correct offset ‘are offset, Qg traffic flow and safety. RTP year 2005 $250,000 $ 125,000 § : |
I intersection re-alignment . PR S - B
1119 |SR54atSR 74 intersaction grade separation Long-range solution to traffic operations and safety; depress throughi Traffic and congestion continue to Increase at this aiical CTuss road. Fayette CTP recommendation $3,500,000 $ 2,800,000| § 700,000 2021 - 2025 ; GooT xuaaAm“.vu,
ssssss Pass beneath intersection (see many examples in in {Continued widaning may heip, but will negatively impact the nature X ! P
Washington, D.C.) |of the Intersaction. ?H&onu.oﬁvsu o improve traffic flow H
i i.lElllcx koo ] #3000 30673010 GooT | Federai
1-20  [SR 92 at Hilo Road and Kingswood Drive Add left-tum lanes on SR 92 at Hio Road and Kingswood Drive to  [Traffic encounters delays pulling out on to SR 92. Athouph Hilo Road  Fayetts CTP recommendation $415,000 $ 332,000 ¢ , : Ny, (STP)
improve traffic flow and safety (see concept In Appendix) sarves mudh traffic, recent traffic counts indicate that signal warranty : . H )
are not aurently met. In addition, the intersection at Kingswood |
Drive is cose to Hilo, and no left-tum fanes are provided on SR 92. ; I
[ The project’s purpose Is to improve traffic fow and safety. . f
A1 [Tyrone-Paimetto Road from SR 74t County|Widen and ® 4 lanes dhided. G With Town of [Projecied fubure traffic volumes will excoed the capadty of the RIP year 2025 $14,490,000 | § 4770003 908300 2021-2025 Fayeste omaz\ Local
line, 24 lanes ITyrone and Coweta County. i Town
ig.ill.\l
R-2  [lenkins Road extension from Sendla Road to[Imp between area ¥s without using SR 74; Fayette CTP recommendation $3,200,000 $ ,200,000( 2011 - 2015 ' azmsmsn_ oc
Paimetto Road two options are provided - one extending Jenkins Road and the eausg_.&%gduvﬁii;!sﬁ ! sdmm.\_ﬂ H
other extending Sandy Creek Road to Trickum Creek Road,
connecting to Paimetto Road (see concepts in Appendix) x!ta&aialti continuous east-west thoroughfare) to : i
Paimetto Road. e :
R [SR 74 Corridor Flan “[Recommendation & for maki-Ee3pined approach 5 3 Camidor Fan [Gurrenty, o piors S o Boading & Fores I ol | Farin & 450000 |$ 360,000, § 90,000 2003-2005 | GOV N:NQMM.J”
ggg.giggﬂg [Peachtree Cty. The issues include traffic growth, congestion and H i ! ' '
Tyrone and Peachtree City. safety, level of vehicular access, and corridor management. The : _
recommended project (study) wil utilize a cross-jurisdictional ' i
approach to developing a master plan for the corridor. ! ! t
r— o 7 . 3
R4 [Northside Parkway (ind. Sandy CroekJenkins, [Greates  castwest facity through improvements at Lees [Thora are few in the north part of | Fayatte CTP rocommendation $1750000 |3 1,050,000' § 7000001 2006-2010 | FayeteCounty | e
Lees Mill) Ml Road/Sandy Creek Rd intersection, Jenkins Road/Sandy Creek  [the County. The purpase of this project is to maka improvements to Halid
intersection and reconstruction with turm lanes along Sandy Creek | existing facilities to provide a consisbent, continous east-west corridos !
Road and Jenkins Road (see concept in Appendix) for cross-county movement. i
R-5  |W. Fayettavile Bypass, from SR 92 to Sandy |Creates north-south connection from SR 92 north to Sandy Creek all routes near Fayettevile connect in a radial manner, RTP year 2020 $5,023,000 [ 1,657,590 $ 3365410] 20112015 Fayetto County ;  Local A,
Creek Rd Road; provides continuous N-S corridor around west side of gsggsgii i
Fayetteville; uitimate function requires Project R-26 he corridors within The puspose of the
project is Sgg.ﬂgeﬁﬁgsﬁ : i | i
e e T Gear i
R-6 Road Various and tum lane between SR 92 and| q..!sia!uo!isgussagiaa Fayette CTP recommendation $2,500,000 i 2,500,000, 2006 - 2010 “ Fayatte County _ tocal |
SR 279, providing connectivity with planned East Fayettevilie Bypass [the County. ;ﬂii:ﬂiwﬁigﬂ w :
(Project R-8) faciitles to provide 3 i : i .
A7 [SR 314 widening, 24 anes [Widen and reconsiruct from 2 1 4 lanes dhided from SR 379 o gg%isﬁag;g«a RTP year 2015 $5925000 1% 15925000] IR Go0T | Federl
to approx. Norman Drive in Fulton County fssues on SR 314. The purpase of the project is to improve . | ! ;
R-8  [East Fayetteville Bypass from SR 279 to S. Jeff{Four-tane roadway from SR 279 t S. Jeff Davis Drive, using Nearly all rukes ear Fayettevile connect i @ radial manner, Fayette CTP recommendation $14,500,000 {$ 14500000 2006 - 2010 Fayette County | Local
Davis, Phase 1 -to indude engineering and  [combination of new location and along of n in through travel have i : i
right-of-way only |Corlnth Road and Countyline Road (see concept In corridors within The purpose of the H i
project is to provide connections for through trips outside the : i f H o
. . TEEEE ~F - §L§_ 7201172015 ] Fayette County | local
R-8  [East Fayettevilie Bypass from SR 279 to S. Jef¥{Four-lane roadway from SR 279 o 5. Jeif Davis Drive, using g&:xhuanl Fayettevile connect In a radial manner, RYP year 2020 $35000,000 | ¢ 17,500,000; $ 17,500,000} !
Davis, Phase 2 -to include construction {combination of new location and along of In through travel have ! .
|Corinth Road and Countyfine Road (see concept in ) the cormidors within The purpose of the
project s ngﬁiaﬁg? : H
RO |SUSA east widening, 74 Tanes Ve 3 oo 5 s G o FicGonagh g ineresin ol vonts i o e 35358y 30 T T Ripyewr2010 11080000 1§ 11080000 § T -7 20082010 ot Mgt
US 41/Tara Bivd in Gayton County sues on SR 54. This important conridor serves a Inter | | !
[county, regional trip purpose as well as local tips. The purpose of | )
project improve the corridor capacity and safety.
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Map 1D Project Description Need and Purpess Planning Status | Estimated Yotal |
! Project Costs Fed/S
|

———— I S, e —— -
R-10  McDonough Road (SR 920) widening, 24 Widen and reconstruct McDonough Road (SR 920) as 4 lanes divid Increasing traffic volumes are causing bath traffic capacty and RTP year 2010 $11,024000 ¢ 11,024,000] i 2006-2010 GROT eder;
lanes

: : Hy. (STPY
?oamnISCm‘Stou?nig:g |safety tssues on McDonough Road. This comridor serves both locat : i -
[and regional, inter-county trips. The purpose of the project is to ) s
....... TSR 92 (West Forest Aven the comidor capacy and safty. g | 73006-2010 |Gty of Favemtevile  Local
R-11 ISR 92 (West Forest Avenue) re-alignment and Two options are provided that resolve existing traffic operational Traffic operational and safety problems exist on SR 85 at this Fayettevilie LCI and Fayette CTP 646,800 | | $ 646,800: - ! i
extension problem on SR 85 associated with dosely spaced intersections of SR location due in part to the dlosely spaced intersactions of SR 92 and recommendation ! ' i
192 and Hood Ave; accomodates potential extension east to Jeff Hood Ave. In particuiar, left-tums both to and from Hood Avenue
Davis Drive; can be constructed with or without Hood Avenue are problematic. The purposes of this project indude correcting
connection (see concepts in Appendx) existing safety issues, improving travel flow and accomodating i
[connection of SR 92 to Hood Avenue to imprave network connectivity : ; H
; A Fayetteville:  Local
R-12  1Hood Avenue connector (Connector between Hood Avenue and SR 52 west of SR 85; limits SK{The purpose of tis project i & allow trafic to/from Hood Avenue | Fayetievile LCT and Fayeliz CTP $768,000 [ 768000 70062010 iy of Fayemievite”  Loca
85/Hood intersection to right-turns only utifize the intarsection of SR 92/SR 85 which is signalized and safer recommendation i ! :
85- for P i R .y ,....Lllﬂ:‘
R-13  [SR85/Glynn Street landscaped median Construct median on SR 85/Glynn Sireet from Larder to Hood Ave, | The purposes of this project are to improve raffic flow and safety, Fayetteville LCT and Fayatte CTP $1,056,000 $ 1,056,000 2006 - 2010 Mn_z&axnms._m
. ~3200 Feet recommendation 3006 - 3010 | City of Favetteviie,  Local
R-14  |lafavettz Avenue Extencion east o SR 85 |Lafayette Avere Extension east of SR 85 b5 Ghurch S ~ 720 Feet [T purmose of the poject s o suppet (rayseriopment wher Fayettevile LCT recommendation | $363,000 | $ 33,0001 I | (mpact
occurs by providing a well connecting surrounding roadway network. ! : i ! | Fees)
R-15  Georgia Avenue Extension Georgla Avenue extension between Church St and SR 85, ~1350 purpose of the project is to whent | Fi e LCT 93000 5T S0 s 13600, 2006-2010 Gy of Fovenele; Nw.amm...u_
Fest, for connectvity with potential redeveiopment west of SR 85 ocours by providing a well connecting surrounding roadway network. H ; W
p B P T e - .. : !
R-16  {Xmmy Mayfield widering from Jeff Davis to SK|Widen and reconstroct from 2 0 4 lanes, with sidewalks and median | Increasing traffic volumes are causing traffic capadity ssues, The Fayette CTP recommendation $2800,000 $ 2,800,000, 20062010 Gty of Fayettewlle:  Loca
52 purpose of the project is to improve the comidor capacity. i : .
, connector - T P T i e
R-17  |SR 92/3eff Dais connector New roddway from SR 92/Jinumy Mayfieid to S. Jeff Davis [The purpose of the project is to support (re)development when i€ Fayette CTP recommendation $2,000,000 - s 2,000,000;  2006-2010 [ City of Favettevile.  Loca
(see concapt in Appendix); (City also has detafied list of project [oocurs by providing a well connecting surmounding roadway network. .
related improvements In this vidinity.) specifically by praviding a connection to Jeff Davis. ! i .
I YT Federal
R-18  [SR92S. widening, Xmmy Mayfield to McBride S&.!&gn«afﬁ;sg;g Increasing traffic volumes are causing trafic capadity issues. The RTP year 2025 45,816,000 W* 5,816,000) $ g 2021 - 2025 00 Uomzﬁ_
Road Mayfield to McBride Road, induding improvement to SR 92 purpose of the profect is to improve the conidor capacity. ; i i
{connector between Xmmy Mayfield and SR 85. I . el IO Aot T Federal
R-19  [SR 85, widening, SR 92 to Bemhard Road Widen and reconstruct from 2 t 4 lanes divided from SR 92 to Increasing traffic volumes ara causing traffic capadity issues. The RTP year 2012 $7,979,000  $ 7,979,000| $ . 2 : D .
Bernhard Road purpose of the project is to improve the corridor capacity. H
— vy _.
R-20  [SRE5'S. widening. Bermherd Road SR 74| Widen and reconsructfrom 2 5 4 lanes dvided from Bervard Road Increasing raffic vokames arE Cosing S coachy Eues—Tre RTP year 2012 $6,859.000 14 6859000, ¢ 0 i
to SR 74 purpose of the project is to improve the comidor capacity. . .
R-21  [SR92S. tralfic and safety improvements,  [Add turn lands and srsection improvemants from McBride Road | Increasing traffic vokumes are causing taffic capaciy and Safely RYP year 2025 $20056000 [ 20056000] § Sy 2008 poor ﬂmﬁﬁ
south of McBride Road south ta County line issues. ﬁﬁg%:!&awe!ﬁcﬁsﬁg i i i N o
R-22 Hamgton Road re-alignment Relocates portion of Hampton Road in Woolsey away from Historic iggzg.&&#mxﬂw; Fayette CTP recommendation $2,500,000 4 1,250,000| $ 1,250,000; 2011 - 2015 Fayette County _ Locat
properties and creates new intersection at SR 92, provides direct [ traffic volumes safely, and ; : '
{connection to Brooks Woolsey Road (see concapt in (potentially historic) complicate : i
Coordinate with Town of Woolsey, improvements at the existing intersaction location. Additionaly, i ! .
there is no ast-west through the : | i
requiring vehides to maka short jogs on SR 92. The purpose of the ; _ i
project is to improve safety and network connectivity, : : |
R-23  |Goza Road re-ahgnment st Bemhard foad [Re-siigrs Goza Road t Bemhand Rioad, Inciudes minor [ The east-west approaches to this intersaction are offset, which mey | Fayette CTP recommendation "$1,250,000 i 1250000, ML 2005 Fayette County ; Local
reconstruction along Bernhard Road to SR 85 (see concept in [negatively impact traffic safety as traffic volumes increase, The : N
{Appendox) [purpose of this project s to improve traffic safety. i ! | W :
: ; T Federal
R-24 [SR74'S. widenlng to 4 lanes Widening SR 74 from south of SR 54 to SR 85, 2 t 4 lanes Givided, |Increasing trafic vokmes ars Causing Tafic Capacity 3nd safety RTP year 2010 441,392,000 §  41,392,000; § - 2006-2000 ;  GDOT ”xzww%ﬂ.,
Includes new bridge at Flat Creek issues. The purpose of the project is to Improve the corridor i | j
and safty. : - TR e Lo
R-26  {VDK Boulevard Extension Extension of TDK Boulevard west of Dividend Drive b Coweta Severe traffic congestion currently existing along SR 54 parallel to RTP year 2020, Fayette CTP $3,800,000 $ 3,800,000 2003 - 2005 Gty loca
County the proposed TDK Boulevard. There are currently few inter-county recommendation year 2005 i H
| connections, which requires crossing Line Creek. The purpase of this |
project is to improve inter-county connections, network connectiviity i
and traffic flow in the area.
0 i : . . J R —
RO S —_ e T Tocal
R-26  |Crosstown Drive widening Widen and reconstruct Crosstown Drive o 4 lanes from SR 74 00 | Increasing trafic volomes are causing traffic Capacity and safely RTP year 2020 3,851,000 it 851000, 016-200 - Peachiree Chy oca
,Eu&.aog?_ynuﬁcﬁ!g!&gg Issues. The purpose of the project is to improve the corridor ! : B
—_ cutvert with bridge) and safety. e T Feovror TFesed
[TRZ7 SR 54 W. widening to 4 lanes Widen and reconstruct SR S4 from SR 74 to Fisher Road (Coweta Increasing vaffic volumes are causing traffic capaaty and safety RTP year 2005 $6,344,000 $ 6,344,000 ] 2003 - 2005 GDOT zim::
| County), 2-4 lanes divided lssues. The purpose of the project is to improve the corridor '
and Xy . _ e e e
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u
o
T R28 [W.fayetievileBypass - [inciudes connection from Sandy Creek Road to Lester Road, [Nearly all routes near Fayettevile connect in a radial manner, Fayette CTP fecommendation | $12,500,000 ; § 41250005 8375000 20062010 FretteCounty  Loca
improvements to Lester Road and connection from Ebenezer Road n In through travel have | |
Harp Road, (see concepts R-28 (N) and R-28 (S) in Appendix) |avericaded the cormidors within downtown, The purpase of the s
ayetiuvie Greenwa ] . A S C e,
S-1 |F: fie G y [Ts] jon for n Favetteville LI recommendation $473,000 _ I 473,000/ 2006 - 2030 "Gy of Faycttevile.  Local
— Fayettevite o I : -
S22 [Ress o > on Giynn Hwy 85 [The purpose of this project & to improve the sesthetics and Fayettewiie LCI recommendation |  $2,46%,000 | § 1,97,200] § 4925007 2006- 2010 City of Fayeneviley  Feders,
(~3200 Feet) features in | ! i iy
-3 |Lafayetc A P = recommandaton 3520000 2003 - 2005 . City of Fayettevile] Federal
83 ayette Avenue Lafayette Avenue strestscape improvements ~1600 Feet §o§%¢ﬁ”§nwsgsﬁ%§ Fayettewlie LCT $1,760,000 _ $ 1,408,000, $ i : | (CMAQV &
features ¥ o . 1 __Privare
S-4 |Lanier Street Lanler Street ~3100 Fest  |The purpose of this project is to improve the assthetics and Fayetteilie LCT recommendation | $3,410,000 s 3410000} 2006-2010  Citvof Fayerteville! Mmmwmw
in downtown F: — e ! . s AR
S§-5  |Peachtrec City path bridge over SR 54 west of |Cart path bridge, City seeking LCT funds from ARC purpose of this project is to connect otfier existing cart paths Piree Oty LCI recommendation $2,500,000 $ 2,000,000{ $ 500,000, 2003-2005 ;  Puee City ”Mao.ﬂ
SR 74 over a busy state highway, thereby Improving connectivty and safety i k e
S-6  |Peachiree City path bridge over SR 74 north off Cart path bridge purpase of this proect s to connect other existing cart patfs | Fayette CTP recommendation $2500,000 1 s 7500000]  2006-2010 1 Prree Gty Local
SR 54 over a busy state highway, thersby Improving connectivity and safety i |
R of the . _ [ - -
S§-7  [Redwine Mutti-Use Trail, Phase 1 Phase 1 of trail south of Fayetteville, currently in design The purpose of this project Is to connect a multi-use trail through RTP year 2010 $300,000 $ 240,000 $ 60,000 2003 - 2005 Fayette County ~ Federal
® ! - Hay. (STP)
T-1  |Diak-A-Ride reimbursement, years 2003-2005 |County reimbursement provided for Dial-A-Ride services [ This project assists the provision of the Dial-A-Ride service for , RTP years 2003-2005 $53,063 $ 53,083 ©TTI0T-2005  Favemte Councy ﬂ”w_“.h .
. * ' 1 i
senlors. : B . (5310)
T-2  |Dlal-A-Ride reimbursement, years 2006-2010 [County reimbursement provided for Dial-A-Ride services This project assists the provision of the Dia-A-Ride service for Fayette CTP recommendation 88,500 $ 88,500/ “ 2006 -2010  Fayette County :H.
Iseniors. |
_ H . 0)
T-3  |Diak-A-Ride reimburscment, years 2011-2015 [County reimbursament provided for Oiai-A-Ride services [This project assists the provision of the Diak-A-Ride service for Fayelte CTP recommendation 88,500 s 83,500 i 011-2015 . Fayeue County mw_
Iseniors, \
T4 [DiaFA-fide reimbursement, years 2016-2020 [County relmbursament provided for Dial-A-Ride services [This project assists the provision of the Dial-A-Ride service for Fayetts CTP recommendation $88,500 $ 83,500, T e Cowny i
isenlors. ».,
T-5  |DiaFA-Ride reimbursement, years 2021-2025 [County reimbursement provided for Oial-A-RGe Sevices This project assists tha provision of the Dial-A-Ride Service for Fayetts CTP recommendation 388,500 3 36,5001 T 2016-2020 Fayote Couny | Federa
senlors. i “ (5310)
T-6 nczxc._.mx;:..>g>3mmzo_>.3.§ﬂ§§i§§l!n§i§vﬁ#ﬁ%ﬂgﬂiwzg!ga«-ﬁg RTP year 2025 Goot R :.Mna:
ﬁgngg.zg‘gi through Tyrone and Peachtree Clty within Raiiroad right-of-way (rail) connacting communities to central Atlanta. e
e R

* Relative Priority suggests priorities within each 5-year planning period and do not allow comparison between projects with different time periods.

* Responsible Party denotes entity which is pri

iy (not ily solely) for




Figure 3

TYRONE

PEACHTREE CITY

faunod

WOOLSEY

v
b
S
2
>
S
S
Q
S
2
b
S
ey
o
Q
)
S
~
2
S
3
Y
v
b
v
S
w
T
=

Proposed Bike Route, 2003

County Bikeway Plan , o ‘BROOKS
sooe  City Bikeway Plan :

Spalding County

2003 Bike Plan:

17

»

Q



Fayette County Transportation Plan Update

4.3 Implementation Plan

An Implementation Plan was developed identifying resources and actions necessary to
implement the Plan’s recommended projects. The Implementation Plan assesses costs, funding
sources, agency responsibilities, planning status and recommended implementation years.

Timin

Table 2 provides a listing of recommended projects by time period. This table identifies the
current planning status and recommended year of construction. The planning status identifies
whether a project is currently included in ARC’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) or
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), or is a recommendation of this Plan (CTP) or some
other plan (such as Fayetteville’s LCI plan or Peachtree City’s LCI plan). (Note: Certain
projects already contained in ARC’s plans will also need to be updated in those plans based on
the recommendations of this Plan Update.) The recommended construction year iseshown in
Table 2, and is recommended based on a number of factors, including:

e Project need (existing deficiency, short term need or long term need?) and relative
priority;
Availability of project funds;
Time required to implement project; and
The distribution of total project costs over time.

Costs, Ownership and Funding

Table 1 identifies the responsible party for each recommended project. The responsible party is
that entity which is primarily responsible for advancing a project, and does not necessarily
indicate that that agency is solely responsible for funding and implementation. The responsible
party is normally determined according to ownership and jurisdiction of the facility. Primary
project responsibilities fall to the Georgia DOT, Fayette County, or a local municipality. While
most projects will require some coordination between agencies, the identified party should
assume the primary responsibility for advancing the project.

Additional cost and funding information are shown in the Detailed Implementation Plan
provided in Appendix D. As shown, this information details the assumptions used for potential
funding sources, which may include local, state or a variety of federal sources. The identification
of potential funding sources was based on facility ownership, jurisdiction, eligibility for funds
and numerous other considerations. For example, projects on state routes are generally eligible
for state and certain federal funds. While most projects on local roads are not eligible for federal
funds, certain projects are eligible for state and certain federal funds (i.e. bridge projects are
eligible for federal bridge funds). Appendix D identifics recommended primary funding source
for each project.
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Table 2 — Project Recommendations by Time Period

Project Planning Status Relative Recommended
Priority * Impiementation
Period
B-9 SR S4 bridge at SCL RR, assodated with TIP 2004 high 2003 - 2005
widening of SR 54
B-10 |SR 54 bridge at Line Creek, widening of TIP 2003 high 2003 - 2005
bridge associated with SR 54 widening
|-6 and |-7 |Implement traffic signals at Lafayette Fayetteville LCI and Fayette CTP high 2003 - 2005
Avenue/SR 85 and at Lafayette/SR 54 (Lanier recommendation
1-15 SR 74 at Dividend traffic signal Fayette CTP recommendation high 2003 - 2005
1-17 SR 74 at Crosstown Road interim intersection Fayette CTP recommendation high 2003 - 2005
improvement
R-3 SR 74 Corridor Plan Fayette CTP recommendation high 2003 - 2005
R-25 |TDK Boulevard Extension RTP year 2020, Fayette CTP high 2003 - 2005
recommendation year 2005
R-27 |SR 54 W. widening to 4 lanes RTP year 2005 high 2003 - 2005
T-1 Dial-A-Ride reimbursement, years 2003-2005 RTP years 2003-2005 high 2003 - 2005
B-4 SR 85 at Moming Creek bridge improvement RTP year 2007 medium 2003 - 2005
{-1 SR 314 at SR 279 signal modification Fayette CTP recommendation medium 2003 - 2005
-5 SR 54 at McDonough Road intersection Fayette CTP recommendation medium 2003 - 2005
improvements
-8 Tum lane modifications and signage on Fayetteville LCI and Fayette CTP medium 2003 - 2005
Stonewall Avenue at Glynn Street/Ga. Hwy recommendation
85, and signage at Stonewall/Lafayette
-9 SR 54 at Gingercake Road intersection Fayette CTP recommendation medium 2003 - 2005
|-16 Peachtree Pkwy at Crosstown Road RTP year 2025 medium 2003 - 2005
S-7 Redwine Multi-Use Trail, Phase 1 RTP year 2010 medium 2003 - 2005
1-18 Huddleston Drive at Dividend Drive RTP year 2005 low 2003 - 2005
intersection re-alignment
S-3 Lafayette"A\‘/éhue s&éétscape improvements“ WFS;e—tEéviNe LCI recommendation low ©2003-2005
"~ S5 |Peachtree City path bridge over SR 54 west of| P'tree City LCI recommendation | low | 2003 - 2005 |
SR 74
Final Report
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Table 2 — Project Recommendations by Time Period - continued

Map ID Project Planning Status Relative Recommended
Priority * Implementation
Period
B-1 Coastiine Road bridge improvement Fayette CTP recommengdation high 2006 - 2010
B-2 Westbridge Road bridge improvement Fayette CTP recommendation high 2006 - 2010
8-3 Kenwood Road bridge improvement Fayette CTP recommendation high 2006 - 2010
B-5 Inman Road bridge improvement Fayette CTP recommendation high 2006 - 2010
B-6 McIntosh Road bridge improvement Fayette CTP recommendation high 2006 - 2010
B-8 SR 74 bridge at Flat Creek (costs included in RTP year 2010 high 2006 - 2010
SR 74 widening)
1-20 SR 92 at Hilo Road and Kingswood Drive Fayette CTP recommendation high 2006 - 2010
R-8 East Fayetteville Bypass from SR 279 to S. Fayette CTP recommendation high 2006 - 2010
Jeff Davis, Phase 1 -to indlude engineering
R-9 SR 54 east widening, 2-4 lanes RTP year 2010 high 2006 - 2010
R-11 SR 92 (West Forest Avenue) re-alignment and} Fayetteville LCI and Fayette CTP high 2006 - 2010
extension recommendation
R-12 |Hood Avenue connector Fayetteville LCI and Fayette CTP high 2006 - 2010
recommendation
R-16 |Jimmy Mayfield widening from Jeff Davis to Fayette CTP recommendation high 2006 - 2010
SR 92
R-24 |SR 74 S. widening to 4 lanes RTP year 2010 high 2006 - 2010
" R28 |W. Fayetteville Bypass - Fayette CTP recommendation | high 2006 - 2010
T-2  DiakA-Ride reimbursement, years 2006-2010 | Fayette CTP recommendation |  high 2006 - 2010
i
I
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Table 2 - Project Recommendations by Time Period - continued

Project Planning Status Relative Recommended
Priority * Implementation
Period

SR 85 at Whitewater Creek bridge widening RTP year 2010 medium 2006 - 2010
-3 SR 92 at Gingercake Road traffic signal Fayette CTP recommendation medium 2006 - 2010
R-4 Northside Parkway (ind. Sandy Creek/lenkins,| Fayette CTP recommendation medium 2006 - 2010
Lees Mill)
R-6 Kenwood Road operational improvements Fayette CTP recommendation medium 2006 - 2010
R-10 McDonough Road (SR 920) widening, 2-4 RTP year 2010 medium 2006 - 2010
lanes
R-13  [SR 85/Glynn Street landscaped median Fayetteville LCI and Fayette CTP medium 2006 - 2010
recommendation
R-17  [SR 92/Jeff Davis connector Fayette CTP recommendation medium 2006 - 2010
S-2 SR 85 Streetscape enhancements Fayetteville LCI recommendation medium 2006 - 2010
{-10 S. Jeff Davis Road at Countyline Road Fayette CTP recommendation low 2006 - 2010
intersection upgrade :
1-11 SR 92/Harp Road/Seay Road intersection Fayette CTP recommendation low * 2006 - 2010
improvements
1-12 Antioch Road at McBride Road intersection Fayette CTP recommendation fow 2006 - 2010
improvement
1-14 SR 85 Connector at Brooks-Woolsey Road RTP year 2015 low 2006 - 2010
R-14 Lafayette Avenue Extension east of SR 85 Fayettevifle LCI recommendation low 2006 - 2010
R-15 |Georgia Avenue Extension Fayetteville LCI recommendation low 2006 - 2010
S-1 Fayetteville Greenway Fayetteville LCI recommendation low 2006 - 2010
S-4 Lanier Street streetscape improvements Fayetteville LCI recommendation low 2006 - 2010
S-G_ Peachtree dt; path bﬁ&&é over SR 74 north Fayette CTP recommendation low 2006 - 2010
of SR 54
Final Report
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Table 2 - Project Recommendations by Time Period — continued

Project Planning Status Relative Recommended
Priority * Implementation
Period
-4 SR 85/Jeff Davis/SR 314 RTP year 2015 high 2011 - 2015
R-2 Jenkins Road extension from Senoia Road to Fayette CTP recommendation high 2011 - 2015
Palmetto Road
R-5 W. Fayetteville Bypass, from SR 92 to Sandy RTP year 2020 high 2011 - 2015
Creek Rd
T-3 Dial-A-Ride reimbursement, years 2011-2015 Fayette CTP recommendation high 2011 - 2015
T-4 Dial-A-Ride reimbursement, years 2016-2020 Fayette CTP recommendation high 2011 - 2015
R-8 East Fayetteville Bypass from SR 279 to S. RTP year 2020 medium 2011 - 2015
Jeff Davis, Phase 2 -to include construction
R-19 [SR 85 S. widening, SR 92 to Bemhard Road RTP year 2012 medium 2011 - 2015
R-22 {Hampton Road re-alignment Fayette CTP recommendation medium 2011 - 2015
-2 Sandy Creek Road at Sams Drive and Eastin Fayette CTP recommendation fow 201t - 2015
Road intersection alignment
1-13 Goza Road at Antioch Road Fayette CTP recommendation fow 2011 - 2015
R-7 SR 314 widening, 2-4 lanes RTP year 2015 low 2011 - 2015
R-20 SR 85 S. widening, Bemhard Road to SR 74 RTP year 2012 low 2011 - 2015
R-23 |Goza Road re-alignment at Bemhard Road Fayette CTP recommendation low 2011 - 2015
Final Report
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Table 2 — Project Recommendations by Time Period — continued

Project Planning Status Relative Recommended
Priority * Implementation
Period

T-5 Dial-A-Ride reimbursement, years 2021-2025 Fayette CTP recommendation high 2016 - 2020
R-26 |Crosstown Drive widening RTP year 2020 low 2016 - 2020
1-19 SR 54 at SR 74 intersection grade separation Fayette CTP recommendation high 2021 - 2025
R-18 |SR92S. widening, Jimmy Mayfield to McBride RTP year 2025 medium 2021 - 2025
Road
R-1 Tyrone-Palmetto Road from SR 74 to County RTP year 2025 low 2021 - 2025
line, 2-4 lanes
R-21 [SR92S. traffic and safety improvements, RTP year 2025 low 2021 - 2025
south of McBride Road
T-6 COMMUTER RAIL - ATLANTA TO SENOIA - RTP year 2025
(for illustrative purposes only, NOT included in|
costs)

* Relative Priority suggests priarities within each 5-year planning period and do not allow comparison
between projects with different time periods.
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In addition to the primary source of funding, Appendix D also identifies the assumed
federal/state share and the local share. (Most federal funding will require at least 20% local
funding.) In some cases, the assumes local share exceeds the minimum 20% for one of several
reasons, which may include:

e The desire to advance project more quickly by beginning the engineering and
environmental work with local funds, while securing federal/state funds for construction;
or

¢ The anticipated availability of state/federal funds (Currently, the Georgia DOT is
required to balance most of their funds according to congressional district. And, even
state and federal funds are not unlimited.).

Generally, the “Local Share” of funding is assumed to be provided primarily by the responsible
party or the jurisdiction in which the project exists.

Based on the combination of these considerations, the overall Implementation Plan was
developed. The following tables provide a summary of the resulting financial requirements of
the Plan.

Table 3 - Summary Plan Costs (current year dollars)

2003 Dollars (rounded to nearst 1000)

Time Peiiod Fed/State Share’ Local Share* Total Cost* Avg. Cost per Year
2003 - 2005 $ 15,422,000 $ 5,533,000 $ 20,955,000 1 ¢ 6,985,000
2006 - 2010 $ 74,667,000 $ 44,011,000 $ 118,678,000 ] $ 23,736,000
2011 - 2015 $ 50,648,000 $ 25,615,000 $ 76,263,000 ] $ 15,253,000
1 2016 - 2020 $ 1,339,000 $ 5,101,000 $ 6,440,000 | $ 1,288,000
12021 - 2025 $ 33454000 $ 10,408,000 $ 43,862,000 | $ 8,772,000
Total $ 175,530,000 $ 90,668,000 $ 266,198,000

Table 4 - Summary of Plan Costs (future year dollars)

Future Dollars* (rounded to nearest 1000)

Time Period Fed/State Share* Local Share*

SRS Avg. Cost per Year

2003 - 2005 $ 16,347,000 ¢ 5/950,000 $ 22,297,000 7,432,000
2006 - 2010 $ 96,455,000 $ 54,921,000 $ 151,376,000 | $ 30,275,000
2011 - 2015 $ 75,320,000 $ 37,856,000 $ 113,176,000 | $ 22,635,000
2016 - 2020 $ 2,253,000 $ 9,582,000 $ 11,835,000 | $ 2,367,000
2021 - 2025 $ 78,545,000 ¢ 24,483,000 ¢ 103,028,000 | $ 20,606,000
Total $ 268,920,000 $ 132,792,000 $ 401,712,000

* Dollars inflated to year of construction
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Figure 4 - Plan Costs by Time Period

$120,000,000
$100,000,000

$80,000,000 - -
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Future Dollars*

$40,000,000 -

$20,000,000

2003 - 2005 2006 - 2010 2011 - 2015 2016 - 2020 2021 - 2025
Time Period

‘DFed/State Share* @ Local Share*

* Dollars inflated to year of construction
Notes: More than half of the Fed/State costs during the period 2006 - 2010 are for a single project - the widening of SR 74.

Local Funding

Although there is no way to be absolutely certain that the required share of federal and state
funds will be present in the future, current policies and local experience suggests that the primary
funding challenge is typically the identification of sufficient local funds. It is expected that
Fayette County, and its’ municipalities, will have to carefully evaluate its ability to implement
this needed Plan through identification of local funding sources.
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Appendix A — Modeled Roadway Volume and Capacity Data
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Appendix B - Intersection Concept Drawings
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Appendix B - Intersection Concépt Drawings
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Appendix C — Roadway Concept Drawings
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