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ES-1. Executive Summary

The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) Office of Planning, in conjunction with
Oconee County, initiated the development of a Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) to guide
transportation planning decisions in Oconee County through 2045. Potential improvement
projects were identified to address future transportation needs in the county. These projects
were assessed by a Stakeholder Advisory Group and prioritized based on established criteria
consistent with the LRTP study goals, detailed in Section 1.3. Below are the recommended
improvements. Figures ES-1.1 (roadway), ES-1.2 (bridges), and ES-1.3 (bicycle and
pedestrian) show the locations of these improvements. Table ES-1.1 presents the final list of
prioritized projects for each improvement category, with projects assigned Near-, Mid-, or Long-
term implementation in the columns to the right. Near-term projects are defined as those
needed before the year 2025; Mid-term projects are those needed from 2025 to 2040; and
Long-term projects are needed beyond 2040. These implementation year recommendations
take each project's prioritization score and cost estimate into consideration, as well as any local
input received on the project. Refer to Section 8 Prioritized Recommendations for the scoring
criteria behind each project's prioritization score. The following recommendations received the
highest prioritization scores, and are shown in order, beginning with the highest-scoring
recommendation. Bridge recommendations are shown in order of need, beginning with the
bridge location with the lowest sufficiency rating, a scoring system utilized by GDOT to
determine a bridge's structural sufficiency and overall condition.

Prioritization of roadway capacity improvements resulted in the following top recommendations:

C-11: Macon Hwy from Rockinwood Dr to S Lumpkin St

C-3: Simonton Bridge Rd/ Whitehall Rd from S Milledge Ave to SR 15/ N Main St
C-6: McNutt Creek Rd/ Pete Dickens Rd from Aiken Rd to US 78/ SR 10/ Monroe Hwy
C-2: US 441/ SR 15/ Macon Hwy from US 29/78 to SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd

C-5: SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd from Hebron Church Rd to Mars Hill Rd

Prioritization of roadway operational improvements resulted in the following top
recommendations:

0-15: SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd from Herman C. Michael Park Entrance to Oconee
Veterans Park Entrance

0O-11: US 29/78/ SR 316 from Oconee Connector to Epps Bridge Pkwy

O-14: Exit EB Lane from US 29/78/ SR 316 to SR 992/ Oconee Connector

0O-2: Mars Hill Rd from Rocky Branch Rd to Daniells Bridge Rd

O-5: US 441/ SR 24/ Macon Hwy from SR 186/ High Shoals Rd to Price Mill Rd

Prioritization of intersection improvements resulted in the following top recommendations:

I-5: US 29/78/ SR 316 at Oconee Connector

I-13: US 29/78/ SR 316/ Epps Bridge Pkwy at US 29/78/ SR 8/10/ Athens Perimeter
I-3: Epps Bridge Pkwy at Oconee Connector

I-19: SR 15/24 BUS at US 129/441/ SR 15/24/ Watkinsville Bypass

I-6: S Main St at Barnettt Shoals Rd, SR 15/ Greensboro Hwy

GDQT ES-1
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Bridges with sufficiency ratings below 50 eligible for improvement by 2025 include:

B-23: Elder Mill Rd over Rose Creek

B-22: Branch Rd over Freeman Creek

B-21: SR 10/ Athens Perimeter over McNutt Creek
B-20 and B-34: Clotfelter Rd over Barber Creek

Prioritization of bicycle and pedestrian improvements resulted in the following
recommendations:

BI-1: SR 15/ S Main St/ Greensboro Hwy from SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd to
Watkinsville City Limit north of Porters Creek - bicycle enhancement

BI-3: SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd from SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd to SR 15/ Main St -
bicycle enhancement in conjunction with GDOT PIs 0009011 and 0009012

P-1: SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd from SR 15/ Main St to Law Enforcement Center
west of Durham St - pedestrian enhancement

P-2: SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd from Loch Lomond Cir/ Shamrock Recreation Club
to Stonebridge Pkwy/ Existing Sidewalk east of SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd - pedestrian
enhancement

BI-2: SR 15/ Greensboro Hwy from Watkinsville City Limit to Greene County Line -
bicycle enhancement

The corridors recommended for bicycle enhancement with speed limits of 55 mph or higher
will require approval from GDOT District 1.
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1. Introduction

1.1.

The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) Office of Planning, in conjunction with
Oconee County, initiated the development of a Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) to guide
transportation planning decisions in Oconee County through 2045. The development of the
Oconee County LRTP includes an in-depth look at transportation and economic conditions in
order to identify potential projects that address existing and future transportation needs.

This study will evaluate many modes including roadway, public transit, bicycle and pedestrian,
rail, and freight, and the transportation infrastructure serving each mode. The Transportation
Plan is built upon existing work efforts to date and provides a mechanism for guiding future
transportation decision-making.

The purpose of this technical memorandum is to evaluate existing conditions of the multimodal
transportation system within Oconee County and identify potential transportation improvements
throughout Oconee County. As part of this effort, Madison Athens-Clarke Oconee Regional
Transportation Study (MACORTS) Area’s travel demand model was updated and validated for
Oconee County to represent the transportation network of the study area and to assist with
analysis of future operating conditions.

1.2.

Oconee County is situated approximately 53 miles east of Atlanta and six miles south of Athens,
GA. Oconee County is part of the Athens-Clarke Metropolitan Statistical Area, along with Clarke,
Oglethorpe, Jackson, and Madison Counties. Oconee County’s borders are contiguous with
Athens-Clarke, Barrow, Morgan, Greene, Oglethorpe, and Walton counties. The county seat is
located in the city of Watkinsville. The other three incorporated cities are Bishop, Bogart, and
North High Shoals. Figure 1.1 illustrates the study area.

1.3.

To identify the needs and develop recommendations for Oconee County, a process was
employed combining both quantitative and qualitative analysis, guided by input from key
stakeholders and the public. This Existing and Future Conditions Report documents the
development of goals and objectives, purpose and need, the review of previous studies, existing
and future travel demand, and the technical analysis of existing population, employment, land
use, environmental resources, crash data, and various traffic data.

Much of the northern half of Oconee County is within the MACORTS area, the Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO) serving Athens-Clarke County, and portions of Madison,
Oglethorpe, and Jackson counties. The transportation plan development process followed the
guidelines established for the MPO. This process established a strong framework for
transportation planning and decision-making. The format of the LRTP, and the process by which
it was developed, is prescribed by federal legislation known as Moving Ahead for Progress in the
21t Century (MAP-21).
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A LRTP is required to have a planning horizon of 20 or more years. This time frame provides a
basic structure and overall goal for meeting the long-term transportation needs for the
community. Since many factors influencing the development of the LRTP, such as demographics,
forecast revenue, and project costs change over time, long-range transportation plans should
be updated at least every five years.

Evaluation factors were established to assess the existing and future transportation network.
Deficiencies and operating conditions were then documented and ultimately used to develop the
recommended improvements for the Oconee County Long-Range Transportation Plan.

1.3.1.
The purpose of the Oconee County LRTP is to build upon previous transportation planning efforts
in Oconee County and the region. The updated LRTP will build upon previous plans that have
identified long-range transportation needs. The plan will propose a new program of projects and
strategies to meet the county’s future transportation needs and will provide guidance in making
decisions regarding resources to meet those needs.

1.3.2.

The goal of this plan is to ensure that the county’s current and future transportation needs are
identified, and solutions are developed to address future transportation needs. The goals of this
study were developed by evaluating transportation related goals outlined in previous studies in
the county including the Madison Athens-Clarke Oconee Regional Transportation Study 2040
LRTP and the 2018 update to the Oconee County Joint Comprehensive Plan. Then those goals
were aligned with the Governor’s 2012 strategic goals and the national transportation planning
goals outlined in MAP-21. The study goals for the Oconee County LRTP are outlined in Table 1.1
on the next page.

Goals and objectives should be consistent with relevant federal, state, and local plans and
legislation. MAP-21 includes seven performance goals that must be considered when a MPO
develops an LRTP. Since much of northern Oconee County is within the Athens MPO, the
guidelines for MPOs were followed to provide a strong framework for transportation decisions.
Specifically, the LRTP must be designed around the following performance goals:
1. Safety: To achieve a significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on all
public roads
2. Infrastructure condition: To maintain the highway infrastructure asset system in a state
of good repair
3. Congestion reduction: To achieve a significant reduction in congestion on the National
Highway System
4. System reliability: To improve the efficiency of the surface transportation system
5. Freight movement and economic vitality: To improve the national freight network,
strengthen the ability of rural communities to access national and international trade
markets, and support regional economic development
6. Environmental sustainability: To enhance the performance of the transportation system
while protecting and enhancing the natural environment
7. Reduced project delivery delays: To reduce project costs, promote jobs and the economy,
and expedite the movement of people and goods by accelerating project completion
through eliminating delays in the project development and delivery process, including
reducing regulatory burdens and improving agencies’ work practices.
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Mobile: Improving the movement of people and goods across and within the state,
expanding Georgia’s role as a major logistics hub, and leveraging public-private
partnerships

Growing: Creating jobs and growing businesses

Healthy: Accessible care and active lifestyles

Safe: Protecting the public’s safety and security by reducing injury and loss of life on
Georgia’s roads

Provide efficient, safe, and convenient mobility
Encourage desirable land use and development
Promote economic development

Minimize adverse social and environmental impacts

Promote growth that enhances or complements the existing character of the area
Enhance and maintain existing residential neighborhoods while increasing overall range
of housing options

Build and improve a multi-layered transportation network that facilitates safe access for
all forms of transportation

Support a network of parks, recreational facilities, and natural areas that meet the
needs of area residents and enhance quality of life

Table 1.1: Transportation Plan Goals
Draft Study Goals Local State National

Improve safety, accessibility, and mobility options for people and goods

movement. v v v

Promote and protect quality of life by integrating local planned growth,
land use patterns, and economic development patterns with v v
transportation analysis and planning.

Emphasize the efficient operation and preservation of the existing
transportation system while promoting environmental sustainability. v v v

Accommodate users without access to automobiles and promote
health and quality of life by providing a range of mobility options. v v
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2. Review of Previous Studies

It is critical to understand the issues, opportunities, and recommendations that resulted from
previous studies. Therefore, a review of previous studies that were relevant to the development
of this plan was conducted throughout the study area. The Oconee County LRTP will build upon
previous planning efforts to develop a comprehensive transportation solution for Oconee
County.

2.1.

The 2018 update to the Oconee County Joint Comprehensive Plan! established development
strategies to implement Oconee County’s vision through the year 2040. The future expressed
in the plan reflected local community values, ideals, and aspirations developed through
stakeholder outreach conducted throughout the county. In general, the plan established a vision
for the county and each incorporated city.

Land use goals in the Comprehensive Plan established a framework for the type, intensity, and
general character of the development in the county and its municipalities. The Comprehensive
Plan introduced 19 character area categories to guide land use and development policies,
regulations, and approvals within the county. The plan also called for revisions to the county’s
Unified Development Code (UDC) to implement land use strategies effectively, including
addressing standards for development design, parking, overlay districts, landscaping/planting,
street design, and overall connectivity.

Adopted in 2008, the Oconee Community Agenda? developed seven guiding principles to be
considered for implementation through the year 2030:

1. Expand and diversify the economic base of Oconee County in order to achieve a balanced
tax base that offers diverse economic opportunities;

2. Accommodate growth while creating a sustainable community that implements the

community’s vision;

Protect our rural character and agricultural heritage;

Preserve our sense of place;

Create land use patterns that promote connectivity and mobility;

Provide for services, facilities, and housing that will allow aging in place; and

Design with the environment.

Nowhsw

The Community Agenda also laid out a unique vision for each of Oconee County’s four
incorporated areas. For each guiding principle, the Community Agenda examined major issues
associated with the principle, and policies for the county and the incorporated areas to address
the issues and succeed in fulfilling the principles. A common thread among the guiding principles
is the need to prepare for the expected population growth. Oconee County is positioned between
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Athens-Clark County and Atlanta metropolitan areas. Both urban areas are expanding
geographically and in effect, the urban sprawl is spilling over into Oconee County.

2.2,

Oconee County relies heavily on its highway system for shipment of goods, commuting to work,
and public transportation. In 2010, Oconee County accounted for 21.1 percent of all roadways
in the MACORTS MPO area (492.9 miles). Of those MACORTS area miles in Oconee County, 69.6
miles are state routes, 423.3 are local routes, and 42.88 miles are unpaved. Compared to the
statewide average of 24.1 percent for unpaved roads, Oconee County comes in well below that
at 8.7 percent of roads being unpaved.

Public transit in Oconee County is limited to the Athens Transit System (ATS), which only enters
a small part of the county, and the Georgia Department of Human Services (DHS) Coordinated
Transportation System, which offers limited transportation services for underprivileged
residents. This system assists county residents in reaching services of the Division of Aging
Services, Department of Labor Vocational Rehabilitation, Mental Health/Developmental
Disabilities/Addictive Diseases, and Family and Children Services.

2.3.

The Georgia State Rail Plan (2015) outlines existing conditions and future plans for Georgia’s
railroad system. Two rail lines pass through Oconee County. The Athens Branch Line runs
north/south from the Athens-Clarke County line, through Watkinsville and Bishop, to the Morgan
County line. The section from the Morgan County line to Bishop is currently designated as
inactive and the section from Bishop north to the Athens-Clarke County line is active. The Athens
Branch Line is being used predominantly for rail car storage and is not actively transporting
freight at this time. In the northern section of the county, the CSX railroad runs through north
Oconee County and Bogart for approximately two miles with two active railroad crossings
experiencing an average of 14 trips per day.

2.4,

Oconee County’s UDC requires sidewalks within all new subdivisions except for large lot projects
in the more rural areas. A number of new sidewalks and dedicated bike lanes have been added
to the Oconee County road networks in recent years due to the growth occurring in the northern
half of the county along the Athens-Clarke County line. The Oconee Connector Interchange at
SR 316 is a good example of the recent initiative to expand the bike and pedestrian routes.
According to the U.S. Census American Community Survey (ACS), more than 150 residents of
Oconee County now use bicycling as their means of travel to work. This number is expected to
grow as the population of the county increases.

The 2018 update to the Oconee County Joint Comprehensive Plan outlines a vision for the bicycle
and transportation framework in Oconee County. The document calls for amendments to the
UDC to help the county develop a network of interconnected greenspace, off-street trails,
sidewalks and other non-automobile-oriented modes of transportation. A system of trails to
connect parks and other destinations is called for. Other recommended bicycle and pedestrian
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improvements include closing gaps in the sidewalk network and improvements to rural and
urban roads to safely accommodate cyclists. Pedestrian improvements are considered high
priority at key locations near schools, parks, civic facilities, and recreational destinations.

The Northeast Georgia Plan for Bicycling and Walking (2010) was developed in conjunction with
GDOT and a Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Task Force. The study included compiling, creating,
mapping, and analyzing data to develop regional vision, goals, and objectives. This study
established a foundation for an implementation program including a network of facilities,
planning tools, policies, and programs to make Northeast Georgia more conducive to safe
walking and bicycling as well as strategies for funding recommended plan elements.

A Bikeability and Walkability Audit for the city of Watkinsville was completed by the Northeast
Georgia Regional Development Center in 2007. The audit addressed obstacles to safe and
convenient cycling and walking in Watkinsville. Recommendations for improving biking and
walking conditions were outlined in the document.

Finally, the Phase I Rails-to-Trails Plan for the Athens Line Rail Corridor (2010) outlines a
proposal to implement a multi-use trail along the Athens Line Corridor stretching from Athens-
Clarke County into Morgan County. The plan addresses existing conditions along the line
including trail alignment, hydrology, engineering concerns, existing land use, and an
assessment, by segment, of the proposed trail facility.

Findings and recommendations from the review of previous studies are documented in Section
5 Transportation Network.

2.5.

The Georgia Statewide Freight and Logistics Plan evaluated the state’s freight transportation
network and the opportunity for Georgia to develop additional freight capacity to improve the
movement of goods across the state. The study also considered the development of public-
private partnerships in Georgia and neighboring states to ensure future freight growth not only
in Georgia, but also across the entire Southeast US region. Oconee County’s geographic location
between I-85 and I-20, and proximity to both Hartsfield-Jackson International Airport and the
Port of Savannah, provides the county with freight shipping connections throughout Georgia.

It is expected that container traffic will increase significantly, and that if the Port of Savannah
could capture just 10 percent of the projected container traffic increases, the port could double
its size over a 10-year period. State freight planners gave the port specific consideration
because of the potential impacts it could have on other freight modes. Positioning the port with
sufficient portside, landside, and inland road and railroad infrastructure will ensure that
Savannah can attract freight growth that may be transported through the Panama Canal. The
study estimated that the potential economic growth from an improved freight transportation
system could be $16 billion over the next 30 years. However, it will require timely and significant
investments in freight transportation to become a reality.
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2.6.

Oconee County has several planned and programmed improvements currently listed in the FY
2018-2021 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). The general types of planned
and programmed improvements for the county include bridge rehabilitation/replacement, road
resurfacing, and planning studies by Oconee’s MPO, the Northeast Georgia Regional Commission
(NEGROQ).

The STIP was reviewed for specific projects impacting Oconee County and its municipalities
through 2021. These projects, along with other proposed long-range projects without secured
funding, are displayed in Table 2.1. Additionally, these projects are mapped in Figure 2.1.4

Table 2.1: 2018-2021 STIP and Long-Range Projects

Project Horizon Pl Number Type Description
FY 2018-2021 STIP 0013998 Bridge Replacement SR 186 at Apalachee River
SR 316 from SR 8 (Gwinnett) to SR
FY 2018-2021 STIP MO005715 Resurface & Maintenance 10 Loop (Oconee)
FY 2019-Northeast Georgia RC-
FY 2018-2021 STIP T006069 MPO/Region Transit Sec.5304-Planning
FY 2020-Northeast Georgia RC-
FY 2018-2021 STIP T006081 MPO/Region Transit Sec.5304-Planning
FY 2021-Northeast Georgia RC-
FY 2018-2021 STIP T006092 MPO/Region Transit Sec.5304-Planning
US 29/ SR 316 at CR 58/ Dials Mill
Long-Range 0007685 Grade Separation Extension
US 129/ SR 15 at US 441/ SR 24
Long-Range 0007942 Intersection Improvement Bypass
US 441/ SR 15 Connector from SR
Long-Range 0007944 Roadway Project 24 to CR 258/ Colham Ferry Rd
SR 15 from CR 146/ Antioch Church
Long-Range 0008006 Widening Rd to US 129/ SR 24 BUS
SR 53 from US 441/SR 24 to CR
Long-Range 0009011 Widening 274/Hog Mountain Rd — Phase Il
SR 53 from SR 15 to US 441/SR 24 —
Long-Range 0009012 Widening Phase llI

SR 24 from Apalachee River to CS 7
and from SR 186 to Watkinsville

Long-Range 0013613 Widening Bypass
US 29/ SR 316 at CR 60/ Dials Mill
Long-Range 0013763 Grade Separation Rd
US 29/ SR 316 at CR 64/ McNutt
Long-Range 0013764 Grade Separation Creek Rd
US 29/ SR 316 at CR 263/ Mars Hill
Long-Range 0013765 Grade Separation Rd
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Project Horizon Pl Number Type Description
Long-Range 0013766 Grade Separation US 29/ SR 316 at CR 20/ Julian Dr
US 29/ SR 316 at CR 55/ Jimmy
Long-Range 0013767 Interchange Daniel Rd
US 29/ SR 316 at CR 440/ CR 662/
Long-Range 0013768 Grade Separation Virgil Langford Rd
US 29/ SR 316 at CR 929/ Oconee
Long-Range 0013769 Interchange Connector
Long-Range 0013770 Interchange US 29/ SR 316 at SR 10 Loop
CR 592/ Clotfelter Rd at Barber
Long-Range 0015656 Bridge Replacement Creek 3 mi S of Bogart
US 441/ SR 24 from SR 186 to CS 7/
Long-Range 0015925 Widening Astondale Rd
CR 828/Bishop Farms Pkwy
Long-Range 0016081 Roadway Project Extension to New High Shoals Rd
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3. Land Use Assessment

3.1.

Forest and agricultural lands cover much of the landscape in the southern parts of Oconee
County, along with some residential uses to the north. Overall, agriculture and forestry lands
cover approximately 86 percent of the county while residential uses cover approximately 12
percent. Commercial land uses only account for a 0.5 percent of land. Residential uses are
concentrated in the northern half of the county, mostly along the Athens-Clarke County line and
in Watkinsville. Typical lot sizes in the southern, more rural area of the county are, on average,
about 25 acres in size, while lots in incorporated areas range from 2-4 acres. The existing land
use patterns for Oconee County are shown in Figure 3.1. Table 3.1 shows the number of acres
for each land use type in the county and the total percentage of the county’s land use.

Table 3.1: Existing Land Use (2017)

Land Use Acres Total %
Agriculture/Forestry 98,183 86%
Residential 14,031 12.3%
Mixed Use 1,392 1.2%
Commercial 564 0.49%
Recreation 11 0.01%

Total 114,181 100%

Infrastructure investments in the county have had major influences on the county’s
development patterns. Major transportation routes including SR 316, US 78, SR 15, and US
441, have attracted a mix of commercial and residential development adjacent to their corridors.
The northern part of the county has a large majority of the population as well as the commercial
properties mostly due to the proximity to Athens which is a major employment destination in
the region.
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Figure 3.1: Existing Land Use (2017)
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3.2.

Oconee County controls zoning and land use development through several regulations. The
Planning Commission reviews all rezoning and special use requests for the county and passes
recommendations to the Board of Commissioners meetings. In 2017, Oconee County approved
321 new single-family housing units and 14 multi-family housing units.>

3.3.

It is important to provide efficient connections between key community facilities. Therefore, one
component of the Oconee County LRTP is to understand where these resources are located and
to evaluate access to these vital facilities. Oconee County has many community facilities
dispersed throughout the study area, as shown in Figure 3.2. These include seven
elementary/primary schools, two middle schools, two high schools, three hospitals, seven fire
stations, two future fire station locations, and two libraries.
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3.4.

Environmental conservation of natural and historic resources in Oconee County is essential to
improving the community’s quality of life. The county’s long-term economic and cultural stability
is dependent on these resources, and it is important to preserve them for future residents and
visitors. The following section describes the county’s environmental resources.

3.4.1.

Many natural resources exist in Oconee County including prime agricultural soils, forest land,
rivers, wetlands, and green spaces. Figure 3.3 illustrates the waters and conservation areas of
the county. Oconee County is wedged between two rivers — Apalachee River to the west and
Middle Oconee River/Oconee River to the east. Related to each of these rivers are two high
priority watersheds as designated by the Georgia State Wildlife Action Plan, published by the
Georgia Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Wildlife Resources Division.® These watersheds
were labeled high priority based on the number of species in that watershed and the global
rarity of each species.

The southern boundary of Oconee County borders the Scull Shoals Experimental Forest. The
Scull Shoals Experimental Forest is a 4,500-acre site of silvicultural research, specifically for the
regeneration of hardwood ecosystems of the southern Piedmont. Within the county, the Georgia
Land Conservation Program (GLCP) actively protects nearly 18 square miles of land. In addition
to the protected lands, Oconee County currently has about seven square miles of wetlands.
Oconee County also includes nearly 600 acres of park land including walking trails and recreation
facilities.
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3.4.2.
Oconee County has numerous protected historical resources on the National Register of Historic
Places. The county does not have any historic resource protective ordinances at this time. Table
3.2 lists the sites on the National Historical Register in Oconee County as of 2018. Figure 3.4
illustrates the location of historic resources.

Table 3.2: Sites on the National Register of Historic Places

Name Location City Listed
Bishop Historic District Price Mill, Old Bishop Rd, and US 441 Bishop 1996
Daniell-Kinne House Epps Bridge Rd Watkinsville 1995
Durham Homeplace 1561 Watson Springs Rd Watkinsville 2000
Eagle Tavern us 129 Watkinsville 1970
Elder’s Mill Covered Bridge and Elder Mill Elder Mill Rd Watkinsville 1994
Farmers and Citizens Supply Company Block US 129 Watkinsville 1987
High Shoals Historic District SR 186 and banks the Apalachee River N High Shoals 2006
Jones, Abe, House 2411 Hog Mountain Rd Watkinsville 1994
Oconee County Courthouse Main St Watkinsville 1984
South Main St Historic District S Main St and Harden Hill Rd Watkinsville 1979
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3.5.

As part of the Oconee County Comprehensive Plan, a 2040 Character Area map was developed
based on existing land use, lot patterns, future growth needs, and existing infrastructure. As
shown in Figure 3.5, the plan aims to keep much of the southeastern part of the county as
agricultural and rural land. The Athens Perimeter area is targeted as a hub of job growth. Much
of the northern part of the county would remain oriented toward suburban development, with
Watkinsville, Bogart, and Bishop focused on preserving and enhancing their downtown areas.
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4. Demographics

Many different factors can influence transportation needs of an area. Population, employment,
mix land use, and location of major travel destinations helps to define travel patterns and can
impact mode choices throughout the county. Therefore, a thorough analysis of existing
demographic and socioeconomic characteristics within Oconee County was performed and the
results are documented in the following sections.

4.1.

Understanding the distribution and characteristics of Oconee County’s population will have
profound impacts on transportation planning in the county. A reliable transportation network is
essential to provide mobility to residents throughout the study area. Population growth should
be considered in all future planning efforts, as increases in population can cause capacity
constraints on public infrastructure, including the transportation network.

The population data evaluated for the Oconee County LRTP came from the U.S. Census. In
2015, the total population for Oconee County was 35,965 or 0.3 percent of the total state’s
population.” Figure 4.1 illustrates the existing population density. As shown, the highest
population density occurs within the cities of Watkinsville and Bogart as well as along SR 316
between these two areas. The Census Block Group north of Watkinsville, bordering Athens-
Clarke County, represents the highest population density, with more than 580 persons per
square mile.

4.2,

Table 4.1 illustrates the historic population growth trends for Oconee County from 1970 to 2015,
which have averaged 4.2 percent annually. The table shows that the area has had consistent
growth over the last 40 years. During the 20-year period from 1970 to 1990 the county showed
strong population growth of 124 percent. During the 25-year period between 1990 and 2015
the county population grew a total of 102 percent.

Oconee County experienced the largest population growth (by percentage) of all other counties
in the MACORTS region from 1980 to 2010. In that time, Oconee County added over 20,000
residents, an increase of 165 percent. Additionally, the growth rate in Oconee County is
historically far ahead of that for the entire state. For example, between 2000 and 2010, Oconee
County grew at a rate of 25 percent compared to the state figure of 18 percent.

7 U.S. Census ACS Data
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Table 4.1: Population Growth?®

Year Population Percentage Change
1970 7,966 -

1980 12,427 56%

1990 17,820 43%

2000 26,368 48%

2010 32,929 25%

2015 35,965 9%

4.3.

The population growth for Oconee County will continue to increase over the next three decades
and will have a major impact on the county’s transportation and land use outlook for the future.
It will be essential for county decision-makers to plan for continued population growth through
investing in transportation infrastructure projects and enforcing smart growth policies. To guide
transportation recommendations that best foster smart growth and serve the future population
of Oconee County, it is necessary to consider the magnitude and character of this population
growth.

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget (OPB) is responsible (as denoted by state law -
OCGA 45-12-171) for developing state and county population projections for the purpose of
planning for statewide infrastructure including transportation, public buildings, and water. The
most recent projections (shown in Table 4.2), which use 2015 Census information as a baseline,
provide annual population projections for the years 2017 through 2020, in five-year increments
for 2020 through 2030, and in ten-year increments for 2030 through 2050.

Table 4.2: Population Projections (2017-2050)

2017 2018 2019 2020 2025 2030 2040 2050
Population 36,495 37,110 37,796 38,483 42,056 45,904 53,795 62,289
Annual Growth
Rate (compared -- 1.69% 1.85% 1.78% 1.79% 1.78% 1.70% 1.63%

to 2017)
As shown in Table 4.2, the annual growth rate during this timeframe has averaged 1.7 percent.

Another data source used to understand the population growth in Oconee County is the
MACORTS MPQ’s socioeconomic estimates for the travel demand model. The socioeconomic
estimates included population and employment for base year 2015 and forecast year 2045. The
socioeconomic estimates provided by MPO at the traffic analysis zones (TAZs) level, which were

8 U.S. Census ACS Data

GDT
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developed based on 2015 census blocks. The resulting projected growth is shown by TAZ in
Figure 4.2. As shown, the majority of population growth is projected to occur in the northern
part of the county which borders Athens-Clarke County primarily located along the SR 316, US
78, and US 441 corridors.
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4.4.

The Georgia Department of Labor (GDOL) collects, analyzes, and documents a variety of data
related to the state’s economy and labor market. Existing (2018) GDOL employment for Oconee
County was calculated, based on an average of quarterly counts, to be 11,669, with 10,127
being in the private sector. This data also includes information on the distribution of jobs by
sector, as shown in Table 4.3. The industry sector with the highest employment was Retail
Trade, with almost 1,500 employees (15 percent of total jobs). The Accommodation and Food
Services industry as well as the Health Care and Social Assistance industry represent major
employment industry sectors in Oconee County.

Table 4.3: Industry Employment®

Industry Employees

Retail Trade 1,476
Accommodation and Food Services 1,413
Health Care and Social Assistance 1,297
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 830
Management of Companies and Enterprises 709
Administrative and Support and Waste Management and Remediation Services 639
Manufacturing 635
Construction 572
Educational Services 538
Other Services (except Public Administration) 503
Finance and Insurance 365
Wholesale Trade 359
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 235
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting 216
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 149
Information 86
Unclassified — Industry not assigned 26
N/A — Confidential data relating to individual employers 79
Total 10,127

Table 4.4 illustrates Oconee County’s top 10 employers. The county’s largest employer is
Caterpillar, with more than 1,500 employees. This employer manufactures construction and
mining equipment, diesel and natural gas engines, industrial turbines, and diesel-electric
locomotives. Other large employers include the Oconee County School System and Oconee
County Government.

° Georgia Department of Labor.

GDoT
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Table 4.4: Top 10 Employers*°

Employer Employees
Caterpillar 1,550
Oconee County School System 908
Oconee County Government 357
Wal-Mart 300
Benson’s Bakery 270
St. Mary’s Health Care 260
Zaxby’s Inc. 220
UGA Information Tech Services 200
Lowe’s 185
Industrial Mechanical Inc. 180

4.5.

As noted in the existing conditions section, the GDOL collects and distributes detailed
employment data by county for the entire state. Table 4.5 presents the historical employment
for Oconee County from 2005 to 2017. As shown, employment growth has not followed a
consistent trend in recent years. The average annual growth rate over this period of time is 0.8
percent.

Table 4.5: Department of Labor **

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Total

16,513 16,843 17,496 18,122 17,429 15,635 15,727 15,992 16,137 16,389 16,814 17,740 18,550
Employment

Annual

1.96% 3.73% 3.45% -3.98% -11.5% 0.58% 1.66% 0.90% 1.54% 2.53% 5.22% 4.37%
Growth Rate

Oconee County’s unemployment rate of 3.8 percent is the lowest in Georgia, which has an
overall rate of 5.5 percent (U.S. Census 2015). Oconee also has the lowest poverty rate in the
area covered by the NEGRC. While these low percentages could be attributed to Oconee having
the second lowest population of the NEGRC counties, Fortune 500 companies moving into the
county such as Caterpillar is an outstanding positive trait for the county.

Employment projections were also developed as inputs into the MPQO’s travel demand model.
The resulting projected growth is shown by TAZ in Figure 4.3. As shown from the model, the

10 Georgia Department of Labor.
11 2008 Oconee County Comprehensive Plan, U.S. Census.

GDoT
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majority of employment growth is projected to occur in the northern part of the county which
borders Athens-Clarke County primarily located along the SR 316, US 78, and US 441corridors.

4.6.

The population diversity in Oconee County has shown small changes between 1990 and now,
with the percentage of the population comprised of minority residents increasing with every
decennial census and with 2015’s ACS. Table 4.6 shows the racial composition of the county
over 25 years, from 1990 to 2015.

GDQT 28
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Table 4.6: Racial Composition

Hispanic or
Two or More . .
One Race Alone Latino Heritage
Races
=
.0
hd
L
=3 >
:
= £
S =
L2 P
1990 17,618 16,154 91.7% 1,315 7.5% 33 0.2% 87 0.5% 1 0% 28 0.2% - - 178 1.0% 8.3%
2000 26,225 23,492 89.6% 1,683 6.4% 46 0.2% 376 1.4% 12 0% 387 1.5% 229 0.9% 833 3.2% 10.4%
2010 32,808 29,004 88.4% 1,635 5.0% 49 0.1% 1,022 3.1% 5 0% 641 2.0% 452 1.4% 1,436 4.4% 11.6%
2015 34,400 29,323 85.2% 1,811 5.3% 18 0.1% 1,341 3.9% 0 0% 5 0.0% 297 0.9% 1,605 4.7% 14.8%
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5. Transportation Network

The multimodal transportation network in Oconee County is essential for the efficient movement
of people, commodities, goods and services within and through the county. This section
summarizes Oconee County’s existing transportation network and its condition. Existing
conditions data was analyzed to prepare and calibrate the associated travel demand model
discussed in the following section. By utilizing data from GDOT’s 2017 roadway characteristics
(RC) database, existing deficiencies in Oconee County’s transportation network can be
identified.

5.1.

Roadways are grouped into functional classes according to the character of traffic they are
intended to serve. They may also be further classified as rural or urban based on the population
surrounding a particular roadway. There are four highway functional classifications:
expressway/freeway, arterial, collector, and local roads. These can be defined as:

1. Interstate - Provides the highest level of service at the greatest speed for the longest
uninterrupted distance, with some degree of access control.

2. Arterial - Provides the next highest level of service at moderate to high speeds, with
some degree of access control. Arterials are typically classified as either principal or
minor.

3. Collector - Provides a lower level of service at a lower speed for shorter distances by
collecting traffic from local roads and connecting them with arterials. Collectors are also
classified as major and minor collectors.

4. Local - Consists of all roads not defined as arterials or collectors; primarily provides
access to land with little or minimal “through” movement.

As noted in Table 5.1, the study area has 129 miles of principal arterials (19.7 percent of total
highway miles), consisting of US 129/441 and US 29/78/ SR 316. There are also approximately
39 miles of arterial routes in the county and 124 miles of collectors. Local roads account for a
majority (55.5 percent) of the lane miles within the county. Oconee County does not have any
interstate routes. Figure 5.1 displays the functional class of roadways in the study area.

Table 5.1: Roadway Functional Classifications

Classification Centerline Miles % of Total Miles
Principal Arterial 129 19.7%
Minor Arterial 39 5.9%
Major Collector 90 13.7%
Minor Collector 34 5.2%

Local Roads 364 55.5%
Total 656 100%

GDQT 31
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5.2.

Another important attribute reviewed from the GDOT RC database is the number of lanes
provided on each road. The roads in the study area predominately serve traffic in both
directions. Also based on the capacity needs, a majority of the roads are two-lane roads. There
are some four-lane facilities in the county as well. Figure 5.2 displays the number of lanes on
the roads in the study area.

5.3.

GDOT’s RC database also provides information on roadway shoulders. For this analysis, both
the shoulder type and shoulder width were reviewed to determine segments of roadways in
need of potential shoulder upgrades or operational widening. A wide variety of shoulder widths
and types are present throughout Oconee County. Insufficient shoulder width can contribute to
travel speed reductions, potentially impact safety, and influence bicycle and pedestrian usage
of facilities.

The following guidelines are used to determine potential shoulder deficiencies:
= No shoulder or an unidentifiable shoulder
Grass shoulder less than 4 feet
= Paved shoulder less than 2 feet

Figure 5.3 displays the roadways with potential shoulder deficiencies according to GDOT’s RC
Database for Oconee County. Roadway segments with potential deficient shoulders may become
candidates for recommended upgrades when evaluated with other metrics such as safety and
connectivity.
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5.4.

Another critical transportation area of emphasis in Oconee County is bridge conditions. Bridges
were evaluated to determine the need for potential improvement. Deficient bridges can pose an
obstacle to a fully functional road network due to load limits or other restrictions. The study
area was reviewed to identify all bridges and assess the need for potential improvements.

Sufficiency rating is the general measure of the condition of each bridge. The sufficiency rating
is used to determine the structural and geometric condition of the bridge, and represents the
structural safety, adequacy, serviceability, and necessity of public use. This measure is used to
identify need for maintenance, rehabilitation, or reconstruction of a bridge structure. Bridges
are rated on a point system from 1 to 100 (the maximum rating). Bridges with a sufficiency
rating of less than 80 are candidates for federal rehabilitation funds. Bridges with ratings below
50 are still able to safely accommodate traffic; however, upgrading these bridges to modern
design and load standards will improve the operation and safety of the bridge as well as the
capacity of the roadway. All bridges with a sufficiency rating of 50 or lower were identified as
deficient for purposes of the study. Additionally, these bridges are candidates for federal bridge
replacement funds.

Based on the sufficiency rating, the majority of the 100 bridges in Oconee County are in good
condition and not in need of any major maintenance or upgrade activities. There are four bridges
that have a sufficiency rating below 50 and are potentially in need of maintenance and
rehabilitation in the next 10-15 years. Additionally, there are 18 bridges that have a sufficiency
rating between 50 and 80 and should be considered candidates for maintenance and
rehabilitation within the horizon year of the plan (2045). Figure 5.4 below displays the bridges
with a sufficiency rating.

Below are the locations of the bridges with a sufficiency rating below 50:
= Elders Mill Road over Rose Creek

Branch Road over Freeman Creek

US 129/ SR 10 Loop over US 29/ SR 316

Clotfelter Road over Barber Creek

While this study reviewed bridge condition reports and identified bridges eligible for federal
rehabilitation and replacement funds, GDOT'’s Bridge Group continuously monitor all bridges
throughout the state for maintenance, rehabilitation, and replacements needs. GDOT will
continue to monitor bridges with sufficiency ratings of 50 to 80 per the current inspection
program to note any need for accelerated work.
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5.5.

5.5.1.
Existing traffic information was collected from GDOT’s Annual Count Program. In addition to
GDOT's count program, 74 count locations were placed throughout Oconee County to collect
volume, classification, and turning movement counts. Figure 5.5 shows these traffic count
locations. Table 5.2 illustrates 2018 traffic counts collection data in the study area. As shown in
this table, routes through much of the study area experience traffic volumes of less than 5,000
vehicles per day. Traffic volumes increase between major study area cities, exceeding 20,000
vehicles per day along US 29/78 near the Athens-Clarke County line. Tables 5.3 and 5.4 show
turning movement counts.

Count
Location

1

O VW W 0 N N o o uu 1 & A W N N =

B R R R R R R
W N N B B O O

Table 5.2: 2018 Traffic Counts

Road

Jefferson Ave at Barrow County Line

Jefferson Ave at Barrow County Line

Atlanta Hwy at Barrow County Line

Atlanta Hwy at Barrow County Line

SR 316 at Barrow County Line

Barber Creek at Barrow County Line

Barber Creek at Barrow County Line

Atlanta Hwy between Landrum Dr and Westwood Ave
Atlanta Hwy between Landrum Dr and Westwood Ave
US 78 at Clarke County Line

US 78 at Clarke County Line

Mars Hill Rd west of Baker Dr

Mars Hill Rd west of Baker Dr

US 78 west of Keeneland Dr

US 78 west of Keeneland Dr

SR 53/Hog Mountain Rd at Barrow County Line
SR 53/Hog Mountain Rd at Barrow County Line
Dove Creek Rd at Barrow County Line

Dove Creek Rd at Barrow County Line

SR 53/Hog mountain Rd east of Lane Creek Rd
SR 53/Hog Mountain Rd east of Lane Creek Rd
US 78 at Walton County Line

US 78 at Walton County Line

Hebron Church Rd at Walton County Line

GDQT

Direction

m S m S m »w 2 S mMm S mMmm S S M S M w Z2 m S m S m

Volume
Total

562
558
8,199
8,286
28,417
1,930
1,801
10,902
10,724
18,925
19,452
5,688
5,980
23,936
24,022
5,347
5,263
343
339
7,718
7,424
21,478
21,557
721

Truck
Total

24
14
667
693
2,963
152
145

2,435
2,766

933
942
37
37

49

Truck %

4.27
2.51
8.14
8.36
10.43
7.88
8.05

12.87
14.22

3.9
3.92
17.45
17.9
10.79
10.91

6.8
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Count Volume Truck

Location Road Direction Total Total Truck %
13 Hebron Church Rd at Walton County Line w 723 57 7.88
14 Moores Ford Rd at Walton County Line E 204 42 20.59
14 Moores Ford Rd at Walton County Line w 210 37 17.62
15 Snows Mill Rd at Walton County Line E 1,283 174 13.56
15 Snows Mill Rd at Walton County Line W 1,277 113 8.85
16 Hopping Rd at Walton County Line N 2,790 364 13.05
16 Hopping Rd at Walton County Line S 2,794 325 11.63
17 Price Mill Rd at Morgan County Line N 1,757 217 12.35
17 Price Mill Rd at Morgan County Line S 1,903 190 9.98
18 US 441/Macon Hwy at Morgan County Line N 7,769 2,517 324
18 US 441/Macon Hwy at Morgan County Line S 7,634 1,500 19.65
19 Salem Rd at Greene County Line N 1,018 191 18.76
19 Salem Rd at Greene County Line S 1,031 57 5.53
20 Carson Graves Rd at Greene County Line N 81 27 33.33
20 Carson Graves Rd at Greene County Line S 78 18 23.08
21 Colham Ferry Rd at Greene County Line N 309 20 6.47
21 Colham Ferry Rd at Greene County Line S 595 46 7.73
22 Greensboro Hwy at Greene County Line N 2,981 442 14.83
22 Greensboro Hwy at Greene County Line S 4,311 1,347 31.25
23 Bob Godfrey Rd at Oglethorpe County Line E 1,260 120 9.52
23 Bob Godfrey Rd at Oglethorpe County Line W 1,294 119 9.2
24 Barnett Shoals Rd west of Twin Oaks Trail E 3,012 - -
24 Barnett Shoals Rd west of Twin Oaks Trail " 3,051 - -
25 Simonton Bridge Rd south of Brittian Estates Dr N 6,662 - -
25 Simonton Bridge Rd south of Brittian Estates Dr S 7,048 - -
26 US 129 north of Puritan Rd N 30,643 - -
26 US 129 north of Puritan Rd S 29,185 - -
27 Macon Hwy north of White Oak Dr N 9,648 - -
27 Macon Hwy north of White Oak Dr S 9,917 - -
28 Epps Bridge Pkwy north of Pine Ridge Ct S 22,676 - -
28 Epps Bridge Pkwy north of Pine Ridge Ct N 46,438 - -
29 Jimmy Daniel Rd north of Wall St N 5,974 - -
29 Jimmy Daniel Rd north of Wall St S 5,337 - -
30 Athens Perimeter Hwy at Clarke County Line N 28,894 1,391 4.81
30 Athens Perimeter Hwy at Clarke County Line S 29,698 2,982 10.04
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Location Road Direction Total Total Truck %
31 Jennings Mill Rd at Clarke County Line N 5,633 257 4.56
31 Jennings Mill Rd at Clarke County Line S 4,984 216 4.33
32 Oconee Connector north of Vigil Langford Rd N 15,554 - -
32 Oconee Connector north of Vigil Langford Rd S 20,286 - -
33 Daniells Bridge Rd north of Hog Mountain Rd N 5,091 - -
33 Daniells Bridge Rd north of Hog Mountain Rd S 3,879 - -
34 Hog Mountain Rd south of Tuxedo Ln N 9,124 - -
34 Hog Mountain Rd south of Tuxedo Ln S 9,169 - -
35 US 129 north of S Main St N 13,040 - -
35 US 129 north of S Main St S 12,990 - -
36 SR 15/Greensboro Hwy north of Old Greensboro Rd S 6,909 - -
36 SR 15/Greensboro Hwy north of Old Greensboro Rd N 6,563 - -
37 S Main St west of Harden Hill Rd E 1,410 - -
37 S Main St west of Harden Hill Rd W 1,758 - -
38 Hopping Rd north of Hillsboro Rd N 3,137 - -
38 Hopping Rd north of Hillsboro Rd S 3,390 - -
39 US 441/Macon Hwy south of Branch Rd N 8,173 1,793 21.94
39 US 441Macon Hwy south of Branch Rd S 8,661 1,936 22.35
40 Astondale Rd east of Railroad St N 5,757 - -
40 Astondale Rd east of Railroad St S 6,005 - -
41 Antioch Church Rd east of Elder Mill Rd E 267 - -
41 Antioch Church Rd east of Elder Mill Rd W 290 - -
42 Mars Hill Rd west of Virgil Langford Rd E 5,066 - -
42 Mars Hill Rd west of Virgil Langford Rd W 3,901 - -
43 Malcom Bridge Rd north of Rocky Branch Rd N 5,438 - -
43 Malcom Bridge Rd north of Rocky Branch Rd S 5,274 - -
44 SR 53/Hog Mountain Rd west of Elder Rd E 10,984 - -
44 SR 53/Hog Mountain Rd west of Elder Rd w 10,872 - -
45 Hodges Mill Rd west of Old Hodges Mill Rd E 4,012 - -
45 Hodges Mill Rd west of Old Hodges Mill Rd W 4,011 - -
46 US 441/Macon Hwy north of Hog Mountain Rd N 33,126 - -
46 US 441/Macon Hwy north of Hog Mountain Rd S 33,524 - -
47 Athens Perimeter Hwy south of Southbound Ramps E 45,019 - -
47 Athens Perimeter Hwy south of Southbound Ramps W 42,804 - -
48 North Bursons Ave north of Elder St N 918 - -
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48 North Bursons Ave north of Elder St S 891 - -
49 Gear St north of Osceola Ave E 434 - -
49 Gear St north of Osceola Ave w 452 - -
50 Aiken Rd east of Whitehead Rd E 485 - -
50 Aiken Rd east of Whitehead Rd W 609 - -
51 Hillsboro Rd west of Rays Church Rd W 1,250 - -
51 Hillsboro Rd west of Rays Church Rd E 1,028 - -
52 New High Shoals Rd west of Union Church Rd E 2,917 - -
52 New High Shoals Rd west of Union Church Rd w 3,179 - -
53 Union Church Rd north of High Shoals Rd N 2,671 - -
53 Union Church Rd north of High Shoals Rd S 2,404 - -
54 Mayne Mill Rd east of Old Farmington Rd E 474 - -
54 Mayne Mill Rd east of Old Farmington Rd w 461 - -
55 Treadwell Bridge Rd at Walton County Line E 39 13 33.33
55 Treadwell Bridge Rd at Walton County Line w 44 12 27.27
56 Colham Ferry Rd between Old Farmington Rd and Astondale Rd N 1,514 - -
56 Colham Ferry Rd between Old Farmington Rd and Astondale Rd S 1,501 - -
57 Old Farmington Rd south of Astondale Rd N 120 - -
57 Old Farmington Rd south of Astondale Rd S 128 - -
58 Experiment Station Rd west of Harris Shoals Park Rd E 13,994 - -
58 Experiment Station Rd west of Harris Shoals Park Rd " 14,382 - -
59 N Main St south of Charity Ln N 7,488 - -
59 N Main St south of Charity Ln S 8,065 - -
60 Barnett Shoals Rd east of Industrial Blvd E 4,083 - -
60 Barnett Shoals Rd east of Industrial Blvd W 4,110 - -
61 Vigil Langford Rd north of Langford Dr N 2,071 - -
61 Vigil Langford Rd north of Langford Dr S 5,363 - -
62 Malcom Bridge Rd south of Mars Hill Rd N 4,620 - -
62 Malcom Bridge Rd south of Mars Hill Rd S 4,963 - -
63 Dooley Blvd north of Amenity Cir - - - -
63 Dooley Blvd north of Amenity Cir - - - -
64 Salem Rd south of Burger Rd N 596 - -
64 Salem Rd south of Burger Rd S 365 - -
65 Whippoorwill Rd south of Union Church Rd N 1,473 - -
65 Whippoorwill Rd south of Union Church Rd S 1,555 - -
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Count
Location

66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74

Count
Location

66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74

SR 316 at Pkwy Blvd
SR 316 at Dowdy Rd
SR 316 at Oconee Connector/ Jennings Mill Rd

Intersection

Oconee Connector at SR 316

Commerce Dr at Mars Hill Rd

Main St at Barnett Shoals Rd/ Greensboro Hwy
US 129/ Macon Hwy at Price Mill Rd/ Old Bishop Rd
Hog Mountain Rd at Snows Mill Rd/ Rocky Branch Rd

Hog Mountain Rd at Sikes Rd/ Hebron Church Rd
SB - Southbound; WB - Westbound; NB - Northbound; EB - Eastbound

SR 316 at Pkwy Blvd
SR 316 at Dowdy Rd
SR 316 at Oconee Connector/ Jennings Mill Rd

Intersection

Oconee Connector at SR 316

Commerce Dr at Mars Hill Rd

Main St at Barnett Shoals Rd/ Greensboro Hwy
US 129/ Macon Hwy at Price Mill Rd/ Old Bishop Rd
Hog Mountain Rd at Snows Mill Rd/ Rocky Branch Rd

Hog Mountain Rd at Sikes Rd/ Hebron Church Rd
SB - Southbound; WB - Westbound; NB - Northbound; EB - Eastbound

GDQT

SB
Right
550
649
840
1,139
87
500
345
468
21

SB
Right

1,324
1,178
2,530
2,932
128
834
978
475
21

SB
Thru

4,487
3,028
3,116
2,612
8
3,231
3,640
238
43

SB
Thru

9,132
6,510
6,708
4,558
17
3,386
5,300
373
62

SB
Left

94
1,004
612
562
30
590
182
660
343

SB
Left

163
1,573
1,236
846
94
1,257
125
755
223

WB
Right
244
360
483
564
84
1,064
145
719
211

wB
Right
105
1,025
1,075
394
72
918
163
353
356

WB
Thru

93
119
673

6,771
954
545

59

2,034

1,726

WB
Thru

53
245
1,714
12,066
1,765
513
71
2,712

1,992

Table 5.3: 2018 3-Hour AM Turning Movement Counts

WB
Left

83
554
1,294
2,241
1,233
194
90
364
205

Table 5.4: 2018 3-Hour PM Turning Movement Counts

WB
Left

94
979
3,005
4,315
1,166
261
57
911
444

NB
Right
122
351
872
3,006
945
102
129
990
375

NB
Right
140
616
1,294
3,015
1,017
146
181
701
288

NB
Thru

5,745
4,961
5,165
3,825
6
3,330
4,019
399
37

NB
Thru

8,432
6,729
6,945
3,080
12
3,419
4,685
274
59

NB
Left

110
1,081
1,359
1,587
1,522

41

44

88

NB
Left

357
2,216
2,251
1,584

934

38
83
41
27

EB
Right
77
984
241
1,194
1,155
251
40
43

EB
Right
309
2,885
1,051
1,133
1,022
139
71
65
38

EB
Thru

19
205
642

12,092
1,552
459
89
2,484
1,996

EB
Thru

62
451
1445
10,766
1,067
525
79
3,023

2,368

43

EB
Left

281
777
958
2,378
101
1,221
850
600

EB
Left

1,232
1,919
2,338
2,546
55
1,004
655
213
30
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5.5.2.
MACORT's calibrated travel demand model was used to supplement the evaluation of existing
travel conditions and forecast future travel conditions throughout the study area. The
development process was performed following the GDOT General Summary of Recommended
Travel Demand Model Development Procedures for Consultants, MPOs, and Modelers ("GDOT
Procedures”) that was prepared in May 2013. A report detailing the calibration and adjustment
of this model can be found in Appendix A.

Prior to documenting operating conditions, it is useful to summarize level of service. Level of
service (LOS) is a qualitative measure of traffic flow describing operating conditions. Six levels
of service are defined by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in the Highway Capacity
Manual for use in evaluating roadway operating conditions. They are given letter designations
from A to F, with LOS A representing the best operating conditions and F the worst. A facility
may operate at a range of levels of service depending upon time of day, day of week, or period
of the year. A qualitative description of the different levels of service is provided below.

LOS A - Drivers perceive little or no delay and easily progress along a corridor.

LOS B - Drivers experience some delay but generally driving conditions are favorable.
LOS C - Travel speeds are slightly lower than the posted speed with noticeable delay in
intersection areas.

LOS D - Travel speeds are well below the posted speed with few opportunities to pass
and considerable intersection delay.

LOS E - The facility is operating at capacity and there are virtually no useable gaps in
the traffic.

LOS F - More traffic desires to use a particular facility than it is designed to handle
resulting in extreme delays.

The recommended approach used to identify deficient segments was to analyze the volume of
traffic on the roadway segments compared to the capacity of those segments, also known as
the volume to capacity (V/C) ratio. For daily operating conditions, any segment identified as
LOS D or worse was considered deficient. Figure 5.6 below illustrates LOS characteristics.

GDQT 4
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The following thresholds were used to assign a level of service to the V/C ratios, based on the

general resulting operations described in Figure 5.6.

V/C < 0.70: LOS C or better;
V/C = 0.70 - 0.85: LOS D;
V/C = 0.85 - 1.00: LOS E; and,

V/C > 1.00: LOS F.

Figure 5.7 displays the existing 2015 LOS for roadways within Oconee County. As shown in the
figure, many of the segments operate at LOS C or better, which is an acceptable level. These
results are consistent with knowledge of current operating conditions.

The 2015 analysis shows that 24 segments can be expected to operate at or below LOS D under
daily conditions. Table 5.5 displays the existing roadway segments operating at an unacceptable

LOS.

Roadway

US 78/SR 10/Monroe Hwy
Malcom Bridge Rd

Mars Hill Rd

US 441/Macon Hwy

Simonton Bridge Rd

Athens Perimeter SB Off Ramp
Athens Perimeter NB On Ramp

Athens Perimeter SB Off Ramp

Virgil Langford Rd

US 29 EB Off Ramp

US 78/Epps Bridge Pkwy EB On

Ramp
3rd Ave/Atlanta Hwy

us 29
SR 10/Athens Perimeter SB

US 29/78
US 29/78

Virgil Langford Rd

Mars Mill Rd

GDQT

From

SR 53
Rocky Branch Rd (West)

US 78/SR 10 Monroe Hwy
Clarke County line
Clarke County line

SR 10/Athens Perimeter SB
Oconee Connector

SR 10/Athens Perimeter SB
Jimmy Daniel Rd

US 29 EB

SR 10/Athens Perimeter NB

S Burson Ave
McNutt Creek Rd
Clotfelter Rd

US 29 EB On Ramp
Virgil Langford Rd

Jimmy Daniel Rd

Rocky Branch Rd

Table 5.5: Existing Deficient Segments

To

Dials Mill Rd
Rocky Branch Rd (East)
Hodges Mill Rd
Hog Mountain Rd
Norton Rd
Oconee Connector
SR 10/Athens Perimeter NB
US 78/Epps Bridge Pkwy
Mars Mill Rd

SR 10/Athens Perimeter SB
US 78/Epps Bridge Pkwy EB

Clarke County line
Mars Mill Rd
US 29 WB On Ramp

Jimmy Daniel Rd

SR 10/Athens Perimeter SB Off

Ramp
UsS 29/78

Daniells Bridge Rd

LOS
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Roadway

Macon Hwy

SR 53

US 78/Monroe Hwy
SR 53

N Main St

SR 53

US 78/Monroe Hwy
SR 53

SR 53

SR 53

US 441/Macon Hwy
N Main St

S Barnett Shoals Rd
us 29

US 78/Monroe Hwy
US 29 Off Ramp

US 78/Monroe Hwy Off Ramp
Jimmy Daniel Rd

UsS 29/78

Oconee Connector
Virgil Langford Rd

Jennings Mill Rd

GDQT

From

Rockinwood Dr
Hebron Church Rd
Walton County line

Lane Creek Rd

SR 53
Government Station Rd
Dials Mill Rd
US 78/Monroe Hwy

Snows Mill Rd

Rays Church Rd

High Shoals Rd
US 441/Macon Hwy

McRee’s Mill Rd

Mars Hill Rd
US 29 On Ramp to US 78
Us 29

US 78/Monroe Hwy
Merriweather Dr
Jimmy Daniel Rd
Virgil Langford Rd
Jennings Mill Rd

Highland Hills Blvd

TRANSPORTATION NETWORK

To

Clarke County line
US 78/Monroe Hwy
SR 53
Clotfelter Rd
Simonton Bridge Rd
US 441/Macon Hwy
Clotfelter Rd
Lane Creek Rd
Hodges Mill Rd
Union Church Rd
Price Mill Rd
SR 53
Old Barnett Shoals Rd
US 29 Off Ramp to US 78
Clarke County line
US 78/Monroe Hwy
US 29
US 29/78
Virgil Langford Rd
SR 10 Off Ramp to Oconee Conn
US 29/78

Clarke County line

o © © O © U O O O U O U O O ©O O
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5.5.3.
Figure 5.8 displays the 2045 No-Build (without improvements) LOS for roadways within Oconee
County. As shown in the figure, more than half of the segments operate at LOS C or better,
which is an acceptable level. Most of the segments with LOS D or worse are in northern Oconee
County. These results are consistent with knowledge of current operating conditions.

The 2045 analysis shows that 32 segments can be expected to operate at or below LOS D under
daily conditions. Table 5.6 displays the roadway segments operating at an unacceptable LOS
that need future improvements.

Table 5.6: Future Deficient Segments

Roadway From To LOS

Malcom Bridge Rd Rocky Branch Rd (West) Rocky Branch Rd (East)

Mars Mill Rd US 78/Monroe Hwy Hodges Mill Rd
US 441/Macon Hwy Clarke County line Hog Mountain Rd
Simonton Bridge Rd Clarke County line Norton Rd
Virgil Langford Rd Jennings Mill Rd Mars Hill Rd

SR 53

US 78/Monroe Hwy

3rd Ave/Atlanta Hwy

us 29

S Burson Ave

SR 10/Athens Perimeter SB
US 29/US 78

Hog Mountain Rd

Hebron Church Rd
Walton County line
S Burson Ave
McNutt Creek Rd
UsS 29
Clotfelter Rd
US 29 EB On Ramp
US 441/Macon Hwy

Clotfelter Rd
Clotfelter Rd
Clarke County line
Mars Hill Rd
3rd Ave
Clarke County line
SR 10/Athens Perimeter NB

Government Station Rd

Mars Mill Rd Rocky Branch Rd Daniells Bridge Rd
S Barnett Shoals Rd McRee’s Mill Rd Old Barnett Shoals Rd
N Main St SR 53 Simonton Bridge Rd
Macon Hwy Rockinwood Dr Clarke County line
US 441/Macon Hwy High Shoals Rd Price Mill Rd
Dials Mill Rd US 78/Monroe Hwy usS 29

us 29 Barrow County line Pete Dickens Rd
Pete Dickens Rd UsS 29 US 78/Monroe Hwy
Clotfelter Rd US 78/Monroe Hwy SR 53

SR 53 Rays Church Rd Mars Mill Rd
Mars Hill Rd US 78/Monroe Hwy Malcom Bridge Rd

Jimmy Daniel Rd us 78 Clarke County line
Mars Hill Rd Hodges Mill Rd SR 53

Epps Bridge Pkwy Oconee Connector Clarke County line
Simonton Bridge Rd N Main St Norton Rd
Rocky Branch Rd Malcom Bridge Rd Mars Hill Rd

GDQT
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Roadway
US 78/Monroe Hwy
SR 53
SR 53
Lane Creek Rd
Snow Mills Rd
Malcom Bridge Rd
Hodges Mill Rd
New High Shoals Rd
SR 15/Greensboro Hwy
Bob Godfrey Rd
S Barnett Shoals Rd
N Main St
SR 53
Hog Mountain Rd
Daniells Bridge Rd
Mars Hill Rd
Merriweather Dr
3rd Ave
US 29/US 78

GDQT

From
Mars Hill Rd
Clotfelter Rd
Barber Creek Rd
SR 53
Cole Springs Rd
Rocky Branch Rd
Malcom Bridge Rd
US 441/Macon Hwy
Oliver Bridge Rd
Old Barnett Shoals Rd
McRee’s Mill Rd
SR 53
Hog Mountain Rd
Windsor Dr
Hog Mountain Rd
Malcom Bridge Rd
Jimmy Daniel Rd
Dials Mill Rd
Us 78

TRANSPORTATION NETWORK

To
Pete Dickens Rd
Hodges Mill Rd
Hebron Church Rd
Snow Mills Rd
SR 53
Hodges Mill Rd
Mars Hill Rd
Union Church Rd
Greene County line
Belmont Rd
McRee Gin Rd
US 441/Macon Hwy
Government Station Rd
Daniells Bridge Rd
Mars Hill Rd
Rocky Branch Rd
SR 10/Athens Perimeter
S Burson Ave
SR 10/Athens Permeter NB

LOS

O O 0O U O 0O 0O 0O 0O 0O 0 0O OO0 o o o mm
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5.5.4.

The most recent vehicular crash data (2013-2017) from GDOT'’s Georgia Electronic Accident
Reporting System (GEARS) was collected and analyzed for the roads in the county. Crash data
was used to determine roadway locations with potential safety deficiencies throughout the study
area. The study area experienced a total of 5,958 crashes, less than one percent of which were
fatal crashes and 23 percent were non-fatal injury crashes. During the same analysis period,
the state of Georgia experienced a total of 2,127,511 crashes, less than one half a percent of
which involved fatalities and 22 percent were non-fatal crashes involving injury.

Table 5.7 illustrates the top 10 crash locations (which represent intersections having an average
of 15 or more crashes per year) in Oconee County. The highest crash location in the study area
is at the intersection of Epps Bridge Parkway and Oconee Connector, with 740 crashes between
2013 and 2017, 183 of them with injuries reported. The next highest crash location in the study
area is at the intersection of SR 316/University Parkway and Oconee Connector, with 326
crashes, 115 with injuries. No fatalities occurred at these intersections from 2013 to 2017.
Figure 5.9 shows the manner of collision for all crashes in the county from 2013 to 2017.

Table 5.7: Top 10 Crash Locations

Intersection Injuries Total Crashes
Epps Bridge Pkwy at Oconee Connector 183 740
S Main St at 37 184

Barnett Shoals Rd, SR 15/ Greensboro Hwy
US 129/441/ SR 24/ Watkinsville Bypass at

SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd - —
US 29/78/ SR 316/ Epps Bridge Pkwy at
. 38 129

US 29/78/ SR 8/10/ Athens Perimeter
SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd at

. . . 49 129
SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd/ Mars Hill Rd
US 78/ SR 10/ Monroe Hwy at Mars Hill Rd 73 127
US 29/78/ SR 316 at Jimmy Daniel Rd 41 83
Oconee Connector at Plaza Pkwy 37 66
US 78/ SR 10/ Monroe Hwy at 37 59

SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd

Tables 5.8 and 5.9 illustrate pedestrian and bicycle crashes between 2013 and 2017. During
this period, there were 13 pedestrian incidents resulting in 11 injuries and three fatalities and
five bicycle incidents resulting in three injuries and no fatalities.
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Table 5.8: Pedestrian Crashes 2013-2017

Injuries  Fatalities

Date Route Intersection
03/24/13 2061 Hog Mountain Road Publix Private Property 1 0
11/13/13 2016 Experiment Station Publix Private Property 0 0
04/01/14 SR15N 1 Mile North of Rockinwood Drive 1 0
07/23/14 Simonton Drive Simonton Way 2 0
08/25/14 SR 8/ Atlanta Highway Approx. 1 Mile West of McLeroy Place 0 1
09/16/14 QuikTrip Oconee Connector 2 0
05/09/15 Oliver Bridge Road Wildcat Ridge 1 0
08/13/16 1851 Epps Bridge Parkway Parking Lot of Lowes Improvement Center 1 0
03/15/17 SR 15 US 129/441 1 0
05/05/17 Outer SR 10 Loop Mile Marker 3 0 1
09/29/17 Inner SR 10 Loop Oconee Connector 1 0
10/17/17 SR 53 Veterans Memorial Park 3500A 1 0
10/21/17 SR 53 100 Feet West of N. Bishop Farm 0 1

Table 5.9: Bicycle Crashes 2013-2017

Date Location Injuries Fatalities
08/07/13 Union Church Road 1 0
03/11/14 SR 15 and Spartan Lane 1 0
05/20/14 191 VFW Drive 0 0
12/09/15 Simonton Bridge Rd 100 feet East of Great Oaks Lane 1 0
10/10/17 Elder Road at SR 53 0 0
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5.5.5.
The preservation of freight mobility is a key component of the Oconee County Transportation
Study. Figure 5.10 shows the freight network in Oconee County as denoted by National Highway
System routes and GDOT’s Oversize Truck Routes. Trucks are the primary mode for goods
movement in Oconee County with a small portion being moved by rail.

There are two designated truck routes illustrated in Figure 5.10 - US 29/78/ SR 316 and US
441. GDOT's Statewide Freight and Logistics Plan identified US 441 between Athens and just
south of I-20 as a critical corridor to widen for freight use. MACORTS included a project to widen
US 441 South in the 2040 LRTP.

The stakeholder advisory committee identified several locations with heavy freight traffic. A
bypass around Watkinsville and a North-South freight connector through Bishop were the two
major areas highlighted.
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5.6.

Two rail lines pass through Oconee County, CSX Transportation (CSXT) and Athens Line, LLC
(ABR). The CSXT Abbeville Subdivision rail line totals 199 miles in length entering Oconee
County from Barrow County and operates through Bogart over a 2-mile stretch that continues
into Athens-Clarke County, ultimately terminating in Abbeville, SC. The CSXT rail line is a Class
4 track with one main track with sidings. The maximum speed of the line traffic is 50 mph with
a maximum allowable gross weight of 286,000 pounds. This line transports intermodal,
automotive, and general freight merchandise with an average number of 14 trains per day using
the line.

The Athens Branch Line runs north/south from the Athens-Clarke County line, through
Watkinsville and Bishop, to the Morgan County line. The section from the Morgan County line
to Bishop is currently designated as inactive and the section from Bishop north to the Athens-
Clarke County line is active. The Athens Branch Line is being used predominantly for rail car
storage and is not actively transporting freight at this time. The Athens Branch Line carries an
annual average of 600 carloads of chemicals, paper, and oil commodities; however, the Oconee
County portion of the line is currently being used to store rail cars. Future plans include the
potential transporting of commodities for any new industries that may elect to establish on the
rail line, and to possibly accommodate passenger rail into Athens for University of Georgia
athletic events.

Amtrak does not operate passenger service in Oconee County. There are no abandoned rail lines
in Oconee County. However, there are multiple rail lines that have heavy vegetation growing
on them.

5.6.1.
Oconee County has 17 public rail crossings. There are an additional 12 private crossings. All
crossings are at grade. Table 5.10 presents the top six Oconee County rail crossings with the
highest AADT.

Table 5.10: Rail Crossings with Highest AADT*2

Rail Crossing Location AADT

733092P SR15/ Greensboro Hwy in 23,240
Watkinsville

733091H Barnett Shoals in Watkinsville 3,880
733093W Colham Ferry Rd in Watkinsville 2,230
639925F Burson St in Bogart 1,470
733090B Norton Rd in Watkinsville 1,400
639926M Osceola St in Bogart 1,180

12 Federal Railroad Administration, 2013.
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5.6.2.
The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), Office of Safety Analysis, reports zero crashes on
public road crossing which involved trains and vehicles according to a review of data from 2009
to 2018.

5.6.3.

The Federal Railroad Administration Web Accident Prediction System (WBAPS) is a computer
model which predicts rail crossing collision rates, based on basic data about a crossing’s physical
and operating characteristics and on its five-year crash history. The system computes a
predicted collision value for each crossing which is the probability that a collision between a
train and a highway vehicle will occur at that particular crossing in a year. Crossings are then
ranked according to their predicted collision value, with a ranking of “1” corresponding to the
crossing with highest probability of a collision. While none of the 17 public rail crossings in
Oconee County present a significant predicted collision rate, those with the highest rates are
shown in Table 5.11.

Table 5.11: Top Collision Locations3

. . City or Predicted
Crossing ID Location @ Rank Collision Value AADT
639925F Burson St Bogart 1 0.012 1,470
639926 M Osceola St Bogart 2 0.011 1,180
733093W Colham Ferry Watkinsville 3 0.0003 2,230
5.6.4.

Oconee County does not have any planned railroad transportation improvements.

5.6.5.
The Georgia Rail Passenger Program (GRPP) proposes seven commuter rail lines, seven lines of
intercity rail service as well as the Multimodal Passenger Terminal (MPT). The state’s seven
commuter lines will serve 55 communities. The intercity lines will (potentially) link nine of
Georgia’s largest cities and towns with the metro Atlanta/Macon area. Figure 5.11 illustrates
the proposed commuter rail network.

Once the 425-mile system is complete, commuter trains will transport more than 40,000 people
to and from work every day. Intercity trains will run on over a thousand miles of Georgia's
railroads, connecting communities all over the state. While funding sources and a timetable are
currently uncertain, one proposed route (the “Brain Train”) would connect Athens to the metro
Atlanta area. The proposed route would operate along CSX tracks and right of way between
Athens and downtown Atlanta. The line would pass through the northern corner of Oconee
County with one of its 12 stop locations proposed in the city of Bogart.

13 Federal Railroad Administration, Office of Safety Analysis. Web Accident Prediction System. 2013.
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Figure 5.11: Georgia Rail Passenger Program Rail Lines
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5.7.

Bicycle and pedestrian facilities are an important component of the roadway network, providing
a healthy and environmentally-friendly means of transportation to many residents, especially
for those too young or too old to drive, or those without financial means to own a car. Walkable
communities not only provide additional transportation alternatives, but they also promote
physical activity and healthy lifestyles, provide recreational opportunities, and can enhance
economic development. Likewise, an on-street bicycle route system or trail network can spur
tourism, provide recreation and fitness opportunities for residents, while also creating the
backbone of an alternative transportation network.

This section provides a description of the existing bicycle and pedestrian conditions in the
county, with a focus on the primary bike and pedestrian trip generators: town and activity
centers, schools, and parks. It also provides a summary of policies, plans, and crash data that
relate to bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

While there is an existing sidewalk network within the county, the Oconee County Joint
Comprehensive Plan 2018 Update acknowledges that there are gaps in coverage. The plan also
calls for the creation of an extensive multi-use trail or network of trails in the future.

5.7.1.

Oconee County Comprehensive Transportation Plan - The Oconee County Joint
Comprehensive Plan 2018 Update outlines several bicycle and pedestrian recommendations.
New sidewalks that connect to the existing network are recommended to improve connectivity,
accessibility, and overall safety. Creating bike and pedestrian-friendly environments is a
reoccurring development strategy for many of the character areas discussed. This development
strategy would ensure street design that includes bike lanes, bike racks, bike repair stations,
and pedestrian-friendly trail/bike routes to neighborhood amenities such as libraries, community
centers, health facilities, parks, and schools. Many of Oconee County’s existing parks and
recreation facilities already include bike and hiking trails, such as Heritage Park and Oconee
Veteran’s Park.

The following character areas were recommended for connectivity and access by bicycles and
pedestrians: Suburban Neighborhood, Traditional Neighborhood, City Living, Neighborhood
Village Center, Community Village Center, Historic Main Street, Downtown, Mixed-Use Office,
Commercial Corridor, Civic Center, Technology Gateway, Regional Center, and Public
Institutional.

Athens Link State Bicycle Route - The Athens Link state bicycle route begins in Gwinnett
County and ends in Elbert County, passing through Oconee County. Approximately 16.4 miles
of the route are located within Oconee County from the Barrow County Line through Eastville
and Watkinsville following SR 53, SR 15/ Main Street, and Simonton Bridge Road/ Whitehall
Road to the Athens-Clarke County Line.

Northeast Georgia Plan for Bicycling and Walking - In 2010, the NEGRC completed a
regional bicycle and pedestrian plan that includes Oconee County, as well as 11 other
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surrounding counties. The plan outlines a vision, goals and objectives, existing conditions,
project recommendations, and implementation strategies for expanding the multimodal
transportation network. Figure 5.12 illustrates the proposed regional bicycle and pedestrian
network.

Bikeability and Walkability Audit for the city of Watkinsville - In 2007, the Northeast
Georgia Regional Development Center conducted an audit addressing obstacles to safe and
convenient cycling and walking in Watkinsville. Recommendations for improving biking and
walking conditions on six key roadways for cycling and four key roadways for walking were
outlined in the document. The six routes evaluated for cycling resulted in the following findings
as shown in the audit.

Route A: SR 15 and Main Street
= Identified as the least bikeable portion of the network
= Potholes, broken pavement, debris, and uneven surfaces were identified
= Long waits at intersections with confusion on proper location for bicycle travel

Route B: Simonton Bridge Road and Harden Hill Road
= Heavy traffic volumes and speeds with a narrow bridge crossing
= Potholes, broken pavement, debris, and uneven surfaces were identified

Route C: SR 24/ Macon Highway and New High Shoals Road and Colham Ferry Road
= New High Shoals is bicycle-friendly with adequate space for cycling
= Macon Highway and New High Shoals Road have heavy, fast-moving traffic
= Potholes, broken pavement, and a challenging railroad crossing were identified

Route D: SR 53
= Heavy and fast traffic with inadequate space for cycling
= Long waits at intersections with confusion on proper location for bicycle travel

Route E: Barnett Shoals Road
= Wide, bicycle-friendly right of way with little traffic
= Potholes, broken pavement, debris, and uneven surfaces were identified
= Bumpy/angled broken pavement

Route F: VFW Drive
= Low traffic and good lighting
= No dedicated cycling space
= Cracked and broken pavement

The four routes evaluated for walkability resulted in the following findings.

Route A: Christian Drive, Northwest to Harris Shoals, SR 53/Experiment Station Rd and Main
Street

=  Uneven terrain

= Not aesthetically pleasing

=  Trucks entering highway
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Narrow shoulders

No designated space for walking
Crossings too far between curbs
No crosswalks

Blind curves

Fast traffic

Route B: Harden Hill Road, Jacobs Drive, Jackson Drive, Christian Drive, VFW Drive and Hight
Drive
= No sidewalks
No traffic signals
No pedestrian signage
Speeding on Harden Hill Road
Too much fast traffic

Route C: Taylor’s Drive, Taylor’s Drive Court, Katie Lane, Wilson Road, Third Street, Barnett
Shoals Road and Main Street to Simonton Road

Few sidewalks

Cracked sidewalks

No crosswalks

High traffic

Route D: Simonton Bridge Road from city limits to Main Street
= Narrow bridge
=  Speeding traffic
= Blocked shoulders

An investment in infrastructure, education, and enforcement was recommended. The following
roadways were recommended for construction of bicycle lanes: SR 15 and Main Street,
Simonton Bridge Road, Harden Hill Road, Colham Ferry Road, Macon Highway, and SR 53.
Barnett Shoals and New Falls Road are wide enough for immediate striping of bicycle lanes.
Ideal candidates for sidewalks include New High Shoals Road, Harden Hill Road, VFW Road, SR
53/ Experiment Station Road, SR 15, Simonton Bridge Road, Barnett Shoals Road, and Macon
Highway. Crosswalks were recommended at several key intersections as well.
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Phase I Rails-to-Trails Plan for the Athens Line Rail Corridor — This 2010 study
analyzed data to evaluate the feasibility of utilizing approximately 32 miles of the
Athens

Branch Line railroad as a shared-use bicycle and pedestrian path. This project would
create

a link between downtown Athens and the city of Madison, providing safe recreation and
healthy transportation options. Approximately 14 miles of the corridor is located within
Oconee County. Elements of the corridor, including trail alignment, points of interest,
and

engineering concerns are outlined.

5.7.2.
As noted previously, there are bicycle and pedestrian improvements identified in the Northeast
Georgia Plan for Bicycling and Walking. These improvements as shown in the plan are outlined
in Table 5.12.

Table 5.12: Proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian Network**

Corridor Name Location Facility Type

SR 15 1.31 miles SR 53 to Watkinsville City Limit Bike Lane
SR 15 Watkinsville City Limit to Greene County Paved Shoulder
SR 53/Local SR 316 to SR 15 Bike Lane
SR 8 Barrow County Line to SR 53/Local project (above) Paved Shoulder
Apalachee River Oconee County length of County Greenway
Athens Line Oconee County length of County Rail Trail
Middle Oconee River Oconee County length of County Greenway
Oconee River Oconee County Length of County Greenway

5.8.

Oconee County does not currently have a public transportation system that serves the general
public. Public transportation is limited to selective non-profit services within the larger
communities of the county. The Georgia Department of Human Services provides limited
transportation services through its Coordinated Transportation System. This system assists
county residents in reaching services of the Division of Aging Services (DAS), Mental
Health/Developmental Disabilities/Addictive Diseases (MHDDAD), and Division of Family and
Children’s Services (DFCS).

Under the Georgia Department of Human Services Coordinated Transportation program, door-
to-door transportation is provided to consumers of Aging Services, the Division of Family and
Children Services, the Department of Behavioral Health and Development Disabilities, and the

4 Northeast Georgia Plan for Bicycling and Walking, NEGRC 2010.
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Georgia Vocational Rehabilitation Agency. Services are available 24 hours per day, 7 days per
week, but most services are performed during the hours of 6 a.m. and 6 p.m. Monday through
Friday. Services are provided through a contract with NEGRC, the agency that manages a
regional system of transportation services for DHS and GDOT. There are no plans to expand
DHS transit services at this time.

5.8.1.
Nearby Athens offers both Athens Transit ("The Bus”) and the University of Georgia (UGA)
Campus Transit system.

Athens Transit is the public bus system operating within Athens. The Bus offers 18 routes
throughout the city with a standard fee of $1.75 for riders not affiliated with the university. A

majority of the routes offer hourly pick-ups at each stop. The UGA Campus Transit system
operates on the university’s campus and surrounding vicinity.

Tables 5.13 and 5.14 show ridership details for Athens Transit and UGA Transit, respectively.t®

Table 5.13: Athens Transit Ridership (2013-2016)

Operating Year Service Area Population Annual Passenger Miles Annual Unlinked Trips
2013 116,714 5,446,329 1,733,589
2014 116,714 5,112,305 1,649,473
2015 119,980 4,843,897 1,562,471
2016 119,980 4,700,296 1,515,424

Table 5.14: University of Georgia Transit Ridership (2013-2016)

Operating Year Service Area Population Annual Passenger Miles Annual Unlinked Trips
2013 44,000 4,206,807 11,070,545
2014 44,000 7,268,242 10,653,512
2015 119,648 7,777,478 11,426,965
2016 119,648 5,540,596 8,137,520

5.9.

There are no airports located within Oconee County. Nearby airports include the Apalachee Bluff
Airpark in Walton County and the Athens-Ben Epps Airport in Clarke County.

15 Federal Transit Administration, National Transit Database (NTD) Transit Agency Profiles.
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Apalachee BIuff Airpark is a private landing facility located off Smith Cemetery Road, eight miles
northeast of Monroe.

Athens-Ben Epps Airport (AHN) is located three miles east of Athens. The existing facility
accommodates:
= Charter flights
Air freight
Aerial agricultural operations
Flight instruction
Aircraft rental
Aircraft sales
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6. Public Involvement Activities

6.1.

Building on the experience of previous public outreach efforts, this LRTP developed a process
consistent with public involvement efforts at the state and regional levels. In order to educate,
inform and involve the public on the purpose and status of the study, and to collect relevant
information from stakeholders and the public, the study included stakeholder meetings and
published a month-long public web survey using GDOT’s consultant team. Techniques were
developed to maximize opportunities for participation for individuals throughout the study area.

6.2.

A Stakeholder Advisory Group was formed to guide the development of the plan and help gather
input at key points throughout the study process. This group was composed of representatives
from the county, GDOT, regional planning organizations, local jurisdictions, and other interest
groups. A list of participants is included in Table 6.1. The Stakeholder Advisory Group was asked
to provide local input on several topics that provide the framework for the overall study process.
This group helped to establish the LRTP goals and objectives and to define the intended

outcomes of the plan.

Participant Name
Matthew Risher
Ted Hicks

Radney Simpson
Tom Caiafa

Sue Anne Decker
Kim Coley

John Daniell
Justin Kirouac
Emil Beshara

Jim Dove

David Shearon
Johnny Pritchett
Toby P. Bradberry
Terri Glenn

Jason Branch

Courtney Bernardi

GDQT

Table 6.1: Stakeholder Advisory Group Members

Title
Project Manager
Deputy Project Manager
Assistant State Planning Administrator
Branch Chief
District Engineer
District Planning & Programming Engineer
Chairman
County Administrator
Director of Public Works
Executive Director
Mayor
Mayor
Mayor
Mayor
Superintendent

President

Organization
GDOT Planning
GDOT Planning
GDOT Planning
GDOT Planning
GDOT District 1
GDOT District 1
Oconee County Commissioner
Oconee County
Oconee County
NEGRC
City of Watkinsville
Town of Bishop
City of North High Shoals
City of Bogart
Oconee County School System

Chamber of Commerce
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Participant Name Title Organization
Brad Griffin Director of MACORTS MACORTS

Sherry McDuffie Transportation Planner MACORTS

James Hale Captain Oconee County Sheriff’s Office

The Stakeholder Advisory Group met at two key milestones during the plan development effort
as listed below:

Meeting #1 - April 17, 2018 at 10 a.m. in the Oconee County Courthouse
Meeting #2 - October 2, 2018 at 10 a.m. in the Oconee County Courthouse

The first meeting took place early in the study process to discuss issues and opportunities,
establish priorities, and finalize study goals. The second meeting provided an opportunity to
gather feedback on preliminary recommendations and assist with prioritization criteria.
Documentation of each Stakeholder Advisory Group meeting can be found in Appendix B.

6.3.

The Oconee County LRTP survey was developed as a primary tool for gathering public input
regarding travel conditions and needed transportation improvements in the study area. The
intent of the survey was to gather data and input throughout the county. The survey effort
sought to reach not only the decision-makers and community leaders, but also to reach citizens
who live, work, and travel in the study area. Efforts were made to gather input from those
individuals who might not otherwise attend a public meeting or community forum by promoting
the survey through non-traditional mediums, via distribution through the local school district,
the project website and email distribution lists of the Stakeholder Advisory Group. As a result,
545 responses were received across the county.

A number of common themes and key areas emerged from the responses provided. Targeted
roadways can only be described in as much detail as provided by participants, therefore the
roadways listed below should be viewed as general areas and not specific segments or
intersections. These include the following:

Forty-six percent (46%) of respondents commute outside of the county to work.
According to survey respondents, the four highest priority transportation improvements
needed are traffic congestion (78%), safety (58%), and the need for bicycle and
sidewalk/pedestrian options (both 34%).

Traffic congestion is most experienced at:

Mars Hill Rd
Oconee Connector
SR 53

Hog Mountain Rd
Epps Bridge Pkwy
SR 316
us 441
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Butlers Crossing
Roadway shoulders are needed at:
Simonton Bridge Rd

Mars Hill Rd
Hog Mountain Rd
SR 53

Colham Ferry Rd
Additional turn lanes are needed along:

SR 53

Hog Mountain Rd

SR 316

Us 441

Mars Hill Rd

Respondents would like to see more sidewalks and bicycle routes throughout the
county.

Safety is a concern along:
SR 53

Hog Mountain Rd

SR 316

UsS 441

Mars Hill Rd

Truck traffic causes problems on US 441, SR 53, and in downtown Bishop and
Watkinsville.

Respondents experience difficulty getting onto roads along:

Hog Mountain Rd

SR 53

us 441

SR 316

Difficulty passing slow-moving vehicles occurs along SR 53, Hog Mountain Rd, SR 15,
US 441, and Barnett Shoals Rd.

Problems with railroad crossings occur most frequently at crossings on SR 15, Colham
Ferry Rd, and in downtown Watkinsville.

The Public Survey and the results are provided in Appendix C.
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7. Improvement Needs

7.1.

Based on the activities summarized in Sections 1-6 of this document, an assessment of future
conditions was conducted and identified a series of potential improvements to address Oconee
County’s transportation needs. Potential improvements were identified in various areas of
transportation, including roadway, bridges, rail, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. These
potential improvements were developed in consultation with the Stakeholder Advisory Group
and follow MPO planning guidelines, both outlined in Section 1.3. Figure 7.1 below illustrates
the overall approach to the future improvement development process:

Public Stakeholder Previous Data
Input Input Studies Analysis

Public Stakeholder Data
Input Input Analysis

Issues & Transportation Goals &
Opportunies System Needs Objectives
Universe of :f::e::: Potential Esva;:':: Prioritized Study
Projects ) Projects 4 Projects Recommendations
Performance Performance
Evaluation
Factors

Does the project address

e e e

7.2.

The transportation network in Oconee County was analyzed for three different types of potential
roadway improvements: capacity improvements (including new roadways), operational
improvements, and intersection improvements. Needs were evaluated through travel demand
model analysis, safety data, and field research. Stakeholder Advisory input was also considered
in the identification of improvements consistent with the goals of the study, discussed in Section
6.

7.2.1.
For roadway capacity improvements, logical termini were determined to help link the long-range
planning process with National Environmental Policy 2003 and 2007 (NEPA) regulations,
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including independent utility, or the need for each project absent the construction of other area
projects. The FHWA Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) includes three general principles at 23
CFR 771.111(f) that should be used to frame a highway project.

In order to ensure meaningful evaluation of alternatives and to avoid commitments to
transportation improvements before they are fully evaluated, the action evaluated in
each environmental impact statement (EIS) or finding of no significant impact (FONSI)
shall:

Connect logical termini and be of sufficient length to address environmental matters on
a broad scope;

Have independent utility or independent significance, i.e., be usable and be a
reasonable expenditure even if no additional transportation improvements in the area
are made; and

Not restrict consideration of alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable transportation
improvements.

Logical termini for each corridor improvement were examined and revised based on the analysis
conducted to date.

7.2.2.

Based on the existing and future deficiencies identified in Section 5, roadway deficiencies are
suggested for additional capacity needs for identified locations. The capacity needs are
developed based on travel demand model data, safety data, roadway characteristics, and
Stakeholder Advisory input received during the LRTP development process and should be
regarded as planning-level. Detailed corridor-specific traffic analysis and logical termini analysis
by professional engineers, Oconee County, and/or further review by GDOT District 1 are
necessary in order to make specific improvement recommendations. The following capacity
improvements are recommended for further analysis:

Macon Hwy from Rockinwood Dr to S Lumpkin St

Simonton Bridge Rd/ Whitehall Rd from S Milledge Ave to SR 15/ N Main St
(GDOT PI 141970-)

McNutt Creek Rd/ Pete Dickens Rd from Aiken Rd to US 78/ SR 10/ Monroe Hwy
US 441/ SR 15/ Macon Hwy from US 29/78 to SR 53/Hog Mountain Rd

SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd from Hebron Church Rd to Mars Hill Rd

US 78/ SR 10/ Monroe Hwy from Choyce Johnson Rd to SR 8/ Atlanta Hwy

US 29/78/ Epps Bridge Pkwy from Timothy Rd to Barber Creek Rd

Astondale Rd from SR 15/ Greensboro Hwy to US 129/441/ SR 24/ Macon Hwy
SR 8/ 3rd Ave/ Atlanta Hwy from US 78/ Monroe Hwy to Dials Mill Rd

Virgil Langford Rd/ Rocky Branch Rd from Oconee Connector to Malcom Bridge Rd
US 441/ SR 24 from N of Apalachee River to US 129/441/ Watkinsville Bypass
(GDOT PI 0013613)

Clotfelter Rd from US 78/ SR 10/ Monroe Hwy to SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd
Jimmy Daniel Rd from Virgil Langford Rd to US 78/ SR 10/ Atlanta Hwy

(GDOT PI 0007939)

Dials Mill Rd from US 78/ SR 10/ Monroe Hwy to US 29

US 441/ SR 15 Connector from SR 24 to Colham Ferry Rd
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(GDOT PI 0007944)

SR 15/ Greensboro Hwy from Antioch Church Rd to US 129/ SR 24 BUS/ Macon Hwy
(GDOT PI 0008006)

SR 15/ Greensboro Hwy from Greensboro Bypass to Antioch Church Rd

(GDOT PI 0008007)

SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd from SR 15 to US 441/ SR 24/ N Main St

(GDOT PI 0009012)

7.2.3.

Operational improvements address geometric concerns and other issues that impact the flow of
traffic on an existing roadway facility. Operational improvements may include the addition of
turn lanes or passing lanes to improve through movements, shoulder widening or upgrades,
introduction of traffic calming elements, improved curve or turning radii, and/or paving projects.
Operational upgrades of facilities can provide relief to adjacent facilities experiencing capacity
problems by providing for viable movement of increased traffic flows without the major
investment associated with a capacity enhancement or new roadway facility.

Recommendations for operational improvements are developed based on safety data, roadway
characteristics, and Stakeholder Advisory input received during the LRTP development process
and should be regarded as planning-level. Detailed location-specific traffic analysis by a
professional engineer, Oconee County, and/or further review by GDOT District 1 are necessary
in order to make specific improvement recommendations.

The following operational improvements are recommended:

US 29/78/ SR 316 from Oconee Connector to Epps Bridge Pkwy

(GDOT PI M005135)

Exit EB Lane from US 29/78/ SR 316 to SR 992/ Oconee Connector

(GDOT PI S014930)

SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd from Herman C. Michael Park Entrance to Oconee Veterans
Park Entrance

Mars Hill Rd from Rocky Branch Rd to Daniells Bridge Rd

US 441/ SR 24/ Macon Hwy from SR 186/ High Shoals Rd to Price Mill Rd

(GDOT PI 0016081)

Malcom Bridge Rd from Rocky Branch Rd (West) to Rocky Branch Rd (East)

SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd from CR 828 to Bishop Farms Pkwy

(GDOT PI 0015321)

SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd from Union Church Rd to SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd
SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd from US 441/ SR 24 to SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd
(GDOT PI 0009011)

SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd from US 129/441/ SR 15/ Macon Hwy to Government Station
Rd/ Daniells Bridge Rd

Deceleration Lane from SR 186/ High Shoals Rd to US 129/441/ SR 24/ Macon Hwy
(GDOT PI S014745)

Mars Hill Rd from US 78/ SR 10/ Monroe Hwy to Malcom Bridge Rd

S Barnett Shoals Rd from McRee's Mill Rd to Old Barnett Shoals Rd

US 129/441/ SR 24/ Macon Hwy from Tappan Spur Rd to N of Thomas Farm Rd
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(GDOT PI M005178)
SR 15/ Greensboro Hwy/ Athens Hwy from S of Shiloh Rd to N of Rose Creek
(GDOT PI 0013732)

7.2.4.

Intersection improvements are proposed to address needs identified based on safety analysis,
existing and future traffic volumes, as well as safety concerns raised by the Stakeholder
Advisory Group. Improvements may include an adjustment in intersection controls, signage
improvements, signal timing improvements and/or geometric realignment of an intersection.
Recommendations for intersection improvements as part of the LRTP process are based on
planning-level data and require detailed location-specific analysis by a professional engineer,
and/or further review by GDOT District 1 to refine specific project improvement
recommendations. Considerations include available right of way, traffic volumes, safety, driver
expectancy, and the context of the area. Several intersection locations are already under
consideration for improvements by GDOT District 1 and are noted as such below.

The following intersections are recommended for improvement:

US 29/78/ SR 316 at Oconee Connector

(signal timing coordination underway by District 1)

US 29/78/ SR 316/ Epps Bridge Pkwy at US 29/78/ SR 8/10/ Athens Perimeter
Epps Bridge Pkwy at Oconee Connector

S Main St at Barnett Shoals Rd, SR 15/ Greensboro Hwy

US 78/ SR 10/ Monroe Hwy at Mars Hill Rd

(signal timing coordination underway by District 1)

US 29/78/ SR 316 at Jimmy Daniel Rd

US 78/ SR 10/ Monroe Hwy at SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd

(signal timing coordination underway by District 1)

US 129/441/ SR 24/ Macon Hwy at Price Mill Rd/ Old Bishop Rd

SR 53 at Rays Church Rd/ Malcolm Bridge Rd

SR 53 at Clotfelter Rd/ Cole Springs Rd

(roundabout design consideration underway by District 1)

US 129/441/ SR 24/ Watkinsville Bypass at SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd
SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd at Sikes Rd/ Hebron Church Rd

Epps Bridge Pkwy at Dowdy Rd

SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd at SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd/ Mars Hill Rd
Epps Bridge Pkwy at Parkway Blvd/ Tanglebrook Dr

Oconee Connector at Plaza Pkwy

Mars Hill Rd at Commerce Dr/ Malcom Bridge Rd

SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd at Snows Mill Rd/ Rocky Branch Rd
(roundabout design consideration underway by District 1)

SR 15/24 BUS at US 129/441/ SR 15/24/ Watkinsville Bypass

See Figure 7.2 on the next page for a map displaying the recommended roadway improvements

including capacity, operational, intersection, and railroad crossing improvements. See Tables
8.3, 8.4, and 8.6 for the reference numbers by which these projects are labeled on the map.
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7.3.

Seventeen of Oconee County’s twenty-nine railroad crossings are public crossings and twelve
cross private roads. A majority of the crossings provide adequate control devices and signing.

The following rail crossing improvement is recommended:
SR 15/ Greensboro Hwy & McRee St/ 3rd St/ Depot St (#733092P) - repair pavement

This crossing experiences the most traffic of any crossing in the county, with AADT at
23,340 vehicles per day. Pavement between the tracks at the crossing is loose, rocking,
and unstable. Since it is within railroad right of way, it is the responsibility of the owner
of the rail line, Athens Line.

7.4.

Based on the sufficiency ratings identified in Section 5.4, bridges were identified as eligible for
mid-term and long-term improvement recommendations. Bridges with a sufficiency rating 50
or below are eligible for improvements by 2025. GDOT will continue to monitor bridges with
sufficiency ratings of 50 to 80 per the current inspection program to note any need for
accelerated work.

The four bridges with sufficiency ratings below 50 that are currently eligible for improvement
include:

Elder Mill Rd over Rose Creek

Branch Rd over Freeman Creek

SR 10/ Athens Perimeter over McNutt Creek

Clotfelter Rd over Barber Creek

(GDOT PI 0015656)

Eighteen were identified with sufficiency ratings between 50 and 80 which include:

Malcom Bridge Rd over Barber Creek

Marshall Store Rd over Greenbrier Creek

Simonton Bridge Rd/ Whitehall Rd over Middle Oconee River

Mars Hill Rd over McNutt Creek

US 29/78/ SR 316/ Epps Bridge Pkwy over US 29/78/ SR 8/10/ Athens Perimeter
J. T. Elder Rd over Greenbrier Creek

Hickory Hill Dr over Calls Creek

Freeman Creek Rd over Freeman Creek

US 29/78/ SR 10/ Athens Perimeter over McNutt Creek

US 78/ SR 10/ Monroe Hwy over Barber Creek

US 129/441/ Watkinsville Bypass over Calls Creek

SR 316 over US 78 BUS/ SR 10

Hillcrest Dr over Lake Wildwood

US 129/441/ Watkinsville Bypass over SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd
Robinhood Rd over Barber Creek

US 78 BUS/ SR 10/ Monroe Hwy over McNutt Creek
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US 441 over SR 53
SR 9 over North Oconee River

See Figure 7.3 on the next page for a map displaying the bridges recommended for
improvement above. This map also includes 11 currently programmed GDOT bridge
replacement and new construction projects. See Table 8.9 for the reference numbers by which
these projects are labeled on the map.
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7.5.

Several bicycle and pedestrian system initiatives are underway in Oconee County. Previously
prepared initiatives, specifically the Northeast Georgia Plan for Bicycling and Walking prepared
by the NERGRC, should be implemented as outlined in the existing planning initiatives and
incorporated into transportation system improvement projects as opportunities are available.

The study recommendations were based on the following:
Review of existing land use, transportation, and recreation plans
Analysis of bicycle and pedestrian crash data
Examination of existing facilities
Review of current and proposed projects
Input from Stakeholder Advisory Group
Site visits

It is important to note that the scope of this plan does not include an examination of every local
street in the county for bike or pedestrian facilities. This plan is intended to evaluate safety
problems and identify major bicycle and pedestrian needs and network deficiencies, and to
propose potential projects to address those needs. Once the top priorities have been
implemented, the plan should be updated to assess the current conditions, new challenges and
opportunities and possible solutions. Continued coordination with the NEGRC is necessary in
order to identify an appropriate community-wide network.

7.5.1.

The bicycle and pedestrian needs are developed based on safety data, roadway characteristics,
and Stakeholder Advisory input received during the LRTP development process and should be
regarded as planning-level. Detailed corridor-specific traffic analysis and logical termini analysis
by professional engineers, Oconee County, and/or further review by GDOT District 1 are
necessary in order to make specific improvement recommendations. The corridors
recommended for bicycle enhancement with speed limits of 55 mph or higher will require
approval from GDOT District 1.

In addition to the on-going initiatives mentioned above, the following bicycle and pedestrian
improvements are recommended for further analysis:
SR 15/ S Main St/ Greensboro Hwy from SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd to Watkinsville
City Limit north of Porters Creek - bicycle enhancement
SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd from SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd to SR 15/ Main St -
bicycle enhancement in conjunction with GDOT PIs 0009011 and 0009012
SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd from SR 15/ Main St to Law Enforcement Center west of
Durham St - pedestrian enhancement
SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd from Loch Lomond Cir/ Shamrock Recreation Club to
Stonebridge Pkwy/ Existing Sidewalk east of SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd - pedestrian
enhancement
SR 15/ Greensboro Hwy from Watkinsville City Limit to Greene County Line - bicycle
enhancement
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See Figure 7.4 on the next page for a map displaying the recommended bicycle and pedestrian
improvements.

7.5.2.

To expand bicycling and walking options in Oconee County, the following recommendations

should be considered throughout the county:
Appropriate bicycle and pedestrian facilities should be considered for inclusion in all
roadway improvement projects. The need for a facility, type of facility, and level of
accommodation will vary depending on location, adjacent land use, populations served,
and other factors.
For roads with a rural typical section (i.e. open drainage, no curb and gutter) where
cycling has been determined to be desirable, consider constructing minimum 6.5’ paved
shoulders as part of future proposed GDOT widening, reconstruction or resurfacing
projects, and minimum 4’ shoulders on county roads (increase to 6.5’ if rumble strips
are used).
Upgrade intersections for pedestrian and bicycle safety anytime a roadway is improved.
Intersection treatments may include, but are not limited to: pedestrian traffic signals,
pedestrian countdown signal heads, raised medians or crossing islands, crosswalks,
advance crosswalk bars, curb ramps (as required by ADA in all roadway alteration
projects), pedestrian or trail crossing signage, “no turn on red” or other restrictive
signage, and signal time adjustments. Two helpful resources for identifying potential
pedestrian safety treatments are FHWA’s PEDSAFE tool*®* and FHWA'’s “*How to Develop
a Pedestrian Safety Action Plan.”'”
Update subdivision and zoning regulations to require developers to do the following:

o Construct sidewalks on both sides of the road within subdivisions and along
the main street frontage of a subdivision, commercial, office or retail
development.

o Provide bicycle parking at large commercial, office, and retail developments.

o Construct a path, bike lanes or suitable bicycle facility as part of any new
development.

Provide inter-development or inter-parcel walkways and pedestrian connections not
otherwise located parallel to street rights-of-way, and where warranted to improve
nonmotorized access to major facilities or other activity centers.

16 http://www.pedbikesafe.org
17 http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/ped bike/ped focus/docs/fhwasal7050.pdf
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7.6.

Oconee County does not currently have a public transportation system that serves the general
public. Transit options are limited to services provided by Athens in a small part of the county,
in the form of the Athens Transit bus service and UGA Transit system, and the Georgia
Department of Human Services Coordinated Transportation System. Through coordination with
its East Region, this system assists county residents in reaching services of the Division of Aging
Services, Mental Health/Developmental Disabilities/Addictive Diseases, and Family and Children
Services.

7.6.1.

The online survey, completed as part of this LRTP, queried participants about the need for public
transit services in the county. The public did not see transit being a need or issue in the county.
Only 1.1 percent of the 544 survey responses identified a need for transit services. However,
46.2 percent of the survey participants agreed that traffic congestion is the most important
issue at this time. The county could benefit from procuring a transit feasibility study to get a
better understanding of what the actual ridership and impacts would be if transit was established
in the county. The respondents also identified safety (14.5 percent), and the need for additional
bicycle routes (9.9 percent) and sidewalks (8.1 percent) as the next three highest responses.
Although the surveys didn't identify transit as a major issue at this time, establishing a transit
service throughout the county/region could be beneficial by 2045.
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8. Prioritized Recommendations

8.1.

Potential improvement projects identified to address future transportation needs in Oconee
County were vetted with the Stakeholder Advisory Group and prioritized based on established
criteria consistent with the study goals identified in Section 1.3. This section will present the
recommended improvements, the estimated costs associated with these improvements, and
the final list of prioritized projects for each improvement category including roadway, bridge,
rail crossing, bicycle, and pedestrian improvements.

8.2.

The GDOT statewide averaged construction cost data from the past six years were used in the
development of planning-level cost estimates for the Oconee County 2045 LRTP. Please note
that all planning-level costs are current-year dollars, based on the best assumptions and
information available at the time this study was completed. All planning-level project costs will
be further refined as specific improvements and engineering concepts evolve. Actual project
costs could be higher or lower depending on a number of factors including the results of more
detailed environmental and engineering studies, fluctuations in the cost of land and materials,
and the year of expenditure. All planning-level cost estimates should be considered preliminary
in nature and taken with appropriate care. More detailed engineering studies are required to
identify highly accurate cost estimates based on specific project characteristics and concepts.

8.2.1.
Roadway assumptions include the planning level cost averages of pavement based on GDOT's
recommended typical section for the facility type.

In coordination with GDOT District 1 staff, this study serves to identify deficiencies and
recommend projects on strategic corridors and intersections, but specific alternatives will be
determined during PE. In the case of intersection and operational improvement
recommendations, a micro-level analysis and review by GDOT District 1 and/or a professional
engineer is required to make specific project recommendations. Specific recommendations may
include improvements such as turn lanes at each approach of an intersection or two right turn
lanes off a major arterial. For purposes of the Oconee County 2045 LRTP, the planning-level
cost estimate used for operational improvements is a placeholder of $100,000 per mile. This
planning level estimate represents a reasonable average for intersection improvements, but it
is important to note that actual costs could be higher or lower depending on the specifics of the
improvement identified (for example, addition of a left-hand turn lane vs. geometric
modifications). In cases where a specific improvement item is identified, such as a traffic signal
or a roundabout, a unit cost for the item is used if available. Planning level construction cost
estimates for these types of improvements should be revisited when a more detailed analysis
is conducted.

Rail crossing improvement costs were developed based on pavement markings per mile cost of
$100,000.
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Bridge improvements were calculated based on the appropriate typical section and square
footage of the improved bridge structure with the assumption of a cost of $110 per square foot
of bridge deck. Additionally, for state routes, $1.4 million was added per bridge approach. This
assumes 1/3-mile new roadway construction to access the new bridge being built alongside the
old bridge.

8.2.2.

All bicycle improvement costs assume $300,000 per mile for sidewalks on one side of the
roadway, and all pedestrian improvement costs assume $120,000 per mile for pavement
markings.

8.3.

In order to aid GDOT and county staff, potential improvements were ranked by mode based on
evaluation factors developed with input from the Stakeholder Advisory Group discussed in
Section 6. Qualitative and quantitative evaluation factors were established and applied to
potential improvements. The evaluation methodology produces a score for each potential
project, resulting in a prioritization of improvement options to meet the county’s transportation
needs. Prioritization criteria were developed for the following types of projects - roadway
(capacity and operations), intersections, bridges, bicycle, and pedestrian improvements.

The following sections document the prioritization of recommended improvements for Oconee
County.

8.3.1.

Qualitative criteria were established to evaluate the deficient corridors based on various
conditions or standards established through the study process. The same criteria were used for
corridors being recommended for capacity improvements as with corridors being recommended
with operational improvements. These criteria were vetted with the Stakeholder Advisory Group.
The list below documents the qualitative criteria established for the roadway network
improvement evaluation. These correspond to the goals documented in Section 1.3.

Potential projects were considered alongside the established criteria and associated scoring
presented in Table 8.1 below. Based on the resulting scores, an initial prioritization list was
established. The highest score based on qualitative criteria is 33 points. The qualitative score is
combined with the quantitative score documented on the following pages for the ultimate
prioritization score. Although this scoring system identified a few capacity improvement projects
to be higher priority, elected officials and stakeholders indicated that other types of solution
besides widenings would be appropriate along streets in residential areas.

Table 8.1: Corridor Qualitative Scoring Criteria
Roadway Prioritization Criteria Possible Points

Continuation of Existing Road Widening Project

No 0
Is the proposed project a continuation of any previously completed or current

Yes 4
project providing added lanes to the specific transportation corridor?
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Roadway Prioritization Criteria Possible Points

Governor’s Road Improvement Program/National Highway System No

Is the project identified as a GRIP Corridor or part of the National Highway System? Yes 2

Right of Way Protection Corridor o .
o}

Is the proposed project located in a developing area where right of way protection v 3
es

or early acquisition is needed?

Connectivity e

Does the proposed project improve access between activity centers or link existing y .
es

or proposed projects or provide regional connectivity?

Construction Designs in Progress N 0
o}

Are the design plans for the proposed project already complete or in the process of v 3
es

being completed?

Parallel Relief No 0

Does the proposed project provide relief to parallel congested/deficient corridors? Yes 4

Protection of Downtown No 0

Does the proposed project enhance the quality of life in downtown areas? Yes 4

Ideal Typical Section No 0

Does the proposed project address upgrading substandard roadway segments? Yes 4

Development Conditions

Is the proposed project located within a development area, or, is the specific " 0
o}

project part of an approved plan for the redevelopment of revitalization of a y 5
es

developed area, or does the specific project provide access infrastructure to a

mixed-use project area?

Community Preservation .

Does the proposed project preserve or enhance the character of existing y 5
es

communities in the county?

Transportation Land Use Linkage o .
o}

Has the proposed project coordinated with, or support, land use decisions in the y .
es

area?

Sub-Total Possible Points 33

Quantitative criteria were identified to evaluate deficient corridors based on various measurable
conditions. The same criteria were used for corridors being recommended for capacity
improvements as with corridors being recommended with operational improvements. Each
measure was vetted with the Stakeholder Advisory Group. The list below documents the
quantitative criteria established for the roadway network improvement evaluation.

Volume to Capacity Ratio
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Ratio of Corridor Crash Rate (Number of Crashes per 100 Million Vehicle Miles Traveled)
to Statewide Crash Rate Average
Number of Fatalities

Table 8.2 displays the quantitative criteria and the associated scoring. The total points
established by the Quantitative Criteria range from 0 to 25 points.

Table 8.2: Corridor Quantitative Scoring Criteria

Roadway Prioritization Criteria Possible Points

Volume to Capacity Ratio

0.00 - 0.349 0.00
0.350 - 0.399 2.00
0.400 - 0.449 2.50
0.450 - 0.499 3.00
0.500 - 0.549 3.50
0.550 - 0.599 4.00
0.600 - 0.649 4.50
0.650 - 0.699 5.00
0.700 - 0.749 5.50
0.750-0.799 6.00
0.800 - 0.849 6.50
0.850 - 0.899 7.00
0.900 - 0.949 7.50
0.950 - 1.049 8.00
1.050-1.149 9.00
1.150-1.249 10.00
1.250-1.349 11.00
1.350-1.449 12.00
1.450-1.549 14.00
1.550-1.649 16.00

1.650 - 18.00

Ratio of Corridor Crash Rate to
Statewide Crash Rate

0.01-0.49 0.50
0.50-0.99 1.00
1.00-1.99 1.50
2.00-2.49 2.00
2.50-2.99 2.50
3.00-3.99 3.00
4.00-5.99 3.50
6.00 4.00
Number of Fatalities
1 1
2 or more 3
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Roadway Prioritization Criteria Possible Points

Sub-Total Possible Points 25

The total points that a facility can receive for both the qualitative and quantitative criteria is 58
points. Based upon the identified improvements and the evaluations made during the
quantitative and qualitative evaluation, a prioritized list of recommendations was established.
The scoring for the corridor capacity related improvements is displayed below in Table 8.3 and
the scoring for the corridor operational improvements is displayed in Table 8.4 on the next page.
Table 8.9 shows all prioritized recommended improvements.
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I Facility

US 78/ SR 10/ Monroe Hwy

C-2
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US 441/ SR 15/ Macon Hwy

Simonton Bridge Rd/
Whitehall Rd

SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd

McNutt Creek Rd/
Pete Dickens Rd

SR 8/ 3rd Ave/ Atlanta Hwy

us 29/78/
Epps Bridge Pkwy

Virgil Langford Rd/
Rocky Branch Rd

Macon Hwy

Clotfelter Rd

Table 8.3: Corridor Capacity Improvement Prioritization Scores
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Dials Mill Rd

Barber Creek Rd

Malcolm Bridge Rd
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I. Qualltatlve Crlterla Quantltatlve Crlterla
Facility To --------- IIIII

-
(8]
2,
2
(-
o
K}
<
(]
Q
wv
8
(=]
US 78/ SR 10,
C- Jimmy Daniel Rd Virgil Langford Rd / / 0.6 3.5 7.5 155
Atlanta Hwy
US 78/ SR 10,
C-14  Dials Mill Rd / / Us 29 v v v 1 039 190 O 35 145
Monroe Hwy
US 129/441
C-15 US441/SR 24 N of Apalachee River ) / i / v v 6 054 270 1 70 13.0
Watkinsville Bypass
SR 15 US 129/441
C-17 Astondale Rd / /441 v v v v v 16 007 710 O 40  20.0
Greensboro Hwy SR 24/ Macon Hwy
C-18  US 441/ SR 15 Connector SR 24 Colham Ferry Rd v v 7 031 226 0 40 110
US 129/ SR 24 BUS
C-19 SR 15/ Greensboro Hwy Antioch Church Rd / / v v v v 12 048 250 O 70 19.0
Macon Hwy
C-20 SR 15/ Greenshoro Hwy Greensboro Bypass Antioch Church Rd v v v 9 055 164 0 80 17.0
SR 53/ US 441/ SR 24/
c-21 ' ) SR 15 i v v v 9 063 143 0 85 175
Experiment Station Rd N Main St

Note: List organized by reference number; for prioritized project list see Table 8.9.
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The prioritization resulted in the following ranking of top capacity improvements:

Macon Hwy from Rockinwood Dr to S Lumpkin St (22.5/58.0 points)
Simonton Bridge Rd/ Whitehall Rd from S Milledge Ave to SR 15/ N Main St (21.5/58.0
points)

=  McNutt Creek Rd/ Pete Dickens Rd from Aiken Rd to US 78/ SR 10/ Monroe Hwy
(21.5/58.0 points)

= US 441/ SR 15/ Macon Hwy from US 29/78 to SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd (20.0/58.0 points)
SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd from Hebron Church Rd to Mars Hill Rd (20.0/58.0 points)
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Table 8.4: Corridor Operational Improvement Prioritization Scores

Qualitative Criteria

Quantitative Criteria
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Facility To 0-4 02 03 (03 03 04 04 04 02 02 02 F L g2 2 3 o
Rocky Branch Rd Rocky Branch Rd
O-1  MalcolmBridgeRd - Z) (East‘)’ v 4 104 18 0 95 135
s
0-2 Mars Hill Rd Rocky Branch Rd Daniells Bridge Rd v v 7 0.93 8.72 0 11.5 18.5
0-3  SBarnett ShoalsRd  McRee’s Mill Rd Old Barnett Shoals Rd v 4 0.79 1.35 0 7.5 11.5
SR 53/ US 129/441/ SR 15/ Government Station Rd/
0-4 ) ) ) v 4 069 58 0 85 125
Hog Mountain Rd Macon Hwy Daniells Bridge Rd
US 441/ SR 24, SR 186
0-5 / / ) / Price Mill Rd v v 6 076 439 0 95 155
Macon Hwy High Shoals Rd
_ US 78/ SR 10/ )
0-6 Mars Hill Rd Monroe Hwy Malcolm Bridge Rd v 4 0.55 1345 0 8.0 12.0
SR 53 SR 53
0-7 / . Union Church Rd / . v 4 0.65 7.30 0 9.0 13.0
Hog Mountain Rd Experiment Station Rd
SR 53/
) . SR 53/
0-8 Experiment Station ~ US 441/ SR 24 Hog Mountain Rd v 4 0.65 10.90 0 9.0 13.0
untai
Rd 8
SR 15/ Greensboro i
0-9 A ———— S of Shiloh Rd N of Rose Creek v v 6 054 010 O 9.0 10.0
SR 53/
0-10 Experiment Station  CR 828 Bishop Farms Pkwy v 4 0.77 4.00 0 9.5 135
Rd
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I.
Facility U 04 02 03 03 03 04 04 04 02 02 02 I
v v v 0.88

8.64 0 11.0 19.0

otal Score for Project

0-11 US29/78/ SR 316 Oconee Connector Epps Bridge Pkwy

US 129/441
0-12 /441/ Tappan Spur Rd N of Thomas Farm Rd v v 6 0.53 1.62 0 50 11.0
SR 24/ Macon Hwy

. SR 186/ US 129/441/ SR 24/
0-13  Deceleration Lane ) v v 6 065 140 O 6.5 12.5
High Shoals Rd Macon Hwy
SR 992
0-14  Exit EB Lane US 29/78/ SR 316 / v v v 8 08 760 0 11.0 19.0
Oconee Connector
SR 53 Herman C. Michael Oconee Veterans
0-15 / : ' v v v v 10 093 465 0 110 21.0
Hog Mountain Rd Park Entrance Park Entrance

Note: List organized by reference number; for prioritized project list see Table 8.9.
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The prioritization resulted in the following ranking of top operational improvements:
SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd from Herman C. Michael Park Entrance to Oconee Veterans
Park Entrance (21.0/58.0 points)
US 29/78/ SR 316 from Oconee Connector to Epps Bridge Pkwy (19.0/58.0 points)
Exit EB Lane from US 29/78/ SR 316 to SR 992/ Oconee Connector (19.0/58.0 points)
Mars Hill Rd from Rocky Branch Rd to Daniells Bridge Rd (18.5/58.0 points)
US 441/ SR 24/ Macon Hwy from SR 186/ High Shoals Rd to Price Mill Rd (16.0/58.0
points)

The points are not meant to be the final decision on whether a project should be implemented

or not. Instead these rankings should be employed in conjunction with public comment, input
from political decision-makers, and input from key technical staff fromm GDOT and the county.
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8.3.2.
Potential intersections were selected based on local input. Criteria were established to evaluate
the potential intersection improvements based on various standards established through the
study process. The following list documents the criteria established for the intersection
evaluation.

What is the Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) on the facility?

How many crashes occurred at the intersection between 2013 and 20177

Did a fatality occur at the intersection?

Is the intersection currently identified by GDOT or the county?

By comparing potential projects to these established criteria, it was possible to determine which
projects scored highest against these critical measures. This information was used to prioritize
projects. Table 8.5 below documents the scoring used for the intersection prioritization and
Table 8.6 on the next page displays the scoring applied to the proposed intersection
improvements.

Table 8.5: Intersection Scoring Criteria

Intersection Prioritization Criteria Possible Points
> 50,000 =5
AADT 50,000 - 20,000 = 4
What is the Average AADT at the intersection? 20,000 - 10,000 = 2
<10,000=0
>250=10
Crashes 250-50=5
How many crashes occurred at the intersection between 2013 and 20177 50-25=2
<25=0
Fatality No=0
Did a fatality occur at the intersection? Yes =10
Previously Identified Improvement No=0
Is the intersection currently identified by GDOT/county? Yes=5
Improvement Opportunities No=0
Can operational issues be addressed without installing a traffic signal? Yes=5
Sub-Total Possible Points 35
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Table 8.6: Intersection Prioritization Scores

Ref. Previously
No. Road Intersection AADT cCrashes Fatalities |Identified Score
I-1  Epps Bridge Pkwy Parkway Blvd/ Tanglebrook Dr 19,970 15 0 2
I-2  Epps Bridge Pkwy Dowdy Rd 19,020 74 0 4
I-3  Epps Bridge Pkwy Oconee Connector 28,780 216 0 v 9
-4  Mars Hill Rd Commerce Dr/ Malcolm Bridge Rd 4,030 22 0 0
I-5 US 29/78/ SR 316 Oconee Connector 37,480 275 0 4 17
. Barnett Shoals Rd,
I-6 S Main St 15,240 50 0 v 9
SR 15/ Greensboro Hwy
US 129/441/ . . .
I-7 Price Mill Rd/ Old Bishop Rd 12,020 5 0 v 7
SR 24/ Macon Hwy
I-8 SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd Sikes Rd/ Hebron Church Rd 7,390 3 0 v 5
I-9 SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd Snows Mill Rd/ Rocky Branch Rd 9,730 25 0 0
Rays Church Rd
110 SR53 ys Chureh Rd/ 9,000 28 0 7 7
Malcolm Bridge Rd
I-11 SR 53 Clotfelter Rd/ Cole Springs Rd 9,250 47 0 v 7
US 129/441/ . .
1-12 L SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd 18,550 6 0 4 7
SR 24/ Watkinsville Bypass
US 29/78/ SR 316 US 29/78/ SR 8/10
-13 / . / / 178/ . /10/ 53,190 46 0 v 12
Epps Bridge Pkwy Athens Perimeter
. SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd/
I-14 SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd . 16,620 87 0 4
Mars Hill Rd
I-15 US 78/ SR 10/ Monroe Hwy Mars Hill Rd 22,330 73 0 v 9
I-16  US 29/78/ SR 316 Jimmy Daniel Rd 37,080 59 0 v 9
1-17 Oconee Connector Plaza Pkwy 4,080 27 0 2
I-18 US 78/ SR 10/ Monroe Hwy SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd 25,960 51 0 v 9
US 129/441/ SR 15/24
1-19 SR 15/24 BUS /441/ /24/ 23,310 28 0 v 9

Watkinsville Bypass
Note: List organized by reference number; for prioritized project list see Table 8.9.

The prioritization scoring resulted in the following top tier intersection improvements:
US 29/78/ SR 316 at Oconee Connector (17/35 points)
US 29/78/ SR 316/ Epps Bridge Pkwy at US 29/78/ SR 8/10/ Athens Perimeter (12/35
points)
Epps Bridge Pkwy at Oconee Connector (9/35 points)
SR 15/24 BUS at US 129/441/ SR 15/24/ Watkinsville Bypass (9/35 points)
S Main St at Barnett Shoals Rd, SR 15/ Greensboro Hwy (9/35 points)

8.3.3.
Bridges with a sufficiency rating of 50 or lower are eligible for improvements by 2025. GDOT
will continue to monitor bridges with sufficiency ratings of 50 to 80 per the current inspection
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program to note any need for accelerated work. The four bridges with sufficiency ratings below
50 eligible for improvement by 2025 include:

Elder Mill Rd over Rose Creek (15.1/100.0 possible rating)

Branch Rd over Freeman Creek (41.8/100.0 possible rating)

SR 10/ Athens Perimeter over McNutt Creek (43.6/100.0 possible rating)
Clotfelter Rd over Barber Creek (49.0/100.0 possible rating)

8.3.4.

The prioritization criteria used to evaluate potential bicycle and pedestrian improvements were
based on GDOT's Guidebook for Pedestrian Planning project prioritization framework, as well as
on the goals established in this study. In addition to project recommendations, policy
recommendations were also made which will have the effect of improving the bicycle and
pedestrian network system-wide over the long term.

The evaluation criteria account for both system deficiencies (e.g. where there are no bicycle or
pedestrian facilities) as well as pedestrian and bicycle potential factors (i.e. do the land uses
and demographics create a need or demand for facilities?). Table 8.7 below documents the
scoring used for the bicycle and pedestrian prioritization and Table 8.8 on the following page
displays the scoring applied to the proposed bicycle and pedestrian improvements.

Table 8.7: Bicycle and Pedestrian Scoring Criteria

Bike/Ped Prioritization Criteria Scoring
Bicycle and Pedestrian Deficiency Factors

No more than one crash along this corridor (but

1
not the project location) in past 3 years
2 No more than one crash at the project location
within last 3 years
Bicycle/Pedestrian Crashes: i ;
Have there been bicycle or pedestrian crashes at this location, along 3 2 or. more crfash?s LTRSS (el Pl L
. . . project location in the past 3 years
this corridor, how many, and what severity? ; o
4 2 or more crashes at the project location in the
past 3 years
5 1 or more injuries or fatalities at the project
location or along the corridor in the past 3 years
1 If purely a cosmetic upgrade of existing facility

2 Existing bike/ped facilities but in poor condition

Existing Facilities: Existing bike/ped facilities but many gaps or

Is this project replacing an existing facility or do none currently . discontinuous
ist? . .
SRSt 4 No facilities currently on one side of road
5 No facilities currently exist on either side of the
road, or no street crossing facilities
Traffic Factors: 1 Project location is on a quiet, 2-lane residential

street with low speeds and low traffic volumes.
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Does the project location have high motor vehicle speeds, high
traffic volumes,
intersections? Some roads due to their traffic and design

multiple lanes to cross, or complicated
characteristics are more difficult to cross and less attractive, and
sometimes less safe, to walk or bike along. These roads often
warrant improvements more so than quiet residential streets that

are already bike and pedestrian friendly

Scoring

Project location is on a street with moderate
3 traffic volumes and speeds, no more than 3 lanes
of traffic (not including on-street parking).

Project location is on a major street with high
speeds, high traffic volumes, multiple traffic
lanes, wide intersections, and few crossing
locations.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Potential Factors

Need:

Is there evidence of existing demand (bike/pedestrian counts, worn
paths along roadside), current or forecasted population densities
that rely more heavily on walking and biking (i.e. young, elderly, low-
income populations), or existing or future land uses that support
biking and walking.

Bike/Ped Priority Area:

Is the project within a bicycle or pedestrian priority area, i.e. for
bicycles, within 1-mile radius of schools, parks, libraries, or
community facilities (such as senior center, YMCA, community
health clinic, etc.); for pedestrians, within % mile radius of schools,
parks, libraries or community facilities (such as senior center, YMCA,
community health clinic, etc.).

Connectivity
Does the proposed project provide a direct connection to:
e  Major employment or activity centers
e Downtown Commercial Business Districts
e Existing or proposed transportation projects or major real
estate developments
e Other modes of transportation (such as public transit or a
shared path access point)
e Does the project close a gap in a sidewalk or bike facility?

Previously Identified Improvement

Was the proposed project previously identified in a community plan
(STIP, CRC Bike/Ped Plan, Comprehensive Plan, Land Use Plan,
Recreation Plan, etc.)?

Total Possible Points

GDQT

On a scale of 1-to-5, with 1 being the least

1-5 demand and 5 being the highest demand for
bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

0=No

3 = Partially

5=Yes
On a scale of 1-to-5, with 1 providing very little

oo connectivity and 5 providing the greatest
connectivity to multiple destinations. 0 = No
connectivity.

0=No

3=Yes

33

95



Oconee County

Long-Range Transportation Plan

PRIORITIZED RECOMMENDATIONS

Ref.

No.

BI-1

BI-3

P-1

P-2

Table 8.8: Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvement Prioritization Scores

°
2 —
[
) S K]
< 8 . 8 _ S . 3 = 8
- & ) (T) < in = @ o
Qo & [ s > t = )
Road/ 8F £~ £°2 £°8 o-_ £° ¢_. 2T 9%
- S g v 2 © gw o ™M cw go g &
e lE7 A0 o gL S22 4 £4 22 &S S8e &2 ge
Watkinsville
SR 15/ .
) SR 53/ City Limit
S Main St/ .
Experiment  north of 1.3 5 27
Greensboro .
Station Rd Porters
Hwy
Creek
SR 15/ o
Watkinsville Greene
Greensboro o . 11.0 1 14
City Limit County Line
Hwy
SR 53 SR 53/ Ho
( / . 2 SR 15/ Main
Experiment Mountain o 1.8 3 23
Station Rd Rd
Law
SR 53/ . Enforcement
. SR 15/ Main
Experiment st Center west 0.3 5 0 22
Station Rd of Durham
St
Stonebridge
Loch Pkwy/
Lomond Existing
SR 53/ . .
} Cir/ Sidewalk
Experiment 0.3 5 0 22
. Shamrock east of SR
Station Rd .
Recreation 53/ Hog
Club Mountain
Rd

Note: List organized by reference number; for prioritized project list see Table 8.9.

Note that one fatality occurred near the corridors for the proposed projects BI-1 and BI-3,
according to GDOT’s GEARS. One pedestrian fatality occurred 100 feet west of N Bishop Farm
in 2017.

Proposed projects BI-1 through BI-3 are included in NEGRC’s Northeast Georgia Plan for
Bicycling and Walking. Refer back to Figure 5.12 for NEGRC'’s proposed regional bicycle and
pedestrian network. For proposed project BI-3, future widening projects along this corridor (PIs
0009011 and 0009012) will likely include bike lane components.

Regarding the recommended intersection improvements presented in Table 8.6, the
incorporation of improvements to accommodate bicycles and pedestrians is considered an
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operational improvement element. Each intersection improvement should also consider the
inclusion of crosswalks and pedestrian signals unless analysis deems these elements
unnecessary at the particular location.

8.4.

Based on the analysis completed as part of this study, a listing of recommended projects was
created for Oconee County. This information is presented in Table 8.9 on the next page. Projects
are assigned Near-, Mid-, or Long-term implementation in the columns to the right. Near-term
projects are defined as those needed before the year 2025; Mid-term projects are those needed
from 2025 to 2040; and Long-term projects are needed beyond 2040. These implementation
year recommendations take each project's prioritization score and cost estimate into
consideration, as well as any local input received on the project. For each recommendation,
several informational elements were produced including: facility; limits; existing and improved
configuration; comments; source; improvement type; need; and cost. For successful
implementation of these projects, additional detailed engineering studies and environmental
analysis are required to determine the most appropriate alignment, design, and cost of each
project. Additionally, successful project implementation will require identified funding
mechanisms, political support, and public recognition of the project need and benefit. The LRTP
provides a basis for each of these achievements, but more work is necessary in order to advance
and ultimately build each project.
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Table 8.9: Prioritized Recommended Improvements

ICAPACITY IMPROVEMENTS AND NEW ROADWAYS with Anticipated Benefits of Increased Capacity and Improved Safety
G Macon Hwy Rockimwood Dr |S Lumpkin St - anes Capacily Impravemennts 5l miles Analysis Capacity Improvements ncreased Capacity B8, 001 22. v
C- Simanton Bridge Rd; Whitehall Rd S Milledge Ave |SR 15/ N Wain St - anes. Capacity Impravements .70 miles Analysis | GOOT (P1 141870-) Capacity Improvements rcreased Capacity 14,326, 40| 2. v
[ IicNutt Creek Rd: Pate Dickens Rd Alken Rd US 787 SH 10/ Manros Hy - anes. Capaclty Impravements .10 miles Analysis Capacity Improvements ncreased Capaci 131,201 21.
G- US 4417 SR 15/ Macon Hwy S 2578 SR 53+ Hog Mauntain Rd -Lanes Capaclty Improvements 10 miles Analysis Capacity Improvements ereased Capail 131,201 20
5 [ 3R 53¢ Hog Mountain Rd Hebron Church Rd Mars Hill Rd -Lanes Capacity Img 0.00 mikes [Analysis Capacity Impravements nzreased Capacity 38,720,000 204 v
8 CA7 Astondale Ad SF 15/ Greensbaro Hy US 1284417 SR 24/ Macon Hw na Capacity Improvements Local Input Capacity Improvements Increased Capacity na 20, v
7 [+3] US 78/ SR 10 Monros Hay CGhoyce Johnson Rd SR & Atlanta Huy 4-Lanes Capacity 7.00 miles Analysis Capacity Improvements Increased Capacity [ 27,104,000 19.!
B C-19 SR 15 Huy [Antioch Church Rd US 128/ SR 24 BUS/ Macon Hwy 2-Lanes Capacity 8.95 milas [Analysis  GOOT (Pl GOOBOOG) Capacity Improvements Increased Capacity 117279577] 19, v
9 () 1S 29:781 E pps Bridge Pl Timothy i Barber Creck Ad T Lanes Capactty Iy 70,30 miles [Arelysic Capacity Improvements Trcreased Capacily 30,681,600 14 v
10 Cc-21 SR 53 Experimert Station Rd SR 15 US 441/ SR 24/ N Main St 2-Lanes Capacity Improvemenis 0.85 miles Analysis  GDOT (Pl 0009012) Capacity Impravements Increased Capacity 10,841,212 17 v
1 G-20 SH 15/ Greenshioro Hy Greensboro Bypass Antioch Church Rd 2-Lanes Gapacity Improvements 46 miles Analysis  GDOT (PI 0008007} Capacity Improvements Inzreased Capacity 134 652,854 174 v
12 [ SR & 3rd Ave/ Atlarta Hwy US 78 Monre Hay Dials Mill Rd 2-Lanes / 3-Lanes Capacity Impravements .30 miles Analysis Capacity Improvements Increased Capacity 12,777,600 154 v
13 Ce Virgil Langford R’ Rocky Branch Rd Coonee Connector Malcom Bridge Rd 2-Lanes. Capacity Improvements 80 milas [Analysis Capacity Impravements Increased Capacity 10,841,600 15, v
14 Ci5 US 2417 SR 24 N of Apalachee River US 29431/ Walkinsville Bypass 2-Lanes Capacity Impravements 7.88 miles [GDOT (I 0013613) Capacity Improvements Inereased Capaity 55,408,081 134 v
5 C- Clotfelter Rd US 7&SH 10/ Monroe Hwy SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd -Lanes Capacity Improvemenis 3.20 miles [Analysis Capacity Impravements nereased Capaci 12,390,400 v
& G- Jimmy Daniel Ad \irgil Langford Rd US 78/ SA 10/ Atlanta Hwy - anes. Gapacity Improvements 2.30 miles Analysi DOT (Pl 0007339) Capacity Improvements ncreased Capacity 5,905,600 v
7 - US 4417 SR 15 Connactor SR 2 Calham Ferry R -Lanes Gapacity Impravements 0.17 milss Analysi COT (Pl 0007944) Capacity Improvements rcreased Capacity 7,953 937 v
[ C- Diaks Mill Rd US 78/ SR 10/ Monroe Hwy Us 29 -Lanes Capacity Impraverients 250 miles Analysi Capacity Improvements roreased Capacity 9,680,000 v
] Sub-Totel 522,634,271
OPERATIONAL IMPROVEMENTS with Anticipated Benefits of Improved Capacity and Safety
Q-15 SR 53 Mountain Rd Herman C. Micheal Park Entrance |Oconee Vererans Park Enance -Lanes Cparational improvemen 0.20 miles |Local Iriput Operational Improvements Operational Safety B v
O-11 S 29:76' SR 316 Coonee Connector Epps Bridge Phwy -Lanes Operational improvement 0.81 miles GDOT (P M005135) Operational Improvements Operational Safety 981 645 v
0-14 Exit EB Lang US 2678/ SR 316 SR 992 Oconee Connector -Lanes Operaticnal improvemen 0.81 miles GDOT (Pl S014830} Operational Improvements Operatianal Safety 181,607 v
[ Wars Hill Rd Rocky Branch Rdl Daniells Bridge Rd -Lanes Operaticnal improvemern 0.56 miles [Analysis Operatignal Imprevements Operational Safely 722,878 I
5 [ US 441/ SH 24/ Macon Hw SR 188/ High Shoals Rd Price Mill Rd -Lanes Operational improvemen 0.33 miles [Analysis  GOOT (Pl C016081) Operational Improvements Operational Safety 57,769 v
[ Q-1 lalcom Britdge Rd Rocky Branch Pd (West] Racky Branch Rd (East] -Langs OEerdncml improvemen 0.40 miles Analysis perational lmprovemers Ogerannual Saley 435420 v
7 0-10 periment Station Rd CR 828 Bishop Farms Pl - anes Operaticrial improvement 0.29 milas GDOT (Pl 6015321 Operatianal Improvements Operational Safety 610 v
[ 07 SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd Union Church Rd SR 53 Experiment Station Rd -Lanes Operaticnal improvement 1.30 miles Local Input Operatianal Imprcvements Operatianal Safety 1415700 I
9 08 SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd US 441/ SR 24 SR 53/ Hog Mauntain Rd -Lanes Operational improvement 1.32 miles GDOT (P 0009011} perational Improvements Operatianal Safety 20,690,622 v
04 SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd US 129/441/ SR 15Macon Hwy | Government Station Rd: Dariells Bridge Rd -Lanes Operational improvement 0.84 miles [Analysis Operational Imprevements Operational Safely 918,300 v
041 Deceleration Lane SH 186/ High Shoals Fd |US 12514417 SR 24 Macon Hoigy -Lanes Operaticnal improvemen 1.05 miles GDOT (Pl 5014745} Operational Improvements Operational Salely 38,420
0-6 Mars Hill Rd US 78/ SR 107 Monroe Hey Malcolm Bridge Rd -Lanes Operational improvemen 0.35 miles JAnalysis Operational Improvernents Operational Safety 377,077 v
0-3 3 Barnett Shoals Rd McRee's Mill Red Old Bamett Shoals Rd -Lanes Cperabional improvemen 1.54 milss JAnalysis peratianal mprovements Operatianal Safety 1,740,581 v
0-12 S 129/441 SR 24/ Macon Huy Tappan Spur Rd N of Thomas Farm Rd -Laries Operatioral improvemen 5.0d miles GDOT (Pl M0Q5178) perational Improvements Operational Safety 2554016 v
O SR & Hury! Athens Hwy [S of Shiloh Rd N of Rose Creek 2-Lanes Operaficnal img 5.84 miles GDOT (Pl 013723} Operatianal Impi Operational Improved Capacity & Safety 7,718,354 v
Sub-Tolal| 36,538,607
IINTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS with Anficipated Benefits of Improved Gapacily and Safety
15 78/ 8R 316 Coanee Connectar a be determined during PE 275 crashes EDOT-Ana sis i Cperational & Safel Capacity 146,00 174
I- 178/ SR 316/ Epps Bridge Plwy US 2978/ SH 810/ Athens Perimeter 0 be determined during PE 46 crashes GDOT/Analysis i Capacity 146, 124 v
|- Epps Bridge Phwy Ceonee Connector 0 be determined during PE 216 crashes GDQT/Analysis i Operational & Safel Capacity 146, v
1-19 SH 1524 BUS US 129/441/ SR 15/24/ Watkinsville Bypass 0 be determined during PE 28 crashes |Luca|\_rp_mt i Capacity 146, v
[E Main 3t Barriett Shoals Ad. SR 157 Greensboro Hwy o be deternined during PE 50 crashes (GDOT Analysis i Operational & Safel Capacity i v
- 78/ SR 107 Mone Hwy Mars Hil Rd 0 be determired during PE [73 crashes Capacity 000 v
H SR318 Jimmy Dariel Bd 0 be determined during PE 59 crashes GDOT:Analysis Capacity ,000 v
[ E 78 SR 107 Monroe Hwy SR 53¢ Hog Mountain Rd a be determined during PE 51 crashes (GDOT Analysis Capacity 000 v
9 - |SR53 |Rays Church Rd’ Malcalm Bridge Rd Two-way stop-controlled a be determined during PE 28 crashes |Local Input i Operational & Safef Capacity 146,000 v
10 11 R 53 Clotfelter Rd' Cole Springs Rd Two-way stop-controlled, skewed angles |Ta be determined during PE 47 crashes Local Input i Operational & Safet & Capai 3,146,000 7.0] v
11 -12 US 29:441 SR 24/ Watkinsville Bypass SR 53/ Experimerit Station Rd Divided Huwy 0 ba determinad during PE 5 crashes GDAT/Analysis i i 3,148,000 7.0] v
2 7 US 125/a417 SR 24/ Macan Hy Price Mill R’ Cid Bishop Ad Two-way stop-controlled 0 be determined during PE 5 crashes |GDQT Analysis Operational & Salely Issues_|Improved Safety & Capacily 3,146,000 70 v
E] I-8 SH 53/ Hog Mountain Rd Sikas R/ Habron Church Rd Turo-waly stop-controlled | Ta be determined during PE 3 crashes GDQT Analysis S E Operational & Siafety Issues |Improved Safety & Capacily ,000 I
4 |-14 SR 53/ Hog Mauntain Rd SR 53f Experiment Station Rd Mars Hill Rd Signalizex a be determined during PE B7 crashes (GDOT:Analysis Capacity 146,001 v
5 -2 Epps Bridge Phwy Dowdy Rd Signalize  be determinad during PE 74 crashes l@_ Analysis i Operational & Safet Capacity 146, 00| b
3 I-1 Epps Bridge Plow Parkway Blvds Tanglebrook Br Signalizes a be determined during FE 15 crashes GDQT Analysis i Operational & Safel Capacity 145,00/ 4
7 117 Cconee Cornestor Plaza Phvy Signalize 0 be determined during PE 27 crashes GDOT/ Analysis Capacity 001 v
[ 1-4 Iars Hil Rd Commerce Dr Malcom Bridge Rd Two-way stop-controlled [Ta be determined during PE 22 crashes GDOT: Analysis i Operational & Safel Capacity 00 v
[ 9 lSR 53 Hog Mauntain Rd Snows Mill Re’ Rocky Branch Rd Two-way stop-cantiolled a be determined during PE 2£ crashes IGDO Analysis Capacity 146,000 v
59,774,000
BRIDGE IMPROVEMENTS with Anticipated Benefits of Improved Safety and Cperatians. {Bricge sufficiancy rafing)
1 -23 |Elder Wil Rd |Rose Craek [2124 sqp ft ridge Replacement Sufticiercy Ratings Bricige Replacement Capacity 282 767 '
2 B-22 Branch Ad |Freeman Creek [646 sq ft Bridge Replacement T Sufficiency Ratings Bricige Replacament Capacity 86,19 v
3 -21 SR 10/ Athens Perimeter MoNuit Cresk 32 ft length fculvert) Bridge Replacement T Sufficiency Ratings Bricge Replacement Capacity 128,38
4 20 |Clotfelier Rd Barber Creek. 3861 sqft Bridge Replacement ufficiency Ratings Bricige Replacement Capacity 513,87, i
5 - |Clotfelter Ad |Barber Cresh Bridge to be replaced with no added capacity Bridge Replacement Pl 0015656) Bridge Replacement Capacily 2,000,00¢ v
6 - Malcom Bridge Rd Barber Creek. 3585 sq ft Bridge Replacement ufficiency Ratings Bridge Replacement Capacity 477167 v
7 - Iviarshal Store Rd Greanbrier Cresk 1017 s ft Bridge Replacement Sufficiency Ratings Bridge Replacement Capacity 135,388 v
8 - Simenton Bridge Rd/ Whitehall Rd [Middle Oconee River 8273 sq ft Bridge Replacement Sufficiency Ratings Bridge Replacement Capacity 1.101,158 . v
g - fars Hill R Mchutt Greek 2700 sq ft Bridge Replacement Sufficiency Ratings Bricige Replacement Capacity 359,430 B0.! v
- US 29/78/ SR 316/ Epps Bridge Pluy UUS 2978/ SH 10/ Athens Perimeter 29834 sq fi Bridge Replacement Sufficiency Ratings Bridge Replacement Capacity 3,970,892 65. v
- . T. Eder Rd Greenbirier Creek. 737 sq ft Bridge Replacement Sufficiency Ratings Bridge Replacement Capacity 46,138 B6. v
- Hickory Hill Dr Calls Creek 1135 sq ft Bridge Replacement Sufficiercy Ratings Bridge Replacament Capacity 151,133 7 v
- reeman Greek Rd Freeman Gregk 467 5q it Bridge Replacement Sufficiercy Ratings Bricige Replacament Capacity 62,107 B9, v
- 29;78/ SR 10/ Athens Perimeter McNutt Creek 76 fi length (culvert) Bridge Replacement Sufficiency Ratings Bricge Replacement Capacity 303,929 704 v
- 78 SR 10 Monroe Hwy Barber Creek. 44 fi length [culvert) Bridge Replacement T Sufficiency Ratings Bridge Replacement Capacity 175,545 70. v
B-8 US 125/441/ Watkinsvile Bypas Calls Crask. 40 ft length icuivert) Bridge Replacement I Sufficiency Ratings Bridge Replacement Capaci 159,825 73. v
-8 SH 316 US 78 BUS/ SR 10 G817 s ft ridge Replacement ufficiency Ratings 3ricge Replacement Capacity 1,306,601 7 v
B Hillerest Dr Lake Wikdwood 8131t ridge Replacerrient uficiency Ratings ridge Replacement Capacity 108,210 75 Vv
E U3 120/ad17 Bypass [SB] SR 53 Experiment Staton Ad G100 sq 1t Bridge Replacement Uiliciency Ratings Bridge Replacement Capacity 721,271 7 v
2 B Robinhood Rd |Barber Creek. 591 sq ft Bridge Replacement [ Sufficiency Ratings Bricige Replacement Capacity 78,711 7. I
2 - US 78 BUS SH 10: Monrae Hivy McNutt Crask 32 ft lel [cutvart) Jridge Heplacemsnt I Sufficiency Hatings 3ricige Heplacament Capacity 128,384 Tl v
22 E US 1257441 Watkinsville Bypass {NB} SR 537 Experiment Station Hd 6100 s ft ridge Replacement T Sufficiency Hatings 3ricige Replacement Capaci 211,27 774 Vv
23 - North Ogonee River 11950 sa ft ridge Replacerment ufficiency Ratings ridge Replacement Capacity 531,77 79, V.
24 33 | 186/ Hopping Rd! High Sheals Rd Apalachee Hiver Bridge to be replaced with no added capacity | Bridge Replacement I (Pl 0013928) Bridge Replacement Capacily 450,001 91. v
25 24 R 31 Cials Mill Ext Mo Bridge-Mew C lo Bridge-New Consfruction Pl 0007685 o Bridge-New Construction Improved Satety & Capacity 19,500,001 v
26 B-25 i SR 31 Cials Mill Rd No Bridge-New G i No Bridge-New Construction |GDOT (PI6013763) No Bridge-New Constructi [Improved Safety & Capacity 20,500,001 v
7 B-26 i SR 31 McNutt Creek Rd No Bridge-New Corstruction No Bridgs-New Construction GDOT (Pl 0013784) No Bridge-New Canstruction Pgroved Safety & Capacity 15,200,001 v
28 B2V R Wars Hill Rd No Bridge-New Ci i No Bridge-New Consfruction GDQT (Pl 0013765) No Bridge-New Canstruction Improved Satety & Capacity 000,00 v
29 28 R Julian Dr o Bridge-New Construction lo Bridge-New Consiruction Pl 0013786} 0 Bridge-New Construction Improved Safety & Capacity 500, v
30 -29 Jimmy Daniel Dr o Bridge-New Construction lo Bridge-New Gonsiruction I (PI0013757) o Bridge-New Construction Capacity 34,700,
3 -30 \irgil Langford Rd o Bridge-New Construction lo Bridge-New Construction PI 0013768) o Bridge-New Construction Capacity 500, v
32 31 Cegnee Connector o Bridge-New Gonstruction lo Bridge-New Construction I (P 0013789) o Bridge-New Construction Capacily 46,500, v
23 32 SR10 Loop o Bridge-New C lo Bridge New Construcion PIO0Ta770) o Bridge New Construction Improved Satety & Capacily 500, v
Sub-Total| 188,092,141
RAILROAD CROSSING IMPROVEMENTS with Anticipated Benefits of Improved Safety and Operations
1 R-1 TSR 1% Greensbora Hiwy & Michee SE 3rd ST Depoi St [NS #723092P | 23,240 AADT: Loose racking pavement |Repair pavement |Between tracks |Analysis |Pavement repair |Operational & Safely Issues _|Improved Safety & Operations K3 100,000 | v |
| [ | [ [ [ | | | Sub-Total s 100,000 | |
BIKE/PED IMPROVEMENTS with Anticipated Benefits of Enhanced Mulii-Modal System
1 BI-1 15/ S Main St Greensbora Huy SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd Watkinsville City Limit nerth of Porters Creek o visible pavement markings Enhancement determined by further studs 1.31 miles NEGRG Planfor Bicycling and Walki Enhancement determined by further siud Bicycle Facilifies Ennanced Muli-Modal System 157,200 274 v
2 Bl SA 53¢ Experimeant Station Ry t 53 Hog Mouniain Rd SH 15 Main St o visible pavement markings lharicement determined by further study 1.50 miles INEGRG Plan for Bicydling and Walking hancement determined by further siud Bicycle Faclities Enhanced Muki-kodal System 215,725 23 v
P- SH 53¢ Experitnant Station Rd SK 15 Main St Law Enforcement Center west of Durham St o sidewalk hancement defermined by further study 0.3 mile Analysis hancament datermined by further stud Padastrian Facilities Enhanced Muki-kodal System 80,000 22, v
4 F- SH 53 Experiment Station Bd Loch Lomand Cird Shamrock Hecreation Club: Stonebridae Plwy; Existing Sidewalk 2ast of SR 58/ Hog Maurtain Rd o sidewalk haricement datermined by further study 0.3 mile: Analysis hancement determined Pedestrian Facilities Enhanced Muki-Fodal System 90,000 22, v
Bl-2 lSF 15 Gireensbiaro Hyry ‘Wenk\rsville City Limit lGreene County Line o paved shoulder Enhancement defermined by further study 11 miles INEGHC Plan for Bicycling and Walking _|Enhancement determined Bicycle Facilifies Enhanced Muli-Modal System 1,320,000 144 v
1872
Total Grand Total § 877,012,039
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8.5.

To forecast future travel, a Build-All scenario was modeled using travel demand models
developed by MACORTS. This scenario included all capacity projects from the project list to show
LOS in the county in the year 2045. Figure 8.1 displays the 2045 Build LOS scenario for
roadways within Oconee County, with all recommended capacity projects constructed.
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9. Funding and Implementation

9.1.

Several funding sources will be utilized to implement recommended projects. Eligibility for funds
is typically dictated by the agencies responsible for maintaining and operating the transportation
facility in question and is subject to funding availability. Most major facilities in Oconee County
are either operated by GDOT or the county. Should the county desire to accelerate projects on
state owned and maintained facilities, it is highly likely that overmatching of local funds could
accelerate the process.

Funding for most transportation projects in the county has historically come in part through
GDOT. To understand the ability of GDOT to continue to provide funds to Oconee County, it is
useful to understand the components of GDOT funding. Key components include:

Federal Title I Apportionments;

State Motor Fuels Taxes;

Local Funds; and

Tax Allocation Districts.

While detailed analysis of these funding sources is beyond the scope of this study, it is useful
to point out that all of the revenue streams identified as key components of GDOT funding have
traditionally positive growth rates. However, it should be noted that past trends are not a
guarantee of future expectations moving forward.

GDOT's Project Prioritization Study, completed in 2008, formulated a prioritization methodology
for all projects in the state based upon GDOT'’s statewide goals and objectives for the
performance of the transportation system. Every project eligible for federal or state funding
may be subject to this process, which helps to identify the projects that bring the state the most
benefit for the investment. Local funding sources are becoming more significant and will
continue to be significant in the future for the successful implementation of projects. A review
of project implementation shows that locations with a Special Purpose Local Option Sales Tax
(SPLOST) have been in the best position to leverage funds and ultimately construct projects.

9.1.1.

A substantial portion of GDOT funding comes from the federal government through Federal Title
I Apportionments. The primary funding source for Title I is the federal gasoline tax collected at
the state level. The US Congress authorizes federal transportation funding to the states and
other public entities, generally every six years. In 2015, the Fixing America’s Surface
Transportation (FAST) Act was signed into law, authorizing $305 billion in funding over fiscal
years 2016 through 2020 for surface transportation infrastructure planning and investment.
These lump sum funds are apportioned throughout the state.

Federal funding for the majority of highway system improvements planned in Oconee County is
expected to come from the Surface Transportation Program (STP) and Minimum Guarantee
Program. Locally-sponsored projects within the county will generally require a 20 percent local
funding commitment to match federal funds. The local government is also generally responsible
for completing the planning and design of the projects as well. Federal and state funds are

GDQT 101



Oconee County

FUNDING AND IMPLEMENTATION

Long-Range Transportation Plan

programmed by GDOT for right of way and construction costs. State-sponsored projects
generally require a 10-20 percent local funding match.

As part of the federal apportionment and allocation, there are opportunities for local
governments to collaborate with GDOT on special transportation projects. One opportunity is
with the transportation Enhancement Program (TE Funds). Currently, the TE Grant Program
provides federal transportation funds through GDOT to local governments through a competitive
process for non-highway projects. Eligible projects include bicycle and pedestrian facilities,
multi-use trails, the preservation of historic sites related to transportation, etc.

9.1.2.

As the population of Oconee County grows and demographic trends change with a larger
percentage of the population being elderly, the needs for special public transit to serve seniors
and disabled people will likely increase. Commuter-oriented public transportation services, such
as vanpooling programs and express bus services as well as transit facilities, such as park and
ride lots can begin to be considered in the area. All of these programs are eligible for federal
funding, with the local share ranging from 10 percent for transit vehicle purchases and the
construction of park and ride lots up to 50 percent for rural transit operating assistance.

The county can continue to monitor its needs for local and regional public transportation services
and identify potential opportunities to tap into the available federal sources for these programs.
Generally, the federal funding programs applicable to the types of transit projects for Oconee
County will be the Non-Urbanized Area Program; the Rural Transit Assistance Program; Transit
for Elderly and Disabled Persons, and Job Access and Reverse Commute.

9.1.3.

State funding for transportation projects in Georgia is derived from the following sources:
State tax on motor fuels (26 cents per gallon) (provides majority of revenue)
State license tag fees
State title registrations
State motor carrier fuels tax
State personal property tax

State funds are awarded at the discretion of the GDOT Director of Planning to projects
that further statewide transportation goals. State funds provide more flexibility in
project delivery and can often be completed more quickly than federally-funded
projects.

9.1.4.

Local governments (cities and counties) receive revenues from a number of sources to support
the public facilities and services they provide to citizens. These sources include “own source”
funds, such as property tax revenues and other monies, and discretionary grant funds from
federal and/or state agencies.

Increasingly, counties in Georgia, like Oconee, have enacted a Special Purpose Local Option

Sales Tax, or SPLOST, to fund specifically identified capital projects. SPLOST taxes require voter
approval and are time-limited. SPLOST funds can be used for transportation projects, including
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matching federal and/or state transportation funds. A portion of Oconee County’s SPLOST
funding goes to transportation improvements. Other local sources of transportation funding
include impact fees or other exactions paid by developers according to local ordinances and the
creation of self-taxing entities, such as Community Improvement Districts. In addition, counties
in Georgia may issue general obligation bonds to support transportation capital projects. Oconee
County citizens passed the SPLOST referendum in 2015. Oconee’s approved budget for Fiscal
Year 2019 includes $8.8 million in SPLOST monies.

In addition, tax revenues jurisdictions in Georgia also have the ability to implement impact fees
for transportation infrastructure. Impact fees are one-time fees applied to new developments
that are used to defray some of the costs of providing additional public facilities and
infrastructure to these developments. Impact fees serve to generate additional revenue to
reduce the gap between the resources needed to build new (or improve existing) public facilities
that serve new development and the money available for those purposes through traditional
revenue sources. Oconee County does not currently have impact fee legislation.

9.1.5.

GDOT develops its State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), a listing of all projects
and project phases anticipated to be funded with federal and state funds within the current four-
year period. The STIP also contains “lump sum” projects for transportation activities that benefit
more than one county jurisdiction, for example, roadway beautification projects.

In its 2018-2021 STIP, GDOT estimated that nearly $8.4 billion were allocated for various
transportation functions throughout Georgia. Table 9.1 below shows the allocation of these
funds across major functional areas.

Table 9.1: STIP Fund Allocations (2018 - 2021)

Transportation Function Amount Allocated Percent of Total

New Construction $1,916,828,000 22.8%
Reconstruction and Rehabilitation $1,902,246,000 22.7%
Bridges $1,234,791,000 14.7%
Safety $1,540,334,000 18.4%
Transportation Enhancement $34,824,000 0.4%
Transit $247,684,000 3.0%
Other $1,512,735,000 18.0%

Total $8,389,442,000 100%

Source: Georgia Department of Transportation

9.1.6.

A combination of federal, state, local, and private funding sources should be pursued for
individual projects to improve transportation facilities in the study area. These sources should
be pursued based on GDOT (state), regional and local investment priorities that weigh the best
investments for anticipated benefits of the projects through the planning horizon year of 2045.
A combination of sources will increase the likelihood for project implementation.
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9.2.

This LRTP document identifies potential projects for implementation based on local
transportation needs and verified by technical analysis. This is an important step towards
implementation, but additional steps are necessary in order to advance projects into GDOT's
Project Development Process and/or to identify and solidify funding commitments from the
state, if desired. The project implementation process for Georgia outside of an MPO area begins
with support from local elected officials. Each county should begin with a thorough review of
their LRTP priority projects. If funding is desired beyond what is available locally, the following
steps are recommended:

Step 1: Gather letters of support from local elected officials highlighting the need for
the project(s) and the merits of the project(s).

Step 2: Assess the level of funding support that may be provided by the county as a
local match and/or for specific project phases (i.e. PE, ROW, etc.).

Step 3: Contact your GDOT District Office (District 1 for Oconee County) and coordinate
with the GDOT District Engineer regarding the project. Depending on project type, the
GDOT District may know of state aid resources that could be used for feasibility studies
and potentially for additional match funding sources.

Step 4: The GDOT District Office typically serves as the project sponsor and submits a
project information package to GDOT's Division of Planning for consideration. The
information included in the long-range plan and the project sheet, in addition to any
supporting information resulting from additional study, is included in this package.
Step 5: Projects approved by GDOT's Division of Planning are programmed into GDOT's
Work Program. As funding is identified, the project will move into GDOT'’s STIP.
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10. Conclusions and Next Steps

Oconee County has experienced sustained growth over the last decade, resulting in increased
travel demand in the county. The GDOT Office of Planning initiated the Oconee County LRTP to
assess needs and identify multimodal transportation improvement opportunities to help the
county address transportation issues through the plan’s horizon year of 2045. Recommended
projects for Oconee County were identified through analysis of existing and future transportation
deficiencies and selected and prioritized based on local goals and objectives with the intent of
enhancing the quality of life for county residents and visitors. Efforts were taken to ensure that
proposed projects negatively impacted the community as little as possible while providing
maximum benefits. As part of this effort, existing and future operating conditions were
documented for the following modes: highways and bridges, bicycle and pedestrian, freight,
transit, rail, and airports. Ultimately, the study identified a prioritized list of projects for
implementation.

GDOT coordinated with Oconee County and the cities of Bishop, Bogart, North High Shoals, and
Watkinsville, area residents and business leaders, and other partners in the planning,
development, and review of potential improvements. Additionally, a public survey was
developed and distributed. This ensured that alternative transportation improvements were not
only coordinated with various governments but afforded individual citizens and interested
groups the opportunity to provide their input in developing and evaluating potential
improvements to the county’s transportation network.

The end product for this study is this LRTP document. If implemented, its solutions address
future needs and provide for the efficient movement of people and goods within and through
Oconee County through the horizon year of this study, 2045. As the population increases, this
document should be reviewed and updated periodically to ensure that the planning factors and
other assumptions are still relevant and effectively address transportation needs. This document
should serve as the foundation for Oconee County’s transportation planning efforts and a
starting point for addressing future transportation needs.
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1. Introduction

The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT), in conjunction with Oconee County, is
developing a Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) to serve the County through the planning
horizon year of 2045. The travel demand model was prepared for Madison Athens-Clarke
Oconee Regional Transportation Study (MACORTS). This technical memorandum documents
the model calibration and capacity adjustment process.

The primary objectives of the Oconee County Travel Demand Model are to:

Replicate current travel demands and operating condition;

=  Forecast the travel demands in the 2025, 2035 interim years and 2045 horizon year;
and,

= Utilize GIS and travel demand modeling merging capabilities to simplify and automate
application procedures and produce easy to understand graphic results.

As indicated in the “Travel Demand Model TAZ and Network Development Technical Memo”,
prepared in January 2013, the development of the travel demand model for Oconee County was
performed in TP+/CUBE software, and is consistent in function and operation with the family of
models currently maintained by the Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) Office of
Planning. The model was developed using the GDOT General Summary of Travel Demand Model
Development Procedures for Consultants, MPOs and Modelers ("GDOT Procedures”) that was
prepared in December 2012.

In developing the model, it is critical to ensure that the existing model replicates current
conditions. The following technical memorandum summarizes the base year (2015) model
calibration. It also describes the methodology used to adjust current capacity definitions in the
model, based on local land use and transportation characteristics as well as the understanding
of the current roadway operations.

2. Base Year Calibration

Calibration efforts were measured by a variety of statistics, including system-wide vehicle miles
of travel (VMT), VMT by functional class, system-wide root mean square error (RMSE), RMSE
by volume group, system-wide percent deviation of traffic, percent deviation of traffic by
functional class, percent deviation of traffic by screenline, and system-wide coefficient of
determination. All these statistics were generated by comparing model estimated traffic
volumes, average trip lengths, and vehicle miles of travel with observed values.

The Percent Deviation method is based on the guidelines provided in Calibration and Adjustment
of System Planning Models, FHWA-ED-90-015. This method is used to calibrate a model for
system-wide studies. It is based on the expectation that the travel demand model should
accurately predict the number of through-lanes required to provide a specified level of service
for a given facility. Traffic assignment deviation should not result in a design deviation of more
than one highway travel lane. Therefore, the expected accuracy of the model increases as the
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average annual daily traffic (AADT) on a facility increases. The percent deviation is calculated
as follows:

Percent Deviation = [(Base Year Assignment — Base Year Count)/Base Year Count]*100

Figure A-1 on the next page shows the deviation between the 2015 base year volumes assigned
by the model and 2015 observed traffic counts for the study area. Maximum desired deviation
range is represented by the red and green sloping curves in Figure A-1. In the Oconee County
model, the following equation provided by GDOT was used to estimate the Maximum Desirable
Deviation for individual links:

AA DTTwo—Way J—0.4361

10000

Figure A-1 indicates that most of the link-level model deviation points are concentrated between
maximum desirable deviation positive line and maximum desirable deviation negative line. The
following conclusions can be drawn from the graph:

Maximum Desirable % Deviation,,, =38.262 *(

= Nearly all of the model highway links were assigned volumes which were in reasonable
agreement with traffic counts;

= Observed traffic counts for most of the highway links were under 20,000 per day; and,
There are a few links whose deviation points are located slightly beyond the maximum
desirable curve.
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The coefficient of determination (R?) represents the proportion of variability in values of the
dependent variable (traffic volume) that is explained by the model. It helps in understanding
the model’s predictive power. The Oconee County model achieves a system-wide R? equal to
0.9533, which is greater than the model validation target (R> = 0.88) required by the Federal
model validation guideline (Model Validation and Reasonableness Checking Manual, FHWA,
Sept, 2010).

A scatter plot of modeled volumes versus traffic counts, as shown in Figure A-2 on the next
page, helps identify outliers. As indicated in the figure, nearly all modeled volumes are within
+/- 2,000 of the corresponding traffic counts.
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Percent Root Mean Square Error (%RMSE) is a measure of the average deviation between the
actual traffic counts and the base year assigned model volumes. It is another indicator to
illustrate how closely the model volumes match the traffic counts.

The %RMSE is calculated as follows:

V.—c)
grMsE =1~ VD00
ZC:‘
N
where,
Vi = model volume at link i;
Ci = traffic count at link i; and
N = number of count stations.
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The Oconee County model achieved an overall RMSE of 23%, which is lower than the GDOT
target of 30%. Low RMSEs were also observed for links by volume groups, as shown in
Table A-1 below.

AADT Volume Group Oconee County GDOT Target Range
Model
0-5000 48% <100%
5,001 -10,000 20% <75%
10,001 - 15,000 17% <50%
15,001 - 20,000 15% <30%
20,001 -30,000 10% <30%
> 30,000 12% <30%

Comparing the assigned VMT to the observed VMT provides another method of the
reasonableness check for the assignment. Assigned VMT is simply the product of the link volume
and the link distance, summed over the desired facility type. The observed VMT is a product of
a comprehensive traffic count program.

Table A-2 shows VMT statistics aggregated by functional classification for both modeled VMT
and actual VMT for Oconee County in 2015. The 2015 observed VMT values were obtained from
GDOT'’s Report 445 for 2015. As shown in the Table A-2 below, the modeled VMT values as
well as the modeled VMT distribution values are very close to the observed values in Oconee
County.

VMT (in thousands) VMT Distribution (% of Total)

Function Classification

Observed Model Observed Modeled
Principal Arterial — Other Freeways and Expressways 137 117 13% 11%
Principal Arterial — Other 510 495 47% 45%
Minor Arterial 195 203 18% 19%
Major Collector 235 239 22% 22%
Minor Collector 13 42 1% 4%
Total 1,090 1,095 100% 100%

*Observed values were obtained from GDOT report 445.

Screenline analysis was performed as another indicator to assess model reasonableness. Six
screenlines were established to intercept major traffic flows in the Oconee County area.
Assigned volumes in the 2015 base year model were compared with the 2015 traffic counts at
each screenline crossing. The maximum desirable deviation for screenlines used for model
calibration was from NCHRP Report 255. Figure A-3 on the next page illustrates screenlines
used in the calibration of base year model.
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The screenline analysis results are shown in Table A-3 below. It is clear that the observed
percent deviations agree with the maximum desired values for all screenlines.

Max. Desirable %

Screenlines Total Counts Total Model Volume % Deviation Deviation
1 414,180 419,570 1% +14%
2 162,940 177,280 9% +21%
3 30,580 37,540 23% + 39%
4 299,040 305,710 2% +16%
6 44,600 50,520 13% + 34%
7 138,120 151,230 9% +22%
Grand Total 1,141,850 1,089,460 5% +10%
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3. Results

Once the model calibration was completed, a model run was performed to determine operational
characteristics, including the Level of Service (LOS). Figure A-4 illustrates the existing (2015)
LOS based on the calibrated model developed according to GDOT General Summary of Travel
Demand Model Development Procedures for Consultants, MPOs and Modelers (“"GDOT
Procedures”) that was prepared in December 2012.
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Project Purpose and Overview
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WHY DEVELOP A TRANSPORTATION PLAN?

Ensure that the County is Able to Meet the Mobility Needs
of Residents and Businesses

Ensure Transportation Priorities Match Community Priorities
Coordinate with Other Planning Efforts

Develop a Listing of Tiered Transportation Projects

Early Identification of Funding Issues and Opportunities

T s

Georgia Department of Transportation



STAKEHOLDER ADVISORY GROUP

e Members Include
— Municipalities
— Chamber of Commerce
— Planning Agencies

* Purpose

— Refine study goals and objectives
— Provide input at key study milestones

T s

Georgia Department of Transportation



OUTREACH

e Stakeholder Advisory Group
e Public Survey

oconeelrtpsurvey.com




Data Collection

Existing Conditions
Evaluation

Travel Demand Model
Development

Evaluate Future
Conditions

Recommend Needed
Improvements

Environmental
Screening

Documentation of the
Transportation Plan

Project Documentation
/ Coordination

PROCESS AND SCHEDULE

+ - Project Kickoff

v - Cou nty Kickoff

Georgia Department of Transportation

# - Stakeholder Meeting




Study Goals and Objectives
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WHAT ARE YOUR TRANSPORTATION PLAN GOALS?

Oconee County Comprehensive Plan

e Where appropriate, increase capacity of road network in a strategic way that
can help guide growth

* |ncrease bicycle and pedestrian network connectivity

e Prioritize pedestrian infrastructure improvements at key locationsii.e.
schools, parks, civic facilities, and recreational destinations

Madison Athens-Clarke Oconee Regional Transportation Study

e Eliminate automobile/railroad at-grade crossings where feasible

e Review accident information to identify safety problems and take corrective
measures (reconstruction, redesign, etc.) where necessary

Georgia Department DrTl'B.'I'lﬂpl.ll-]'tﬂl..l{ﬂ'l



WHAT ARE YOUR TRANSPORTATION PLAN GOALS?

Governor’s Strategic Goals (2015)

Mobile: Improving the movement of people and goods across and within the state,
expanding GA's role as a major logistics hub, and leveraging public-private partnerships

Growing: Creating jobs and growing businesses;
Healthy: Accessible care and active lifestyles; and

Safe: Protecting the public’s safety and security by reducing injury and loss of life on
Georgia's roads.

Safety; * Freight movement and economic vitality;
Infrastructure condition;  Environmental sustainability; and
Congestion reduction;  Reduced project delivery delays.

System reliability;

Georgia Department l:erl'n.llﬂpl.ll-rtﬂl'Iu]'l.



WHAT ARE YOUR TRANSPORTATION PLAN GOALS?

Improve safety, accessibility and mobility options for people and
goods movement

Promote and protect quality of life by integrating local planned v v

growth, land use patterns and economic development patterns with

transportation analysis and planning.

Emphasize the efficient, operation, and preservation of the existing v v v
transportation system while promoting environmental sustainability.

Accommodate users without access to automobiles and promote v v

health and quality of life by providing a range of mobility options

= .
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Data Collection Overview
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DATA COLLECTION OVERVIEW

Background Information and Studies
— Transportation and Land Use Planning Documents

Multi-Modal (Transit, Bicycle, Pedestrian)
Crash History

Bridge Inventory

Rail and Freight Movement

Data to Support Travel Demand Model
— Transportation Network

— Population/Employment Data
— Land Use Data

T s

Georgia Department of Transportation



PROGRAMMED PROJECTS
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2012-2016 POPULATION DENSITY
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SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS
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SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS

Employment Trends
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INFLOW/OUTFLOW ANALYSIS
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ROADWAY FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION
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ROADWAY SHOULDERS

/ Russell JA@P&S’ON \ N
Winder Statham V\ﬂnterville/l A
: \‘
%
BARROW 7 %
Bethlehem N\
( Athens-Clarke County %
Y
//ﬁm,_:v ‘ CLARKE \\\ Arnoldsville
. /// - \fk_ % \ ‘v \)
g J 4
y
//
I/l
/
/4
/
/
\J
OGLETHORPE
Legend
Shoulder Width, Shoulder Type
N
—— 1'- 3' Paved Shoulder
= 1'- 3" Unpaved Shoulder
—— > 3' Paved Shoulder
—— >3’ Unpaved Shoulder ~— ' ~
State Route J MORGAN g
/ Bostwick ‘\‘\\
= Railroads s
Q QOconee County
Cities
Miles
- 0 25 5

Source: 2017 GDOTRC Data R e e
@- ey

Georgia Department of Transportation




2015 ANNUAL AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC
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CRASH LOCATIONS 2013-2017
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CRASH RATES ON MAJOR SEGMENTS

Corridor Crash Rate AverSgZZI:::r::;1;015)
SR 316 County Boundary West |Oconee Connector 95 109
SR 316 Oconee Connector County Boundary East 41 109
US 441 SR 186 SR 24 138 109
US 441 SR 24 SR 15 62 109
usS441 SR 15 County Boundary East 69 109
uS441 County Boundary West |SR 186 89 109
SR 15 US 441 SR 24 1002 370
SR 15 SR 24 Astondale Rd 206 194
SR 15 Astondale Rd County Boundary East 131 194

Source: GEARS Database (2013-2017)
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FATAL CRASH LOCATIONS 2013-2017
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FATAL CRASH ANALYSIS 2013-2017

Manner of Collision

2013-2017 in Oconee County = Not A Collision

* Total Fatal Crash: 20

» Total Fatalities: 25 = Angle

Head On

Sideswipe-Opposite

Crash by Route Type First Harmful Event

m Highway Traffic Sign Post
= Ditch
Motor Vehicle In Motion

Pedestrian
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u Tree
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BRIDGE SUFFICIENCY RATING
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EXISTING TRANSIT CONDITIONS

e Georgia Department of Human Resources (DHR)
provides limited transportation services to various
qualified residents of Oconee County
— Division of Aging, Division of Family and Children’s

Services, Temporary Assistance to Needy Families,

Division of Mental Health, Developmental Diabetes and
Addictive Services, Dept. of Labor Vocational Rehab

e Current Plans

— Northeast Georgia Rural and Human Services
Transportation Plan (2013)

T s
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EXISTING RAIL CONDITIONS

 Two rail lines pass through Oconee County

— Athens Branch (Bishop to North County Line)
e 12 roadway crossings
e Rail line south of Bishop is inactive

— CSX (through Bogart)
e 2 roadway crossings

 No incidents between trains and vehicles (2009-present)

e Potential Improvements will focus on upgrade of
safety markings and equipment

T s
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FREIGHT NETWORK
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EXISTING BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN CONDITIONS

e 2013-2017 Crash Data

— 5 bicycleincidents with 3 injuries
— 13 pedestrian incidents with 11 injuries and 3 fatalities

e CurrentPlans
— Oconee County Comprehensive Plan (2008)
— Northeast Georgia Plan for Bicycling and Walking (2010)
— Phase | Rails-To-Trails Plan for the Athens Line Rail Corridor (2010)
— Statewide and MACORTS Transportation Improvement Program

Georgia Department of Trans p|.1rtnl.'|u:|1
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TYPES OF IMPROVEMENT ALTERNATIVES

What are the right type of improvements in Oconee
County?

* Maintain and manage current facilities
e Operational / safety improvements

e Diversify modes

 Expand existing facilities

 New facilities

T s
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Stakeholder Input
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WE NEED YOUR INPUT

Transportation Deficiencies
Transportation Opportunities
Development Areas
Economic Opportunity Areas

oconeelrtpsurvey.com



Next Steps
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NEXT STEPS

Study Survey Distribution

Develop Operating Conditions
— Existing (2018)
— Future (2020, 2045)

Develop Preliminary Short- and Long-Term
Improvements

Evaluate Proposed Improvements
Relate Proposed Improvements to Plan Goals

T s
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CONTACT INFORMATION

Matthew Risher

Project Manager
GDOT Office of Planning
mrisher@dot.ga.gov

(404) 631-1923



mailto:mrisher@dot.ga.gov

SIGN-IN SHEET Oconee County Long Range Transportation Plan

Please Print Stakeholder Advisory Group Meeting

4-17-2018 ) 7 7 7

Name Company and/or Address Phone E-Mail

61T Svqor HNT 13 4UoY - 946 ~-S722 SSUGARE® MATE .co A~

ﬁ /4(5;’6 HIV D (LD 7‘[5—@§ 25 FResse ©hndb. coun

May ety pupl UOY 10 @123 wavynoffteltor@ belisovitne-
Qaymles o le DCso (20 42-63 | hale®pconceshei@ors

Sherry MCOWFRe  Ablsas MPO 0606133515 tracocb@aceqoi.com

(‘)@nz \/QfﬂWV\ 'CH‘LW\Y MEO 70(9’(013’/531 < Chene. J&rnW‘ﬂA@aCc&\ovoO(}/\

Te)  Becks GDOT Y (3 70 ehiek@dA g0 qov

Matthow Cisheyr QDOT Yo  (3( 1923 #i i S ) el apma
Pdar Lo, Sield 0\ 06 N6 AWM ok )Q prenad a2V
Doafrey Gaynedt GDOT 4oy 3] (81 dnacne 4@ dot g, LY
“Soh Qanied OCQqc Xk 25) 298 Y 3 danel - gone q’u w
Tolrnny 72’ +C/‘S”L ﬂw"/ o8 By sty 206 Zo7 S 006 f e D VT © belf sg 5 T

Tl Bebhoca 0 ¢ S Wenea-nawl  clats Boonca 1a v

\lub’\f\ KWL; O0C Boc_

/kMC,U& 3/166(¢(5/‘/ MM’)Q/A%“'HV // 706~ ‘;é?é/—ﬁf).? Y2 ye o @C\% Auﬁf{é (’)ﬂv// Wy

'7'0&)&? K\m@ﬂ \r\l\»i /\/\/AL«O\I/ )\)o/\/(,\ Hn}\ S)L\ax/i (lﬂ(qu [0~ Ll():ﬁ ﬂ‘/\SMMN LNOJOVLU!\(@ O\/MAE CaM

" Georgla Department of Transportation

Page 1 of 1



Oconee County
Long Range Transportation Plan

Stakeholder Meeting #2
October 2, 2018




Study Overview
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Next Steps
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Study Overview
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WHAT ARE YOUR TRANSPORTATION PLAN GOALS?

Oconee County Comprehensive Plan

e Where appropriate, increase capacity of road network in a strategic way that
can help guide growth

* |ncrease bicycle and pedestrian network connectivity

e Prioritize pedestrian infrastructure improvements at key locationsii.e.
schools, parks, civic facilities, and recreational destinations

Madison Athens-Clarke Oconee Regional Transportation Study

e Eliminate automobile/railroad at-grade crossings where feasible

e Review accident information to identify safety problems and take corrective
measures (reconstruction, redesign, etc.) where necessary

Georgia Department DrTl'B.'I'lﬂpl.ll-]'tﬂl..l{ﬂ'l



WHAT ARE YOUR TRANSPORTATION PLAN GOALS?

Improve safety, accessibility and mobility options for people and
goods movement

Promote and protect quality of life by integrating local planned v v

growth, land use patterns and economic development patterns with

transportation analysis and planning.

Emphasize the efficient, operation, and preservation of the existing v v v
transportation system while promoting environmental sustainability.

Accommodate users without access to automobiles and promote v v

health and quality of life by providing a range of mobility options

= .
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SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS
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SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS

Employment Trends

 Average household income has | e
steadily increased | —— :
— $62,966 in 2005 (545,564 in GA) .|
— $76,298 in 2010 (546,252 in GA) FEFFISLLLT S
— $88,570 in 2016 (553,648 in GA) ——Employment  ——Unemployec

* Employment has averaged a " A NEE
growth of 1.8% over the past S o / e /
decade 7 F':, D_D - ? ° : :QF %c? éﬂg: " 1 : :—E_:

e Unemployment levels have shown N o @
a drastic decrease since 2010. A i
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Source: US Census, Centerfor Economic Studies R

Georgia Department ul'Tranapl.}rtnl.'lun




INFLOW/OUTFLOW ANALYSIS
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I 38,258 - Employed in Selection Area, Live Outside
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3,164 - Employed and Live in Selection Area

Inflow/Qutflow Job Counts (All Jobs)

2015
Count  Share
11,422 100.0%
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2015 LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS)
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NEXT STEPS

* Finalize Project Prioritization List

e Future Conditions Report
e Completion of the LRTP
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Breakout Sessions
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CONTACT INFORMATION

Matthew Risher

Project Manager
GDOT Office of Planning
mrisher@dot.ga.gov

(404) 631-1923
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3/12/2018 Oconee LRTP Survey

First Name *
Last Name *
Zip Code *
Please enter your 5-digit Zip code v

Please enter a valid Zip code

Please select the category that best describes your daily travel for work.

| commute to work within the County

| commute outside of the County to work

| do not commute to work outside of my home.

https://survey123.arcgis.com/share/1456f4f84391438aae148ce3a9c8528a 117



3/12/2018 Oconee LRTP Survey

If you do commute to work, in which City/area do you work? *

What do you see as the three greatest transportation issues or concerns for the County?

D Safety
D Traffic Congestion

Need for Transit Options
Need for Sidewalk/Pedestrian Options
Need for Bicycle options

Other

o O O

What roads within the County are of most concern to you? Why? *

Traffic Congestion

https://survey123.arcgis.com/share/1456f4f84391438aae148ce3a9c8528a 2/7



3/12/2018 Oconee LRTP Survey

Within the County, have you experienced traffic backup on roads or at intersections?

Yes

No

Roadway Shoulders

Within the County, have you experienced a lack of roadway shoulders?

Yes

Sidewalks

Within the County, have you noticed a lack of sidewalks?

Yes

Bicycle Routes

Within the County, have you noticed a lack of bicycle routes?

Yes

No

https://survey123.arcgis.com/share/1456f4f84391438aae148ce3a9c8528a 3/7



3/12/2018 Oconee LRTP Survey

Turn Lanes

Within the County, have you noticed a lack of turn lanes?

Yes

Transportation Safety

Within the County, have you noticed transportation safety issues?

Yes

No

Tractor-Trailer

Within the County, have you experienced any problems with tractor-trailer trucks?

Yes

Roadway Access

https://survey123.arcgis.com/share/1456f4f84391438aae148ce3a9c8528a 4/7



3/12/2018 Oconee LRTP Survey

Within the County, have you experienced any difficulty getting on the road?

Yes

No

Slow Moving Vehicles

Within the County, have you been unable to pass slow moving vehicles?

Yes

Railroad Crossings

Within the County, have you experienced problems at railroad crossings?

Yes

https://survey123.arcgis.com/share/1456f4f84391438aae148ce3a9c8528a 5/7



3/12/2018 Oconee LRTP Survey

What transportation issue in the County do you feel is most in need of improvement?

Traffic congestion

Transit

Roadway Shoulders

Sidewalks

Bicycle Routes

Turn Lanes

Transportation Safety

Tractor Trailers

Slow Vehicles

Railroad Crossings

Other

Do you have any additional comments or concerns about the transportation in the County?

https://survey123.arcgis.com/share/1456f4f84391438aae148ce3a9c8528a 6/7



3/12/2018 Oconee LRTP Survey

https://survey123.arcgis.com/share/1456f4f84391438aae148ce3a9c8528a 77


https://survey123.arcgis.com/

Oconee LRTP Survey

Please select the category that best describes your daily travel for work. *

250
200
150
100
50
0
| commute to w... | commute outs... | do not commu...
Answers Count Percentage

| commute to work within the County 179 32.84%

| commute outside of the County to work 253 46.42%

| do not commute to work outside of my home. 113 20.73%

Answered: 545 Skipped: 0



What do you see as the three greatest transportation issues or concerns for the County? =«

400

350

300

250

200

150

100

50 .
0 .
Safety Traffic Conges... Need for Trans... Need for Sidew... Need for Bicyc... Other

Answers Count Percentage
Safety 319 58.53%
Traffic Congestion 430 78.90%
Need for Transit Options 71 13.03%
Need for Sidewalk/Pedestrian Options 187 34.31%
Need for Bicycle options 187 34.31%
Other 93 17.06%

Answered: 545 Skipped: 0

Traffic Congestion



e Within the County, have you experienced traffic backup on roads or at intersections? =«

500
450

400

350

300

250

200

150

100

50

Yes No
Answers Count Percentage
Yes 517 94.86%

No 28 5.14%

Answered: 545 Skipped: 0

® Where have you experienced traffic backup or congestion?
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Answered: 500 Skipped: 45

Roadway Shoulders



e Within the County, have you experienced a lack of roadway shoulders? =«

350

300

250

200

150

100

50

Yes No

Answers Count Percentage

Yes 182 33.39%

No 363 66.61%

Answered: 545 Skipped: 0

® Where have you noticed a lack of roadway shoulders?
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Answered: 156 Skipped: 389

Sidewalks



® Within the County, have you noticed a lack of sidewalks? =

250

200

150

100

50

Yes No

Answers Count Percentage

Yes 280 51.38%
No 265 48.62%
Answered: 545 Skipped: 0

® Where have you noticed a lack of sidewalks?
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Answered: 249 Skipped: 296

Bicycle Routes



e Within the County, have you noticed a lack of bicycle routes? =«

300
250
200
150
100
50
0
Yes No
Answers Count Percentage
Yes 305 55.96%
No 240 44.04%

Answered: 545 Skipped: 0

® Where have you noticed a lack of bicycle routes?
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® Within the County, have you noticed a lack of turn lanes? =«

350

300

250

200

150

100

50

Yes No

Answers Count Percentage

Yes 191 35.05%

No 354 64.95%

Answered: 545 Skipped: 0

® Where have you noticed a lack of turn lanes?
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Transportation Safety



® Within the County, have you noticed transportation safety issues? =«

250
200
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100
50
0
Yes No
Answers Count Percentage
Yes 292 53.58%
No 253 46.42%
Answered: 545 Skipped: 0
® Where have you noticed transportation safety issues?
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® Within the County, have you experienced any problems with tractor-trailer trucks? =«

350

300

250

200
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100

50

Yes No
Answers Count Percentage
Yes 194 35.60%

No 351 64.40%
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® Where have you noticed these tractor-trailer issues?
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Roadway Access



e Within the County, have you experienced any difficulty getting on the road? =«

300
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0
Yes No
Answers Count Percentage
Yes 237 43.49%
No 308 56.51%

Answered: 545 Skipped: 0

® Where have you noticed these roadway access issues?
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Slow Moving Vehicles



® Within the County, have you been unable to pass slow moving vehicles? =

300
250
200
150
100
50
O I
Yes No
Answers Count Percentage
Yes 220 40.37%
No 325 59.63%
Answered: 545 Skipped: 0
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® Within the County, have you experienced problems at railroad crossings? =«
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Yes No
Answers Count Percentage
Yes 30 5.50%
No 515 94.50%
Answered: 545 Skipped: 0
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What transportation issue in the County do you feel is most in need of improvement?
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Oconee County
Long Range Transportation Study

Intersection Assessment and
Potential Improvements



GD QT .
Background

The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) is
developing a multimodal Long Range Transportation Plan
(LRTP) for Oconee County, Georgia. Much of Oconee
County is comprised of land that is characterized as
rural, with low population (close to 0.5 people per acre)
and employment. Understanding this, the plan focuses
on small scale and context sensitive solutions to serve
the character of the community while ensuring mobility
into the future.

The plan conducts a thorough operational and crash
analysis for the top nine (9) intersections based on safety
analysis and local stakeholder input. A variety of
potential improvements are recommended for each
intersection  including advanced warning signs,
operational improvements and access management
strategies.



GO T I I ——
Contents and Definitions

Each intersection consists of two slides:

The first slide of each intersection assessmentincludes the following The second slide of each intersection assessment includes the proposed
information: countermeasures to improve the safety and operations for the intersection. Foreach
improvement, the following informationis included:

* Physical Condition - summarized the intersection type and lane
configuration.

Traffic Characteristics — highlighted turning movement counts (TMC)
for both AM and PM peak hours which were collected at all
intersectionson4/24/2018.

Safety Analysis — summarized the safety analysis results which were
based on the crash data from the last five years (2013-2017). Safety
analysis was used to assist in identifying safetyissues and selecting
countermeasures toimprove them.

Peak Hour Level of Service Analysis —summarized the operational
analysis results for both AM and PM peak hours using Highway
Capacity Software (HCS).

Stakeholder and Public Input—recappedthe input from stakeholders
and summarized the public survey results.

Other Observations— observations from professional engineers based
on the existing traffic and crash analysis.

Crash Type Addressed — highlighted the crash type to which the proposed
improvement is intended to address.

Benefits— discussed the expected benefits associated with the proposed
improvement.

Timeline for implementation —referred to the relative approximate time it can
take to implement the proposed intersectionimprovements. Three categories

include:
O Short (< 1 year)
O Short to Moderate (1 to 3 years)
O Moderate ( > 3 years)

Estimated Cost— provided categories of planning-level estimated costs of the
intersection improvements related to one another. Allimprovements are
considered low cost, low to moderate or moderate cost. Costs could vary

considerably due to right-of-way costs.
d Low (< 5100,000)
O Low to Moderate (5100,000 to 5$500,000)
O Moderate ( >5500,000)




Georgia
D‘ I Department
of Transportation

# 1 - Epps Bridge Parkway at Parkway Boulevard

Existing Condition Analysis

Physical Condition Safety Analysis

¢ Signalized intersection of Epps Bridge Pkwy (principal
arterial) and Parkway Blvd (local)

e Right and left turn lanes from Epps Bridge approaches

e 15 collisions between 2013 and 2017
e Drivers’ unawareness of the intersection or speed could be the main cause for crashes

Percentage of Crashes by Severity and Cause

Stopped
m Property o m Rear End
Damage 7% 25%
Only e b
: , Straight
Sideswipe-
Same
; Direction
u |njured S = Turning Left
34%
5% m Turning Right

Crash Severity

Manner of Collision

Vehicle Maneuver

Traffic Characteristics

2018 Existing Peak Hour Turning Movement Counts

Epps Bridge Parkway/SR 316

AM Peak Hour (begins at 9:00 AM)
PM Peak Hour (begins at 5:00 PM)

204 1164 27
86 634 18 ?—30 9
J +— 7 3
Parkway Bhvd l vy 1 12
148 44 4
73— | ] F’
30 19 20 660 12
l 33 %8 22

Peak Hour Level of Service Analysis

e AM Peak Hour:9:00am—10:00am
e PM PeakHour:5:00 pm—6:00 pm

Stakeholder and Public Input

e Public expressed concern over the traffic
backup at this intersection

AM
Level of Service

A

Parkway Blwd

Epps Bridge Pkwy

WB Delay:
52.9sec/veh

©

Tanglebrook Dr

©

EB Delay:
50.6 sec/veh

@

PM
Level of Service

B

Parkway Blwvd

Epps Bridge Pkwy
WB Delay:
38.6 sec/veh

0

0

EB Delay:
43 .3 sec/veh

O

Tanglebrook Dr

Other Observations

e Northboundrear end crashes are likely
attributed to steep downgrades and
vehicle following too close

e Southbound congestion could be caused
by hill and progression of three closely
spacedintersections

e Parkway Blvd traffic volume would likely

increase due to future development
between Epps Bridge Pkwy and Oconee
Connector




Georgia
Di I Department
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# 1 - Epps Bridge Parkway at Parkway Boulevard

Potential Countermeasures

Potential Improvements for Further Evaluation

Timelinefor
Implementation

Next Steps and Potential Improvements Crash Type Addressed Benefits Estimated Cost

Consider extendingyellow phase

Rear end collisions attributed
to steep downgrades

Could provide extended time
for driversto stop or slow
down when approachingthe
intersection

No. 1
Considerinstallingretroreflectivetapeon Rear end collisions attributed Could provide approaching
signal backplates to steep downgradeson Epps motorists with additional
Bridge Pkwy or drivers information and help them
No. 2 . ..
followingtoo close make safer decisions as they
approach theintersection
Considerinstalling flashingyellowarrows Rear end collisions attributed Couldimprove delay for
(FYASs) to steep downgradeson Epps throughand leftturn Short - Low -
Bridge Pkwy or drivers movement Moderate Moderate
Yy followingtoo close
= | LEFT TURN
No. 3 YIELD

ON FLASHING
YELLOW
[ ARROW




Georgia
GDT:=m.
# 2 - Epps Bridge Parkway and Dowdy Road Existing Condition Analysis

Safety Analysis

Physical Condition

e Signalized intersection of Epps Bridge Pkwy e 74 crashes intotal during 2013 to 2017 with majority of them being rear end collisions
(principal arterial) and Dowdy Rd (local) e Drivers’ failure to yield or stop could be the main causes for crashes

e Yieldsigns forall right turn lanes

Percentage of Crashes by Severity and Cause

8% m Turning Right
m Rear End
m Property = Turning Left
gi?;age u Angle 23%
Straight
= Injured Sideswipe- Stopped
Same 43%
Direction
= Other

"Other" includes Making U-turn, Negotiating a Curve, Changing Lanes,
*1 head on incident was recorded Backing

Crash Severity Manner of Collision Vehicle Maneuver

Stakeholder and Public Input

Peak Hour Level of Service Analysis

Traffic Characteristics

2018 Existing Peak Hour Turning Movement Counts e AM Corridor Peak Hour: 9:00am—10:00 am e No specific comments are expressed
Epps Bridge Parkway/SR 316 e PM Corridor Peak Hour: 5:00 pm—6:00 pm regarding this intersection.

- AM Epps Bridge Pk PM Epps Bridge Pkwy .
AM Peak Hour {heg!ns at 9:00 AM) Level of Service P ’ i Level of Service Other Obse rvations
PM Peak Hour (begins at 3:30 PM) WB Delay:
9 G 40 sec/veh ) ; ;
155 676 189 e May need to do further investigation
91 382 150 t 54 110 @ due to the significant number of crashes
‘_, l |_. * 16 21 Dowdy Rd Dowdy Rd at this intersection
275 113 3 l 00 102 Doy Rd (C) G e Misjudgment of speed, spacing, gaps
0 26— ‘_I T ‘_’ due to hill likely contribute to crashes
416 139 175 556 23
l 253 Te5 51 Q e
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# 2 - Epps Bridge Parkway and Dowdy Road

Potential Improvements for Further Evaluation

Next Steps and Potential Improvements

Consider adding pavement markings

showingthe left-turn movement to assist

drivers turningleft towards Dowdy Rd from
No. 1 Epps Bridge Pkwy.

Considerinstalling flashing yellow arrows
(FYAS)

B 7

LE’FTTUHN
No. 2
Consideralternative intersection design,
possibly Median U-turn (MUT) intersection
No.3

Potential Countermeasures

Crash Type Addressed

Angle or sideswipe crashes
attributedto limited sight
distance or misjudging speed of
oncoming motorists overthe
hill

Rear end collisions attributed to
steep downgrades on Epps
Bridge Pkwy or drivers
followingtoo close

Angle crashes between
eastboundand westbound

Benefits

Could help motorists
make safer decisions as
they approach the
intersection

Could improve delay for
through and left turn
movement

Could help reduce
conflict pointsand
reduce delays

Timeline for

. Estimated Cost
Implementation

Short -
Moderate

FA A
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# 3 - Epps Bridge Parkway at Oconee Connector Existing Condition Analysis

Safety Analysis

e 216 crashesintotal during 2013 to 2017 with majority of them being rear end collisions

Physical Condition

e Signalized intersection of Epps Bridge Pkwy

(principal arterial) and Oconee Conn (minor e Road curvature and/or speeding could be the main causes for crashes
arterial)

e Right and left-hand turn lanesin each direction Percentage of Crashes by Severity and Cause

= Proper Straight
Darr'?agtey m Rear End 44% ® Turning Left
Only = Angle m Turning Right
Stopped
u Injured ® Sideswipe m Other
"Other" includes Making U-turn, Negotiating a Curve, Entering/Leaving
Parking/Driveway, Passing, Changing Lanes, Backing
Crash Severity Manner of Collision Vehicle Maneuver
Traffic Characteristics Peak Hour Level of Service Analysis Stakeholderand Public Input
2018 Existing Peak Hour Turning Movement Counts e AM PeakHour:9:00am—10:00am ® Public expressed concern over traffic
e PM Peak Hour: 5:00 pm — 6:00 pm congestion at this intersection
AM Peak Hour (begins at 9:00 AM) e Many people feel unsafe exiting the
PM Peak Hour (begins at 5:00 PM) shopping centerin the SE quad of the
214 876 110 AM ~ |Epps Bridge Pkwy PM | Epps Bridge Pkwy intersection (Kroger, Chick-fil-A)
135 363 114 t 80 117 Level of Service lav: Level of Service
‘J L <« 105 21 (C, 7 sechen (C] 502 el Other Observations
Oconee Conn ¥ 186 M7 50.2 sec/veh
260 131 $
146 110 ———» ‘_l ’—' Oconee Cont. @ Oconee Conn @ e May need to do further investigation due
107 33 — ;ﬁ 355-"[; gg to the significant number of crashes at
@ @ this intersection
Epps Bridge Parkway/SR 316 EB Delay: G WB Delay: NB Delay: e Public comment mentioned Chik-fil-A,
40.5 sec/veh 47 sec/veh 36sec/veh which appears accessed from Dowdy Pl
e Misjudgment of speed, spacing, gaps due
to hill likely contribute to crashes
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# 3 - Epps Bridge Parkway at Oconee Connector Potential Countermeasures

Potential Improvements for Further Evaluation

Next Steps and Potential Improvements Crash Type Addressed Benefits Timeline fo-r Estimated Cost
Implementation

Consider evaluating sight distance on Rear end collisions attributedto Could address

eastboundapproach and consider providing limited sight distance (curve) or problems like vehicle

a signal ahead sign on both Epps Bridge speed alignment, long

No. 1 .

Pkwy approaches. exposureinthe
intersection, improve m m
overall safety

Considerinstallinga supplementalsignal Rear end collisions attributedto Could provide

head for EB approach. limited sight distance (uphill) or approaching motorists

speed with additional
No. 2 information and help
them make safer
decisions
Considerinstalling flashing yellow arrows Rear end collisions attributedto Could improve delay for
(FYASs). steep downgradeson Epps through and left turn
Bridge Pkwy or drivers movement
No.3 followingtoo close
Consider access management for heavy Rear end attributedto vehicles Could address
volume driveways. suddenly entering/exiting problems like vehicle
highway into driveways alignment, long
No. 4 exposureinthe

intersection, and
potentialdriver
confusion
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# 4 — Mars Hill at Commerce Drive

Physical Condition

e Two-way stop-controlled intersection of Mars Hill
Rd (minor arterial), Malcom Bridge Rd (major
collector), and Commerce Dr (local)

e Right-hand turn lanes along Mars Hill Rd in both
directions

Existing Condition Analysis

Safety Analysis

e 22 crashesintotal during 2013 to 2017 with majority of them being angle collisions
¢ Drivers’ unawareness of the intersection could be the main causes for angle crashes

Percentage of Crashes by Severity and Cause

m Property
Damage = Angle
Only

® |njured m Head On

Manner of Collision

Crash Severity

B Turning
Left

Straight

Stopped

Vehicle Maneuver

Traffic Characteristics

2018 Existing Peak Hour Turning Movement Counts

Commerce Or

AM Peak Hour (begins at 7:15 AM)
PM Peak Hour (begins at 4:45 PM)

¢—15 9

10 1 5
+— 153 257

._, l |_> ¥ 295 162 Mars Hill Rd
Z2 19 -
136 240 —> ‘T r
132 267 335 2 174
} 8 1 108

1% 2 14

Malcom Bridge Rd

e AM PeakHour:7:15am—-8:15am
e PM Peak Hour: 4:45 pm — 5:45 pm

AM Commerce Dr PM
Level of Service Level of Service

AR ° 10

Mars Hill Rd

Commerce Dr

Mars Hill Rd

Q NB Delay: Q
496.7
o sec/veh G

Malcom Bridge Rd

Malcom Bridge Rd

Peak Hour Level of Service Analysis Stakeholder and Public Input

e Traffic congestion coming from
Malcom Bridge Rd was noted

e Public expressed concern over
lack of sidewalks at this
intersection

e Limited visibility at this
intersectionis a concern

e Trafficin the mornings

especially is a concern

e Roadway access issues were

noted here
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# 4 — Mars Hill at Commerce Drive

Potential Improvements for Further Evaluation

Next Steps and Potential Improvements

Considerinstallingrumble strips on
NB/SB approaches

No. 1
Consideraddingsignal ahead
flashersto intersection aheadsigns

No. 2
Consider lengtheningthe left turn
lane from the eastboundapproach

No. 3
Considerroundabout asalong-
term solution

No. 4

Potential Countermeasures

Crash Type Addressed

Rear end collisions attributed to
speed

Angle and rear end collisions
attributedto speed or drivers
unawareness of the
intersection

Angle crashes attributed to
motorists beingunaware of
stop signs, unaware of
conflictingtrafficat the access
point, or misjudginggapsinthe
mainline traffic

Angle and rear end collisions
attributedto the complexity of
the intersection

Benefits

Could reduceintersection
speeds and help motorists make
safer decisions asthey approach
the intersection

Could reduceintersection
speeds and help motorists make
safer decisions asthey approach
the intersection

Could improve delay for through
and right turn movements if
they do not have to wait behind
left-turning vehicles

Could reduce conflict points and
reduce exposuretimeinthe
intersection

Timelinefor
Implementation

Estimated Cost
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#5 - SR 316/8, US 29/78 at Oconee Connector Existing Condition Analysis
Physical Condition Safety Analysis
e Signalized intersection of SR 318/8, US 29/78 e 275 crashesintotal during 2013 to 2017 with majority of them being rear end collisions
(principal arterial) and Oconee Conn (minor e Speed and/or failure to yield could be the main causes for crashes
arterial)
Percentage of Crashes by Severity and Cause
6% Straight
= Property m Angle B Turning Right
Damage 32% 45% .
only = Rear End ® Turning Left
m |njured other Stopped
m Other
"Other" includes Head On (2) and Sideswipe (9) ;S:gﬁ,:;}g:ﬂ: ’g:::.?]gg,UPZ::;.;haaarli:!gg anes, Negotiating & Curve
Crash Severity Manner of Collision Vehicle Maneuver
Traffic Characteristics Peak Hour Level of Service Analysis Stakeholder and Public Input
2018 Existing Peak Hour Turning Movement Counts e AM Peak Hour: 7:30am—8:30am e Many drivers experience severe
AM Peak Hour (begins at 7:30 AM) .
PM Peak Hour (begins at 4:45 PM) e More shoulder width was
AM . PM requested
442 585 124 t Level of Service WB Delay: Level of Service WB Delay: 9
151 336 69 83 a1 ® 527 sec/veh F | 92.9 sec/veh e Drivers experience problems
+— 854 1544 SB Delay: SB Delay: . . .
‘J l \_, — 2m SR 316 169 ® > Delay Q@ with tractor-trailers at this
N . .
= — 4 sec/ve SR 316 sec/veh SR 316 intersection
109 155 — 183 487 409 e Afternoon congestion
218312405 (£ o (€ o particularly a problem
EB Delay: NB Delay: lay : NB Delay: . .
Oconee Conn 65.4§:c\;veh 74.8 sec/veh Esgi:c»;\,eh 108.1 sec/veh e Constructionis a concern
Oconee Conn Oconee Conn e Public recommended adding
additional turn lanes
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#5-SR 316/ 8, US 29/78 at Oconee Connector Potential Countermeasures
Bl Potential Improvements for Further Evaluation
Next Steps and Potential Improvements Crash Type Addressed Benefits Ul TrEShiel Estimated Cost

Implementation

Grade Separation Rear end collisions attributedto Could improve delay for
Thisintersectionisincludedin GDOT'’s speed or drivers unawareness through and left turn

Construction Work Program (PI#0013769). It where one vehicleis turning movements if theydo

is proposed to convert thisintersectioninto  left/stopped not have to wait behind Moderate
a grade separatedinterchange to correct the left-turning vehicles

No. 1 current deficiencies.
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# 6 — Main Street at Barnett Shoals Rd/Greensbhoro Highway

Physical Condition

e Signalized intersection of Main St (minor arterial), S
Barnett Shoals Rd (major collector), Greensboro
Hwy (minor arterial), and Macon Hwy (minor
arterial)

= .

Existing Condition Analysis

Safety Analysis

e 50 crashesintotal during 2013 to 2017 with majority of them being rear end collisions
e Complex configuration and/or failure to yield could be the main causes for crashes

Percentage of Crashes by Severity and Cause

u Rear End Straight

u Property
Damage
Only

45% m Turning Right
Not A Collision
with Motor
Vehicle

27%

® Injured Stopped

= Angle
m Other

"Other" includes Making U-turn, Turning Left, Changing Lanes, Negotiating a
Curve, Entering/Leaving Parking, Backing

Crash Severity Manner of Collision Vehicle Maneuver

Traffic Characteristics

2018 Existing Peak Hour Turning Movement Counts

Main St

AM Peak Hour (begins at 7:00 AM)
PM Peak Hour (begins at 4:30 PM)

107 398 168

47 554 11 T— 145 93
‘J l I—. +— 112 82
¥ 41 27 5 Barnett Shoals Rd
109 151 4
57 60 ——» |_’
16 12 4 428 12
l 5 382 17

Greensboro Hwy

Peak Hour Level of Service Analysis

Stakeholder and Public Input

e Public requested bike lanes here,
as bike traffic gets heavy around
5pm

e [ssues being unable to pass slow
moving vehicles on Barnett

e AM PeakHour: 7:00am—8:00am
e PM PeakHour:4:30 pm—5:30 pm

AM Main St PM Main St
Level of Service Level of Service

C/ ® B ) Shoals Rd

S Bamett Shoals Rd < Barmett Shoals Rd  Trafficbackupis an issue here

® ® * Public noticed alack of roadway
shoulders in this area
EB Delay: G 0

40.2 sec/veh

Greensboro Hwy Greensboro Hwy
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# 6 — Main Street at Barnett Shoals Rd/Greensboro Highway

Potential Countermeasures

Potential Improvements for Further Evaluation

Next Steps and Potential Improvements Crash Type Addressed
Consider access management for heavy Rear end crashes attributed to
volume driveways vehicles suddenly

entering/exiting highwayinto
No. 1 driveways

Consider converting four-legged intersection Angle and rear end collisions
into two T-intersections attributedto the complexity of

the intersection
TN
v The Tra |I
No. 2 -
X

Considerroundaboutasalongterm Angle and rear end collisions
solution attributed to the complexity of
' the intersection

No. 3

Benefits

Could address
problems like vehicle
alignment, long
exposureinthe
intersection, and
potentialdriver
confusion

Could reduce conflict
pointsand reduce
exposuretimeinthe
intersection

Could reduce conflict
pointsand reduce
exposuretimeinthe
intersection

Timelinefor
Implementation

A A
A A

FACA

Estimated Cost
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# 7 — Macon Highway at Price Mill Road Existing Condition Analysis

Physical Condition Safety Analysis

e Two-way stop-controlled intersection of Macon e 5 crashes during 2013 to 2017 with majority of them being angle collisions
Hwy (principal arterial), Price Mill Rd (major e Drivers’ unawareness of the intersection and/or speeding could be the main causes of the crash
collector), and Old Bishop Rd (local)
* Right turn lane from Old Bishop Rd Percentage of Crashes by Severity and Cause
m Passing
® Angle 20%
m Turning Left
m Property Ziz':so\;\.;itze- Straight
Damage Direction
Only ® Rear End
m Turning Right
20% Stopped
Crash Severity Manner of Collision Vehicle Maneuver
Traffic Characteristics Peak Hour Level of Service Analysis Stakeholder and Public Input
2018 Existing Peak Hour Turning Movement Counts e AM PeakHour:7:15am-8:15am e Traffic congestion/backup isa
_ e PM Peak Hour: 4:45 pm — 5:45 pm problem here
AM Peak Hour (begins at 7:00 AM) . .
PM Peak Hour (begins at 4:45 PM) e Drivers notice a lack of turn
133 64 20 AM PM lanes on Price Mill Rd
t Level of Service Level of Service . .
L E. — 0 0 L icle e Roadway access issues are a
Price Mill Rd .J l ¥ 9 9 OldBishopRd G @ concern here
66 117 [ .
0 13— | | [~ Price Mill Rd _|old Bishop Rd Price Mill Rd __|Old Bishop Rd * Public expressed concern about
24— © 260 39 0 0 passing bikes along Price Mill Rd
Macaon Hwry EB Delay: EB Delay:
174.2 sec/veh Q 130.7 sec/veh Q
Macon Hwy Macon Hwy
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# 7 - Macon Highway at Price Mill Road Potential Countermeasures

Potential Improvements for Further Evaluation

Timelinefor

Next Steps and Potential Improvements Crash Type Addressed Benefits . Estimated Cost
Implementation

Consideraddingsignalahead Angleand rear end collisions Could reduceintersection
flasherstointersection ahead attributedto speed or drivers speeds and help motorists
signs unawareness of theintersection make safer decisions as they

approach theintersection

No. 1
Consider providinga short Rear end collisions attributed to speed Could improve delay for
thru/right turn lane on Price or drivers unawareness of traffic through and left turn
Mill Rd backup movements if they do not have g
No. 2 to wait behind left-turning VBRI Moderate
vehicles
Considerinstallinga Angle and rear end collisions Could significantly reduce the
roundaboutasalongterm attributedto the complexity of the number of injuries from angle
solution intersection collisions

No. 3
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# 8 — Hog Mountain Road at Sikes Road/Hebron Church Rd

Physical Condition

e Two-way stop-controlled intersection of Hog
Mountain Rd (major collector), Hebron Church Rd
(minor collector), and Sikes Rd (local)

Existing Condition Analysis

Safety Analysis

e 3 Crashesintotal during 2013 to 2017

¢ Drivers’ unawareness of the intersection and/or skewed configuration could be the main causes for crashes

Percentage of Crashes by Severity and Cause

® [njured

Crash Severity

Manner of Collision

17% Straight
u Angle

m Turning Left

50%

= Not A Collision
with Motor
Vehicle ® Turning Right

= Head On

Stopped

Vehicle Maneuver

Peak Hour Level of Service Analysis

Traffic Characteristics

2018 Existing Peak Hour Turning Movement Counts

Sikes Rd

AM Peak Hour |begins at 7:15 AM)
PM Peak Hour (begins at 4:45 PM)

9 35
7 61 T— 26 40
Hog Min Rd

3
lL. «—— 244 236
3 0

v 22 54
306 312 ——> ‘_l T r
30 0 5 69

} 3 5 23

Hebkron Chruch Rd

2

e AM PeakHour:7:15am—-8:15am
e PM Peak Hour: 4:45 pm — 5:45 pm

AM PM
Level of Service Level of Service

C o C/

Hog Mtn Rd

Sikes Rd

Sikes Rd

A

Hog Mtn Rd

A A
B

Hebron Church Rd

B

Hebron Church Rd

*Highway Capacity Software (HCS) was used as the analysis tool.

Stakeholder and Public Input

e Public expressed concern over
lack of sidewalks along Hebron
Church Rd

e Lack of roadway shoulders along
Sikes Rd is a concern

e Speed along Hog MountainRd is
an issue

e Drivers have issues driving
alongside tractor-trailers at this
intersection
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# 8 - Hog Mountain Road at Sikes Road/Hebron Church Rd Potential Countermeasures
Bl Potential Improvements for Further Evaluation
Next Steps and Potential Improvements Crash Type Addressed Benefits UL LR Estimated Cost

Implementation

Consider providingintersectionahead Eastboundrearend collisions Could provide approaching
signs and flashers forall approaches attributedto speed or drivers motorists with additional
beingunaware of the intersection informationandhelpthem
make safer decisions as they
approach theintersection

No. 1

Consideraddingsmallrightturnlanes Rear end collisions attributedto Could improve delay for

on northbound Hebron Church Rd speed or driversunawarenessof  through and rightturn

trafficbackup movement-s |fth§y do not Moderate e
No. 2 have to wait behind other High
vehicles

Considerinstallingaroundaboutasa  Angleand rear end collisions Could significantly reduce

long term solution attributedto the complexity of the number of injuries from
No. 3

the intersection angle collisions ﬂ /m
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# 9 - Hog Mountain Road at Snows Mill Rd/Rocky Branch Rd Existing Condition Analysis

Physical Condition Safety Analysis

e Two-way stop-controlled intersection of Hog e 25 Crashes intotal during 2013 to 2017 with majority of them being angle collisions
Mountain (major collector), Snows Mill Rd (major e Drivers’ unawareness of the intersection and/or skewed configuration could be the main causes for crashes
collector), and Rocky Branch Rd (local)

* Right turn yield lanes in each direction Percentage of Crashes by Severity and Cause

® Changing Lanes

ﬂ North Oconee High

School m [njured = Angle
Straight
= Rear End ® Turning Right
® Property
Damage 68% = Turning Left
Only
= Not A
Collision
with Motor Stopped
Vehicle *1 vehicle was negotiating a curve
Crash Severity Manner of Collision Vehicle Maneuver

Peak Hour Level of Service Analysis Stakeholder and Public Input

Traffic Characteristics

2018 Existing Peak Hour Turning Movement Counts e AM PeakHour:7:15am—-8:15am e Public requested a traffic |ight be
* PM PeakHour: 4:45pm - 5:45 pm added to this intersection
e Drivers feel unsafe at this
Rocky Branch Rd AM PM intersection

Rocky Branch Rd Rocky Branch Rd

Level of Service Level of Service

ssoelay: (@ e Police direct traffic here at peak
AM Peak Hour (begins at 7:15 AM) elay: SB Delay:
PM Peak Hour (begins at 4:45 PM) 456.2 sec/veh Q 63.6 sec/veh Q hours

Hog Mtn Rd Hog Mtn Rd

43 M 52

100 43 145 T— 170 M

L] A A
Hog Mtn Rd ¥ 31 138 N8 Delay:

3150 ;1;:; ilr ‘_I T |_. 34.6 sec/veh G

9 14 25 T8 153 . )
4 15 o Snows Mill Rd Snows Mill Rd
Snows Mill Rd

*Highway Capacity Software (HCS) was used as the analysis tool.
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# 9 — Hog Mountain Road at Snows Mill Rd/Rocky Branch Rd

Next Steps and Potential Improvements

Consider lengthening west bound right turn
lane on Hog MountainRd

No. 1

Considerinstallingaroundaboutasa long
term solution

No. 2

Bl Potential Improvements for Further Evaluation

Potential Countermeasures

Crash Type Addressed

Angle and rear end collisions
attributedto drivers speed and
unawareness of the traffic
backup goinginto the high
school

Angle and rear end collisions
attributedto the complexity of
the intersection

Benefits

Could improve delay for
through and left turn
movements if theydo
not have to wait behind
right-turning vehicles

Could significantly
reduce the number of
injuries fromangle
collisions

Timelinefor
Implementation

Estimated Cost
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Appendix: Crash Reduction Factors for Countermeasures at Intersections

A crash reduction factor (CRF) is a multiplicative factor used to compute the percentage reduction in crashes after implementing a given
countermeasure at a specific site. The following table provides crash reduction factors for each improvements proposed for the identified
intersections. The crash reduction factors were obtained from the Crash Modification Factors Clearinghouse. It is important to note that a
CRF represents the long-term expected reduction in crashes and this estimate is based on the crash experience at a limited number of study
sites; the actual reduction may vary.

Considerinstalling aroundabout

Considerinstalling retroreflective tape on signal
backplates

Considerinstalling flashing yellow arrows (FYAs)

Consideralternative intersection design, possibly
Median U-turn (MUT) intersection or Restricted
Crossing U-turn (RCUT) intersection

Considerinstalling signal ahead flashers

Considerinstalling signal ahead sign aftera sight
distance evaluation

Consideradding length to existing leftturnlanes

Consideradding length to existingrightturn lanes

Consideradding a flashing beacon

Consideradding a right turn lane

Consideradding a leftturn lane

35%

15%

7.8%

34.8%

18.6%

35%

43%

15%

13%

14%

25.2%

Qin et al., “Evaluation of Roundabout Safety.” (Jan 2013)
http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/detail.cfm?facid=4931

Sayed et al., “Safety Impact of Increased Traffic Signal Backboards Conspicuity.” (2005)
http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/study detail.cfm?stid=85

Srinivasan, et al., “Evaluation of Safety Strategiesat Signalized Intersections.” (2011)
http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/detail.cfm?facid=4176

Edara et al., “Evaluation of J-turn Intersection Design Performance in Missouri.” (Dec
2013)
http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/detail.cfm?facid=5555

Srinivasan, et al., “Evaluation of Safety Strategiesat Signalized Intersections.” (2011)
http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/detail.cfm?facid=4198

Polanis, “Low-Cost Safety Improvements Chapter 27, The Traffic Safety Toolbox: a
primer on traffic safety.” (1999)
http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/detail.cfm?facid=1684

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/research/safety/02089/02089. pdf, pg 139

https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/intersection/other topics/fhwasa08008/ub7 longer rturn

_lanes.pdf

Srinivasan et al., “Safety Evaluation of Flashing Beaconsat Stop Controlled
Intersections.” (2008)
http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/detail.cfm?facid=449

Harwood et al., “Safety Effectiveness of Intersection Left- and Right-Turn Lanes” (2002)
http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/detail.cfm?facid=285#commentanchor

Srinivasan et al., “Safety Evaluation of Signal Installation With and Without Left Turn
Lanes on Two Lane Roads in Ruraland Suburban Areas.” (Oct 2014)
http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/detail.cfm?facid=7996

#4 Mars Hill at Commerce Dr; #6 Main Street at Barnett Shoals
Rd/Greensboro Highway; #7 Macon Hwy at Price Mill Rd; #8 Hog
Mountain Rd at Sikes Rd/Hebron Church Rd; #9 Hog Mountain Rd at
Snows Mill Rd/Rocky Branch Rd

#1 Epps Bridge Pkwy at Parkway Blvd

#1 Epps Bridge Pkwy at Parkway Blvd; #2 Epps Bridge Pkwy and
Dowdy Rd; #3 Epps Bridge Pkwy at Oconee Connector

#2 Epps Bridge Pkwy and Dowdy Rd

#4 Mars Hill at Commerce Dr; #7 Macon Hwy at Price Mill Rd; #8
Hog Mountain Rd at Sikes Rd/Hebron Church Rd

#3 Epps Bridge Pkwy at Oconee Connector

#4 Mars Hill at Commerce Dr; #5 SR 316/8, US 29/78 at Oconee
Connector

#9 Hog Mountain Rd at Snows Mill Rd/Rocky Branch Rd

#9 Hog Mountain Rd at Snows Mill Rd/Rocky Branch Rd

#7 Macon Hwy at Price Mill Rd; #8 Hog Mountain Rd at Sikes
Rd/Hebron Church Rd

#5 SR 316/8, US 29/78 at Oconee Connector


http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/detail.cfm?facid=4931
http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/study_detail.cfm?stid=85
http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/detail.cfm?facid=4176
http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/detail.cfm?facid=5555
http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/detail.cfm?facid=4198
http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/detail.cfm?facid=1684
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/research/safety/02089/02089.pdf
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/intersection/other_topics/fhwasa08008/ub7_longer_rturn_lanes.pdf
http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/detail.cfm?facid=449
http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/detail.cfm?facid=285#commentanchor
http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/detail.cfm?facid=7996
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Appendix: Crash Reduction Factors for Countermeasures at Intersections - continued

Considerextendingyellow phase

Consideradding pavement markings showingthe
left-turn movement

Considerinstallingasupplemental signal head

Consideraccess managementfor heavy volume
driveways

Considerinstallingrumble strips

Considerconverting four-legged intersection into
two T-intersections

6.6%

None |dentified

7%

25-31% (injury/fatal crash)

34%

43%

Srinivasan, et al., “Evaluation of Safety Strategies at Signalized Intersections.” (2011)
http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/detail.cfm?facid=4209

None |dentified

Sayed et al, “Evaluating the Safety Impacts of Improving Signal Visibility at Urban
Signalized Intersections.” (2007)

https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/provencountermeasures/corridor _access mgmt/

Elvik, R. and Vaa, T., “Handbook of Road Safety Measures.” (2004)
http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/detail.cfm?facid=138

Hanna et al., “Characteristics of Intersection Accidentsin Rural Municipalities.” (1976)
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/research/safety/04091/10.cfm#c1013

#1 Epps Bridge Pkwy at Parkway Blvd

#2 Epps Bridge Pkwy and Dowdy Rd

#3 Epps Bridge Pkwy at Oconee Connector

#3 Epps Bridge Pkwy at Oconee Connector; #6 Main Street at
Barnett Shoals Rd/Greensboro Highway

#4 Mars Hill at Commerce Dr

#6 Main Street at Barnett Shoals Rd/Greensboro Highway


http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/detail.cfm?facid=4209
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/provencountermeasures/corridor_access_mgmt/
http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/detail.cfm?facid=138
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/research/safety/04091/10.cfm#c1013
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: US 78/ SR 10/ Monroe Hwy P.I. NOS:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Widening from Choyce Johnson Rd to SR 8/ ST/US#: uSs 78
Atlanta Hwy -
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 17,017 2045: | 21,745 IMPLEMENTATION: Long
PROJECT COST | COMMENTS
PRELIMINARY ENGR. $2.464,000 This project proposes capacity improvements on us 78/Monrqe Hwy from Choyce
Johnson Rd to Atlanta Hwy (Clarke County). It is proposed to increase the minor
RIGHT-OF-WAY arterial's exisiting 4-lane configuration to 6 lanes. Additionally, this corridor has
UTILITIES experienced significantly higher crashes compared to the statewide average
CONSTRUCTION|| $24,640,000|[0€tween 2013 and 2017. This project will help to increase roadway capacity and
TOTAL COST|[ $27.104,000 MPTOVE S2fEV.
PROJECT FUNDING lla mutti-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November

FEDERAL COST

Unfundedl 2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the

County. This project is considered a medium priority through the prioritization
Unfunded"

| Choyce Johnson Rd

STATE COST process of this study.
LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
N . .'"",

Athens

e
153 2 R
{ Watkinsville
¢ v N

——

K, \

North High{Shoals . P AR
Gy lj Bishop

Fi —i

U] 2 4
) Miles
|

C1




OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: US 441/SR 15/Macon Hwy P.l. NOS: 0000843
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Widening from US 29/78 to SR 53/Hog Mountain ST/US#: US 441
" COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 28,844 2045: | 40,045 IMPLEMENTATION: Near

PROJECT COST

COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

This project proposes capacity improvements on US 441/SR 15/Macon Hwy from

RIGHT-OF-WAY

US 29/78 to SR 53/Hog Mountain Rd. It is proposed to increase the principal
arterial's exisiting 4-lane configuration to 6 lanes. Additionally, this corridor has

experienced significantly higher crashes compared to the statewide average

between 2013 and 2017. This project will help to increase roadway capacity and

UTILITIES
CONSTRUCTION||  $662,467
TOTAL COST||  $662,467|

improve safety.

PROJECT FUNDING

FEDERAL COST ||

$662,467| 2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the

STATE COST |

County. This project is considered a high priority through the prioritization process

$0 1ot this study.
LOCAL COST | $0
N &

A

Athens

2978
[ Hog Mountain Rd [~ |

{ Watkinsville
| S T
s
North High'Shoals Vi
ENA 11a§ 2
4 Bishop \ﬂ
Q 2 4
I \ies
—

c2

A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November




OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: Simonton Bridge Rd/Whitehall Rd P.I. NOS: 141970
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: \é\iidening from S Milledge Ave to SR15/ N Main ST/US#:
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 5,696 2045: | 8,140 IMPLEMENTATION: Near
PROJECT COST | COMMENTS
PRELIMINARY ENGR. $3,102 This project proposes capacity improvements on Simonton Bridge Rd/Whitehall Rd

from Milledge Ave to SR 15/ N Main St. This is the second highest scoring capacity
RIGHT-OF-WAY improvement for Oconee County. It is proposed to increase the minor arterial's

UTILITIES exisiting 2-lane configuration to 4 lanes.

CONSTRUCTION

A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November

TOTAL COST $3’102| 2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the
PRIOLEC | ZUND e |County. This project is considered a high priority through the prioritization process
FEDERAL COST $3,102 [[of this study.
STATE COST $0
LOCAL COST $0

N ..'._ _'_-.'""

‘Athens

\Watkinsville
ol o
~aa

North High(Shoals '135 VA

B:ié.h 53:;‘: 13

i —i

U] 2 4
) Miles
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd J P.I. NOS: M003299
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Widening from Hebron Church Rd to Mars Hill Rd] ST/US#: SR 53
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 7,535 2045: | 9,274 IMPLEMENTATION: Long

PROJECT COST

COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

This project proposes capacity improvements on SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd from

RIGHT-OF-WAY

Hebron Church Rd to Mars Hill Rd. It is proposed to increase the major collector's

exisiting 2-lane configuration to 4 lanes. Additionally, this corridor has experienced
significantly higher crashes compared to the statewide average between 2013 and

UTILITIES
CONSTRUCTION $80,998
TOTAL COST $80,998)]

PROJECT FUNDING

FEDERAL COST

$80,998

2017. This project will help to increase roadway capacity and improve safety.

A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the
County. This project is considered a high priority through the prioritization process

of this study.

STATE COST $0
LOCAL COST $0
N &

A

Athens

Watkinsville,
| *

e

North HighfShoals i/
pLAlR ol 11a§ r. Y
4 Bishop \ﬂ
0 2 4
[ eee— 0
—
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: McNutt Creek Rd/ Pete Dickens Rd P.l. NOS:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Widening from Aiken Rd to US 78/ SR 10/ ST/USH:
Monroe Hwy -
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 4,048 2045: | 6,392 IMPLEMENTATION: Long

PROJECT COST

COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

$739,200

RIGHT-OF-WAY

UTILITIES
CONSTRUCTION || $7,392,000
TOTAL COST||  $8,131,200|

PROJECT FUNDING

FEDERAL COST

This project proposes capacity improvements on McNutt Creek Rd/Pete Dickens
Rd from Aiken Rd in Bogart to US 78/ SR 10/ Monroe Hwy. It is proposed to
increase the local road's exisiting 2-lane configuration to 4 lanes. Additionally, this
corridor has experienced significantly higher crashes compared to the statewide
average between 2013 and 2017. This project will help to increase roadway
capacity and improve safety.

A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November

Unfundedl

Unfunded"

2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the
County. This project is considered a high priority through the prioritization process

STATE COST of this study.
LOCAL COST | Unfunded|
- —
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: SR 8/ 3rd Ave/Atlanta Hwy P.I. NOS:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Widening from US 78/ Monroe Hwy to Dials Mill ST/USH:
Rd -
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 9,326 2045: | 11,472 IMPLEMENTATION: Long
PROJECT COST | COMMENTS
PRELIMINARY ENGR. $1,161,600 This project proposes capa(_:ity im_proveme_nts on SR 8/3rc_1| Ave/Atlanta Hwy from
US 78 (Clarke County) to Dials Mill Rd. It is proposed to increase the minor
RIGHT-OF-WAY arterial's exisiting 2-lane/3-lane configuration to 4 lanes. Additionally, this corridor
UTILITIES has experienced significantly higher crashes compared to the statewide average
CONSTRUCTION|| $11,616,000 petween 2013 and 2017. This project will help to increase roadway capacity and
TOTAL COST|[ $12,777,600 MPTOVE S2fEV.
PROJECT FUNDING lla mutti-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
FEDERAL COST Unfundedl 2018 to eva_luate _the _need and feasibility f_or transportation needs across the
STATE COST "County. This project is considered a medium priority through the prioritization
Unfundedif; cess of this study.
LOCAL COST | Unfunded]
N . = .

Athens

Watkinsville,

|5

Nortii HighfShoals 10}
Bish_o;:)
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: SU 29/78/ Epps Bridge Pkwy P.I. NOS:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Widening from Timothy Rd to Barber Creek Rd ST/US#: US 78/US 29
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 23,373 2045: | 31,765 IMPLEMENTATION: Mid

PROJECT COST

| COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

$3,625,600| This project proposes capacity improvements on US 29/78/ Epps Bridge Pkwy from

RIGHT-OF-WAY

$o| Timothy Rd to Barber Creek Rd. It is proposed to increase the principal arterial's

exisiting 4-lane configuration to 6 lanes. This route is one of the major

UTILITIES $0 |thoroughfares thorugh Oconee County. Additionally, this corridor has experienced
CONSTRUCTION $36,256,000| significantly higher crashes compared to the statewide average between 2013 and
TOTAL COST $39’881,600| 2017. This project will help to increase roadway capacity and improve safety.

PROJECT FUNDING

|A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November

FEDERAL COST

$0 [|2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the

County. This project is considered a medium priority through the prioritization

STATE COST | $39,881,600 process of this study.
LOCAL COST $0
N .'"",

Athens

isg -

.'C' 3

| \
Watkinsville .
\ U 1
Nt " ol

—_——

North High{Shoals . P AR
Gy lj Bishop

Fi —i

U] 2 4
) Miles
|

Cc8




OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: Virgil Langford Rd/ Rocky Branch Rd P.I. NOS:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Widening from Oconee Connector to Malcom ST/USH:
Bridge Rd -
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 4,817 2045: | 6,716 IMPLEMENTATION: Long
PROJECT COST | COMMENTS
PRELIMINARY ENGR. $985.600 This project proposes capacity improveme_nts on Virgi_l Langford Rd/Rocky Branch
Rd from Oconee Connector to Malcom Bridge Rd. It is proposed to increase the
RIGHT-OF-WAY local road's exisiting 2-lane configuration to 4 lanes. Additionally, this corridor has
UTILITIES experienced significantly higher crashes compared to the statewide average
CONSTRUCTION]||  $9.856,000 petween 2013 and 2017. This project will help to increase roadway capacity and
TOTAL COST|| $10,841,600] "PTOVE S2fEV.
PROJECT FUNDING lla mutti-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
FEDERAL COST Unfundedl 2018 to eva_luate _the _need and feasibility fo_r tr_ansportation nee_ds_ across the
County. This project is considered a low priority through the prioritization process
STATE COST Unfunded" .
of this study.
LOCAL COST | Unfunded]
N \ - =

Malcom Bridge Rd
@ r"' Yo

3

Watkinsville,
North High'Shoals | 874
d Bishop 19
0 2 4
O Miles
—
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: Macon Hwy P.l. NOS:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Widening from Rockinwood Dr to S Lumpkin St ST/US#:
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 10,976 2045: | 15,377 IMPLEMENTATION: Near

PROJECT COST

| COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

$528.000| This Project proposes capacity improvements on Macon Hwy from Rockinwood Dr

RIGHT-OF-WAY

to S Lumpkin St (Clarke County). This is the highest scoring capacity improvement
for Oconee County. It is proposed to increase the principal arterial's exisiting 2-

lane configuration to 4 lanes.

UTILITIES
CONSTRUCTION||  $5,280,000
TOTAL COST||  $5,808,000|

A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the

PROJECT FUNDING

|County. This project is considered a high priority through the prioritization process

FEDERAL COST

Unfundedl of this study.

Unfunded"

STATE COST
LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
- —

gr—
Rockinwood Dr

&\
<\ A

Watkinsville,
S .
North HighShoals rd
i S i1s§ . 2
4 Bishop 1
/ “\-\_-.‘. LJ
g
y
0 2 4
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: Clotfelter Rd P.l. NOS:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Widening from US 78/ SR 10/ Monroe Hwy to SR ST/USH:
53/ Hog Mountain Rd -
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 1,790 2045: | 3,595 IMPLEMENTATION: Long

PROJECT COST | COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR. $1,126,400 This project proposes capacity improvements on Clotfelter Rd from US 78/ SR 10/

Monroe Hwy to SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd. It is proposed to increase the minor
RIGHT-OF-WAY

collector's exisiting 2-lane configuration to 4 lanes. Additionally, this corridor has
UTILITIES experienced significantly higher crashes compared to the statewide average

CONSTRUCTION|| $11,264,000|[0€tween 2013 and 2017. This project will help to increase roadway capacity and
TOTAL COST|| $12,390, 400| improve safety.

PROJECT FUNDING lla mutti-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
FEDERAL COST Unfundedl 2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the

County. This project is considered a low priority through the prioritization process
STATE COST Unfunded"

of this study.
LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|

N

iR

< e
\Watkinsville_
\ s i
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: Jimmy Daniel Rd P.l. NOS: 0007939
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Widening from Virgil Langford Rd to US 78/ SR ST/USH:
10/ Atlanta Hwy -
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 6,206 2045: | 9,853 IMPLEMENTATION: Long

PROJECT COST

| COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

$4 242|[This project proposes capacity improvements on Jimmy Daniel Rd from Virgil

RIGHT-OF-WAY

Langford Rd to US 78/ SR 10/ Atlanta Hwy (Clarke County). It is proposed to

UTILITIES

increase the minor arterial's exisiting 2-lane configuration to 4 lanes. Additionally,
this corridor has experienced significantly higher crashes compared to the

CONSTRUCTION

statewide average between 2013 and 2017. This project will help to increase

TOTAL COST

sa.247)02dwaY capacity and improve safety.

PROJECT FUNDING

|A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November

FEDERAL COST

$4.242 ||2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the

County. This project is considered a low priority through the prioritization process

STATE COST $01lof this study.
LOCAL COST $0
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: Dials Mill Rd P.l. NOS:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Widening from US 78/ SR 10/ Monroe Hwy to US ST/USH:
29 -
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 2,330 2045: | 5,109 IMPLEMENTATION: Long
PROJECT COST | COMMENTS
PRELIMINARY ENGR. $880,000 This project proposes cap_acity improvem_ents on Dials MiII Rd fro_m us _78_/_SR 10/
Monroe Hwy to US 29. It is proposed to increase the minor arterial's exisiting 2-
RIGHT-OF-WAY lane configuration to 4 lanes. Additionally, this corridor has experienced
UTILITIES significantly higher crashes compared to the statewide average between 2013 and
CONSTRUCTION|| $8,800,000|{2017. This project will help to increase roadway capacity and improve safety.
TOTAL COST $9’680’000|A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
PROJECT FUNDING 2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the
FEDERAL COST Unfundedl Cour_1ty. This project is considered a low priority through the prioritization process
of this study.
STATE COST Unfunded"
LOCAL COST | Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: US 441/ SR 24 P.l. NOS: 0013613
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: N of Appe_xlachee River to US 29/441/ ST/US#: SR 24/ US 441
Watkinsville Bypass
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 8,659 2045: | 9,472 IMPLEMENTATION: Long
PROJECT COST | COMMENTS
PRELIMINARY ENGR. $3,139,344 This project proposes capacity improvgme_nts to US 441/ SR 24 from N of
Appalachee River to US 29/441/ Watkinsville Bypass.
RIGHT-OF-WAY |[ $25,045,852
UTILITIES A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
CONSTRUCTION|| $27,823,894|[2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the
TOTAL COST $56’009,090| Coupty. This project is considered a low priority through the prioritization process
of this study.
PROJECT FUNDING |
FEDERAL COST $0
STATE COST | $56,009,090
LOCAL COST $0
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: Astondale Rd P.I. NOS:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Increased capacity between SR 15/ Greensboro ST/USH:
Hwy and US 129/441/ SR 24/ Macon Hwy -
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 415 2045: | 1,079 IMPLEMENTATION: Near
PROJECT COST | COMMENTS
PRELIMINARY ENGR. $O| This project proposes capacity improvements S of Watkinsville between SR 15/
Greensboro Hwy and US 129/441/ SR 24/ Macon Hwy.
RIGHT-OF-WAY $o||
UTILITIES $O"A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
CONSTRUCTION $O| 2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the
TOTAL COST n/a| County. This project is considered a medium priority through the prioritization

process of this study.
PROJECT FUNDING |

FEDERAL COST | Unfunded|

STATE COST Unfunded"

LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: US 441/ SR 15 Connector P.I. NOS: 0007944
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Widening from SR 24 to Colham Ferry Rd ST/US#: SR 15/US 441
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 1,820 2045: | 3,100 IMPLEMENTATION: Long
PROJECT COST | COMMENTS
PRELIMINARY ENGR. $639,072 This project proposes capacity improvements in Watkinsville between SR 24 and
CR 258/Colham Ferry Rd.
RIGHT-OF-WAY $914,246
UTILITIES $0[|A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
CONSTRUCTION|| $6,399,721][2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the
TOTAL COST $7’953’939| Courllty. This project is considered a low priority through the prioritization process
of this study.
PROJECT FUNDING |
FEDERAL COST || $6,363,151
STATE COST || $1,590,788
LOCAL COST $0
N
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: SR 15/ Greenshoro Hwy P.I. NOS: 0008006
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Widening from Antioch Church Rd to US 129/ SR ST/US#: SR 15
24 BUS/ Macon Hwy -

COUNTY: Oconee

DOT DISTRICT #: 1

CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC

TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 4,311 2045: | 5,062 IMPLEMENTATION: Mid

PROJECT COST

| COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

$6.149 969|| This project proposes capacity improvements in Watkinsville between CR

RIGHT-OF-WAY

146/Antioch Church Rd to US 129/ SR 24 BUS/ Macon Hwy.
$11,104,215

A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November

2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the

UTILITIES||  $23,150,779
CONSTRUCTION|  $76,874,614
TOTAL COST|[ $117,279,577|

County. This project is considered a high priority through the prioritization process

PROJECT FUNDING

of this study.

FEDERAL COST $93,823,662
STATE COST $23,455,915
LOCAL COST $0
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: SR 15/ Greenshoro Hwy P.I. NOS: 0008007
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Widening from Greensboro Bypass to Antioch ST/US#: SR 15
Church Rd
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 3,490 2045: | 4,540 IMPLEMENTATION: Mid
PROJECT COST COMMENTS
PRELIMINARY ENGR. $7 839529 This project proposes capacity improvements beginning in the southern end of
Oconee County CR 146/Antioch Church Rd and goes into Greene County at
RIGHT-OF-WAY $18,837,658(| 5 reensboro Bypass.
UTILITIES $9,981,552
CONSTRUCTION $97,994,115|/A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
TOTAL COST $134 652,854 2018 to eva_luate .the peed and feasibility for traqsportatlon needs across the
County. This project is considered a medium priority through the prioritization

PROJECT FUNDING

process of this study.

FEDERAL COST

$107,722,285 |

STATE COST

$26,930,571 |

LOCAL COST

$0 |
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd P.I. NOS: 0009012
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Widening from SR 15 to US 441/ SR 24/ N Main St ST/US#: SR 53
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 9,195 2045:; | 11541 IMPLEMENTATION: Mid
PROJECT COST COMMENTS
PRELIMINARY ENGR. ol This project proposes capacity improvements in Watkinsville between SR 15 and
US 441/ SR 24/ N Main St.
RIGHT-OF-WAY $2,301,461
UTILITIES $1,180,084||A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
CONSTRUCTION $7,159,667/|2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the
TOTAL COST $10.641.212 County. Thl; project is considered a medium priority through the prioritization
process of this study.
PROJECT FUNDING
FEDERAL COST $8,512,970
STATE COST $1,892,226
LOCAL COST $0
N
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: Malcom Bridge Rd P.l. NOS:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Operational improvements from Rocky Branch ST/USH:
Rd (West) to Rocky Branch Rd (East) -
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 3,650 2045: | 5,464 IMPLEMENTATION: Mid

PROJECT COST

| COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

This project proposes operational improvements on Malcolm Bridge Rd from Rocky

RIGHT-OF-WAY

Branch Rd (West) to Rocky Branch Rd (East). Additionally, access management

UTILITIES

standards should be maintained particularly as land use and zoning changes occur.
This corridor has experienced significantly higher crashes compared to the

CONSTRUCTION

statewide average between 2013 and 2017. This project will help to increase

TOTAL COST

roadway capacity and improve safety.
$435,420 ycap y P y

PROJECT FUNDING

|A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November

FEDERAL COST

Unfundedl 2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the

County. This project is considered a medium priority through the prioritization
Unfunded"

STATE COST process of this study.
LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: Mars Hill Rd P.l. NOS:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Operational improvements from Rocky Branch ST/USH:
Rd to Daniells Bridge Rd -
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 6,700 2045: | 8,877 IMPLEMENTATION: Near

PROJECT COST

| COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

This project proposes operational improvements on Mars Hill Rd from Rocky

RIGHT-OF-WAY

Branch Rd to Daniells Bridge Rd. Additionally, access management standards

UTILITIES

should be maintained particularly as land use and zoning changes occur. This
corridor has experienced significantly higher crashes compared to the statewide

CONSTRUCTION

average between 2013 and 2017. This project will help to increase roadway

TOTAL COST

capacity and improve safety.
$722,875 P y P y

PROJECT FUNDING

|A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November

FEDERAL COST

Unfundedl 2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the

STATE COST "County. This project is considered a high priority through the prioritization process
Unfundedi g study.
LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: S Barnett Shoals Rd P.l. NOS:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Operational improvements from McRee's Mill Rd ST/USH:
to Old Barnett Shoals Rd -
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 2,130 2045: | 3,402 IMPLEMENTATION: Long
PROJECT COST | COMMENTS
PRELIMINARY ENGR. This projec'F proposes operational improvement_s_on S Barnett Shoals Rd from
McRee's Mill Rd to Old Barnett Shoals Rd. Additionally, access management
RIGHT-OF-WAY standards should be maintained particularly as land use and zoning changes occur.
UTILITIES This corridor has experienced slightly higher crashes compared to the statewide
CONSTRUCTION average between 2013 and 2017. This project will help to increase roadway
TOTAL COST $1.790,881 capacity and improve safety.
PROJECT FUNDING lla mutti-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
FEDERAL COST Unfundedl 2018 to eva_luate _the _need and feasibility fo_r tr_ansportation nee_ds_ across the
County. This project is considered a low priority through the prioritization process
STATE COST Um‘unded"Of this stud
y.
LOCAL COST | Unfunded]
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd P.l. NOS:
Sl e stuse |__sns
Daniells Bridge Rd COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 8,740 2045: | 13,045 IMPLEMENTATION: Mid
PROJECT COST | COMMENTS
PRELIMINARY ENGR. This project proposes operational improvements on SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd from

US 129/441/ SR 15/ Macon Hwy to Government Station Rd/ Daniells Bridge Rd.
RIGHT-OF-WAY

Additionally, access management standards should be maintained particularly as

UTILITIES land use and zoning changes occur. This corridor has experienced significantly
CONSTRUCTION higher crashes compared to the statewide average between 2013 and 2017. This
TOTAL COST $918.300 project will help to increase roadway capacity and improve safety.
PROJECT FUNDING lla mutti-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
FEDERAL COST Unfundedl 2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the

County. This project is considered a medium priority through the prioritization
STATE COST Unfunded"

process of this study.

LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: US 441/ SR 24/ Macon Hwy P.I. NOS:
el i stiuse | s s
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 3,790 2045: | 6,670 IMPLEMENTATION: Near

PROJECT COST

COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

RIGHT-OF-WAY

UTILITIES

CONSTRUCTION

TOTAL COST

$357,769

PROJECT FUNDING

FEDERAL COST

This project proposes operational improvements on US 441/ SR 24/ Macon Hwy
from SR 186/ High Shoals Rd to Price Mill Rd. Additionally, access management
standards should be maintained particularly as land use and zoning changes occur.
This corridor has experienced significantly higher crashes compared to the
statewide average between 2013 and 2017. This project will help to increase
roadway capacity and improve safety.

|A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November

Unfundedl 2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the

Unfunded"

County. This project is considered a high priority through the prioritization process

STATE COST of this study.
LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: Mars Hill Rd P.l. NOS:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Operational improvements from US 78/ SR 10/ ST/USH:
Monroe Hwy to Malcom Bridge Rd -
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 3,790 2045: | 6,670 IMPLEMENTATION: Long

PROJECT COST

| COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

This project proposes operational improvements on Mars Hill Rd from US 78/ SR

RIGHT-OF-WAY

10/ Monroe Hwy to Malcolm Bridge Rd. Additionally, access management
standards should be maintained particularly as land use and zoning changes occur.

UTILITIES

This corridor has experienced significantly higher crashes compared to the

CONSTRUCTION

statewide average between 2013 and 2017. This project will help to increase

TOTAL COST

roadway capacity and improve safety.
$377,077 ycap y P y

PROJECT FUNDING

|A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November

FEDERAL COST

Unfundedl 2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the

Unfund OI"County. This project is considered a low priority through the prioritization process
ntunde

STATE COST of this study.
LOCAL COST | Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd P.I. NOS:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Operational imp_rovments from Union Church Rd ST/USH: SR 53
to SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 11,676 2045: | 12,644 IMPLEMENTATION: Long
PROJECT COST | COMMENTS
PRELIMINARY ENGR. This project proposes operational improvements on SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd from

Union Church Rd to SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd. Additionally, access
RIGHT-OF-WAY management standards should be maintained particularly as land use and zoning

UTILITIES changes occur. This corridor has experienced significantly higher crashes

CONSTRUCTION compared to the statewide average between 2013 and 2017. This project will help

TOTAL COST $1.415.700 to increase roadway capacity and improve safety.

PROJECT FUNDING lla mutti-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November

FEDERAL COST Unfundedl 2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the

County. This project is considered a medium priority through the prioritization
STATE COST Unfunded"

process of this study.
LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

A

PROJECT NAME: SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd P.I. NOS: 0009011
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Operational improvements from US 441/ SR 24 .
to SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd STIUS#: SR 53
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 14,598 2045: | 18,801 IMPLEMENTATION: Mid
PROJECT COST | COMMENTS
PRELIMINARY ENGR. $50’000| This project proposes operational improvements on SR_ 53/ Experiment Station Rd
from US 441/ SR 24 to SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd. Additionally, access management
RIGHT-OF-WAY $3,870,00005tandards should be maintained particularly as land use and zoning changes occur.
UTILITIES $1,534,733||This corridor has experienced significantly higher crashes compared to the
CONSTRUCTION | $15.235 ggo|[statewide average between 2013 and 2017. This project will help to increase
TOTAL COST| $20.690.623 roadway capacity and improve safety.
PROJECT FUNDING A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
FEDERAL COST | $3,920,000 [|2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the
STATE COST County. This project is considered a medium priority through the prioritization
$16,770,623 process of this study.
LOCAL COST $0
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: SR 15/ Greensboro Hwy/ Athens Hwy P.l. NOS: 0013723
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Operational improvements from S of Shiloh Rd to ST/US#: SR 15
N of Rose Creek -
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 3,460 2045: | 4,540 IMPLEMENTATION: Long

PROJECT COST

| COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

$1 243 63g|| This project proposes operational improvements on SR 15/ Greensboro Hwy/

RIGHT-OF-WAY

Athens Hwy from S of CR 2/Shiloh Rd to N of Rose Creek. Additionally, access

$1,367,273 management standards should be maintained particularly as land use and zoning

changes occur. This corridor has experienced significantly higher crashes

compared to the statewide average between 2013 and 2017. This project will help

UTILITIES $0
CONSTRUCTION $5,257,443
TOTAL COST| $7,868,354

to increase roadway capacity and improve safety.

PROJECT FUNDING

A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November

FEDERAL COST

$0 [|2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the

County. This project is considered a low priority through the prioritization process

A

STATE COST | $7.,868,354 |f ¢ ihic study.
LOCAL COST $0
N
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OFFICE OF PLANNING
PROJECT NAME: SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd P.l. NOS: 0015321
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Operational improvement from CR 828 to Bishop ST/US#: SR 53
Farms Pkwy -
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 15,700 2045: | 20,446 IMPLEMENTATION: Mid
PROJECT COST | COMMENTS
PRELIMINARY ENGR. $600,000| This project proposes operational improv_e_ments on SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd
|from CR 828 to Bishop Farms Pkwy. Additionally, access management standards
RIGHT-OF-WAY $0llshould be maintained particularly as land use and zoning changes occur. This
UTILITIES $O"corridor has experienced significantly higher crashes compared to the statewide
CONSTRUCTION $O||average be:jvv_een 2013 a;nd 2017. This project will help to increase roadway
TOTAL COST $600,000| capacity and improve safety.
PROJECT FUNDING lla mutti-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
FEDERAL COST $0 [|2018 to eva_luate _the _need and feasibility f_or transportation needs across the
STATE COST County. This project is considered a medium priority through the prioritization
$600,000 process of this study.
LOCAL COST $0
N
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: US 29/78/ SR 316 P.l. NOS: MO005135
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Operational improvements from Oconee ST/US#: US 29/78 SR 316
Connector to CR Epps Bridge Pkwy -

COUNTY: Oconee

DOT DISTRICT #: 1

CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC

TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 28,880 2045: | 36,830 IMPLEMENTATION: Near

PROJECT COST

COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

$O| This project proposes operational improvements on US 29/78/ SR 316 from CR

RIGHT-OF-WAY

929/0conee Connector to CR 344/Epps Bridge Pkwy. Additionally, access

$O| management standards should be maintained particularly as land use and zoning

changes occur. This corridor has experienced significantly higher crashes

compared to the statewide average between 2013 and 2017 and is the highest

UTILITIES $0
CONSTRUCTION $981,846
TOTAL COST $981,846

scoring operational project in Oconee County. This project will help to increase
roadway capacity and improve safety.

PROJECT FUNDING

FEDERAL COST

$981.846 ||A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November

2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the

County. This project is considered a high priority through the prioritization process
of this study.

STATE COST $0
LOCAL COST $0
N
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: US 129/441/ SR 24/ Macon Hwy P.l. NOS: M005178
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Operational improvements from Tappan Spur Rd ST/US# | SR 24 US 129/441
to N of Thomas Farm Rd -

COUNTY: Oconee

DOT DISTRICT #: 1

CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC

TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 8,735 2045: 9,599 IMPLEMENTATION: Long

PROJECT COST

COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

$0)

This project proposes operational improvements on US 129/441/ SR 24/ Macon

RIGHT-OF-WAY

sol

Hwy from Tappan Spur Rd to N of CR 107/Thomas Farm Rd. Additionally, access

management standards should be maintained particularly as land use and zoning
changes occur. This corridor has experienced significantly higher crashes

compared to the statewide average between 2013 and 2017. This project will help

UTILITIES $0
CONSTRUCTION | $2,626,016
TOTAL COST | $2,626,016

PROJECT FUNDING

FEDERAL COST

$0

to increase roadway capacity and improve safety.

A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the

County. This project is considered a low priority through the prioritization process

STATE COST | $2,626,016 Jf ¢ ihic study.
LOCAL COST $0
N \ -
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: Deceleration Lane P.l. NOS: S014745
Stuse | sma
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 6,020 2045: | 9,770 IMPLEMENTATION: Long

PROJECT COST

COMMENTS

This project proposes operational improvements on Deceleration Lane from SR

PRELIMINARY ENGR. $98,420 _ X .
186/High Shoals Rd to US 129/441/ SR 24/ Macon Hwy N of Bishop. Additionally,
RIGHT-OF-WAY $Ollaccess management standards should be maintained particularly as land use and
UTILITIES $0f|zoning changes occur. This corridor has experienced significantly higher crashes
CONSTRUCTION $0 [[compared to the statewide average between 2013 and 2017. This project will help
TOTAL COST $98.420 to increase roadway capacity and improve safety.
PROJECT FUNDING A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
FEDERAL COST $0 [|2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the
County. This project is considered a low priority through the prioritization process
STATE COST $98,420 -
of this study.
LOCAL COST $0
N
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: Exit EB Lane P.I. NOS: S014930
St | Us pare s
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 28,484 2045: | 36,403 IMPLEMENTATION: Near

PROJECT COST

| COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

$161,607

This project proposes operational improvements on Exit EB Lane from US 29/78/

RIGHT-OF-WAY

SR 316 to CR 929/SR 992/Oconee Connector. Additionally, access management
standards should be maintained particularly as land use and zoning changes occur.

UTILITIES

This corridor has experienced significantly higher crashes compared to the

CONSTRUCTION

statewide average between 2013 and 2017. This project will help to increase

TOTAL COST

$161,607

PROJECT FUNDING

FEDERAL COST

roadway capacity and improve safety.

A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the

STATE COST

$161,607

County. This project is considered a high priority through the prioritization process
of this study.

LOCAL COST
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: Oconee Veterans Park Entrance P.l. NOS:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Operational improvements from Herman C ST/US#: SR 53
Michael Park Entrance to the Oconee Veterans
Park Entrance COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 9,370 2045: | 10,720 IMPLEMENTATION: Near
PROJECT COST | COMMENTS
PRELIMINARY ENGR. 0 [[This project proposes operational improvements on SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd from
Herman C Michael Park Entrance to the Oconee Veterans Park Entrance.
RIGHT-OF-WAY $0 Additionally, access management standards should be maintained particularly as
UTILITIES $0f|land use and zoning changes occur. This corridor has experienced significantly
CONSTRUCTION $0 higr_]er CrTEef compared to the;jstatewide gverage_z between 2f013 and 2017. This
TOTAL COST T project will help to increase roadway capacity and improve safety.
PROJECT FUNDING lla mutti-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November

2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the
County. This project is considered a high priority through the prioritization process
of this study.

FEDERAL COST | Unfunded|
STATE COST Unfunded"
LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: Parkway Blvd P.I. NOS:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Intersection improvements at Epps Bridge Pkwy ST/USH:
and Parkway Blvd -
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 19,000 2045: [ 28,710 IMPLEMENTATION: Mid

PROJECT COST

COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

RIGHT-OF-WAY

UTILITIES

CONSTRUCTION

TOTAL COST

$3,146,000

PROJECT FUNDING

| of this study.

The intersection of Epps Bridge Pkwy and Parkway Blvd may have safety issues.
Between 2013 and 2017, 15 crashes have occurred at this location. It is
recommended that a licensed professional engineer review this intersection.

A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the
County. This project is considered a low priority through the prioritization process

FEDERAL COST |  Uniunded|
STATE COST Unfunded"
LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: Dowdy Rd P.I. NOS:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Intersection improvements at Epps Bridge Pkwy ST/USH:
and Dowdy Rd -
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 19,000 2045: [ 28,710 IMPLEMENTATION: Near

PROJECT COST

COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

RIGHT-OF-WAY

The intersection of Epps Bridge Pkwy and Dowdy Rd may have safety issues.
Between 2013 and 2017, 74 crashes have occurred at this location. It is
recommended that a licensed professional engineer review this intersection.

UTILITIES
CONSTRUCTION A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
TOTAL COST $3.146,000 2018 to eva}uate _the peed al_ﬁd feasibility fo_r tr.ansportauon nee.ds_ across the
County. This project is considered a low priority through the prioritization process
PROJECT FUNDING |0f this study.
FEDERAL COST | Uniunded|
STATE COST Unfunded"
LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: Oconee Connector P.l. NOS:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Intersection improvements at Epps Bridge Pkwy ST/US#:
and Oconee Connector -
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 17,277 2045: | 22,923 IMPLEMENTATION: Near
PROJECT COST | COMMENTS
PRELIMINARY ENGR. The intersection of Epps Bridge Pkwy and Oconee Connector may have safety

issues. Between 2013 and 2017, 216 crashes have occurred at this location. It is
RIGHT-OF-WAY

recommended that a licensed professional engineer review this intersection.
UTILITIES

CONSTRUCTION A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November

TOTAL COST $3.146.000 2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the

County. This project is considered a high priority through the prioritization process
PROJECT FUNDING |0f this study.

FEDERAL COST | Uniunded|

STATE COST Unfunded"

LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT)

PROJECT NAME: Mars Hill Rd P.l. NOS:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Intersection improvements at Mars Hill Rd and .
. ST/US#:
Commerce Dr/ Malcom Bridge Rd
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
2015: | 3,157 2045: | 4,887 IMPLEMENTATION: Long

PROJECT COST

COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

RIGHT-OF-WAY

UTILITIES

CONSTRUCTION

TOTAL COST

$3,146,000

PROJECT FUNDING

of this study.

The intersection of Mars Hill Rd and Commerce Dr/ Malcolm Bridge Rd may have
safety issues. Between 2013 and 2017, 22 crashes have occurred at this location.
It is recommended that a licensed professional engineer review this intersection.

A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the
County. This project is considered a low priority through the prioritization process

FEDERAL COST | Unfunded|
STATE COST Unfunded"
LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: US 29/78/ SR 316 P.l. NOS:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Intersection improvements at US 29/78/ SR 316 ST/US#: | SR 8/316. US 29/78
and Oconee Connector - -
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 18,543 2045 | 24,408 IMPLEMENTATION: Near

PROJECT COST

COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

RIGHT-OF-WAY

UTILITIES

CONSTRUCTION

TOTAL COST

$3,146,000

PROJECT FUNDING

of this study.

The intersection of US 29/78/ SR 316 and Oconee Connector may have safety
issues. Between 2013 and 2017, 275 crashes have occurred at this location. This
intersection is the highest priority intersection improvement for the county. It is
recommended that a licensed professional engineer review this intersection.

A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the
|County. This project is considered a high priority through the prioritization process

FEDERAL COST | Uniunded|
STATE COST Unfunded"
LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: S Main St P.I. NOS:
PR eI L oy stuse | _sns
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 7,130 2045: | 8,720 IMPLEMENTATION: Near

PROJECT COST

| COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

The intersection of S Main St, Barnett Shoals Rd, and SR 15/ Greensboro Hwy may

RIGHT-OF-WAY

have safety issues. Between 2013 and 2017, 50 crashes have occurred at this
location. It is recommended that a licensed professional engineer review this

UTILITIES

intersection.

CONSTRUCTION

TOTAL COST

$3.146 000 A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November

PROJECT FUNDING

2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the
|County. This project is considered a high priority through the prioritization process

of this study.

FEDERAL COST | Uniunded|
STATE COST Unfunded"
LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: US 129/441/ SR 24/ Macon Hwy P.I. NOS:
P o g v o o oo stsr | oz us 1
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 5,258 2045: | 6,703 IMPLEMENTATION: Near

PROJECT COST

| COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

The intersection of US 129/441/ SR 24/ Macon Hwy and Price Mill Rd/ Old Bishop

RIGHT-OF-WAY

Rd may have safety issues. Between 2013 and 2017, 5 crashes have occurred at

UTILITIES

this location. It is recommended that a licensed professional engineer review this
intersection.

CONSTRUCTION

TOTAL COST

$3.146 000 A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November

PROJECT FUNDING

2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the
|County. This project is considered a medium priority through the prioritization

process of this study.

FEDERAL COST | Uniunded|
STATE COST Unfunded"
LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: Sikes Rd/ Hebron Church Rd P.l. NOS:
G stuse | s
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 4,913 2045: | 6,847 IMPLEMENTATION: Near
PROJECT COST | COMMENTS
PRELIMINARY ENGR. The intersection of SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd and Sikes Rd/ Hebron Church Rd may

have safety issues. Between 2013 and 2017, 3 crashes have occurred at this
RIGHT-OF-WAY location. It is recommended that a licensed professional engineer review this

UTILITIES intersection.

CONSTRUCTION

A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the
PROJECT FUNDING |County. This project is considered a medium priority through the prioritization

TOTAL COST| $3,146,000

FEDERAL COST |  Unfunded|[Process of this study.

STATE COST Unfunded"

LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd P.l. NOS:
PO DO oo i Py Banc stuse | s
Rd COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 4,465 2045: | 6,485 IMPLEMENTATION: Long
PROJECT COST | COMMENTS
PRELIMINARY ENGR. The intersection of SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd and Snows Mill Rd/ Rocky Branch Rd

may have safety issues. Between 2013 and 2017, 25 crashes have occurred at this
RIGHT-OF-WAY location. It is recommended that a licensed professional engineer review this

UTILITIES intersection. This intersection predominately serves Rocky Branch Elementary

CONSTRUCTION Schools and North Oconee High School, both of which are in the NW quadrant of

TOTAL COST|  $3,146,000 the intersection.

PROJECT FUNDING lla mutti-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November

FEDERAL COST Unfundedl 2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the

County. This project is considered a low priority through the prioritization process
STATE COST Unfunded"

of this study.
LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: SR 53 P.l. NOS:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Intersection improvements at SR 53 and Rays .
Church/ Malcom Bridge Rd STIUS#: SR 53
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 4,700 2045: | 5,183 IMPLEMENTATION: Mid
PROJECT COST | COMMENTS
PRELIMINARY ENGR. The intersegtion of SR_53_ and Rays C_:hruch/ Malcom Bridge Rd may hgve _
operational issues. This intersection is a concern to the local community. It is
RIGHT-OF-WAY recommended that a licensed professional engineer review this intersection.
UTILITIES
CONSTRUCTION QOTglti-modlal tranrs]portat(ijon s(;u;dy fpbr_l_Oc?nee County was comdpleted in Nr(])vember
to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the
TOTAL COST| 93,146,000 County. This project is considered a medium priority through the prioritization
PROJECT FUNDING | process of this study.

FEDERAL COST |  Uniunded|
STATE COST Unfunded"
LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING
PROJECT NAME: SR 53 P.l. NOS:
PO SO e e stuse | s
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 4,105 2045: | 6,383 IMPLEMENTATION: Mid
COMMENTS
The intersection of SR 53 and Clotfelter Rd/ Cole Springs Rd may have operational

PROJECT COST

issues. This intersection is a concern to the local community. It is recommended

PRELIMINARY ENGR.
RIGHT-OF-WAY that a licensed professional engineer review this intersection.
UTILITIES
CONSTRUCTION QOTglti-modlal tranrs]portat(ijon s(;u;dy fpbr_l_Oc?nee County was comdpleted in Nr(])vember
to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the
TOTAL COST| 93,146,000 County. This project is considered a medium priority through the prioritization
PROJECT FUNDING process of this study.
FEDERAL COST |  Uniunded|
STATE COST Unfunded"
LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: US 29/441/ SR 24/ Watkinsville Bypass P.I. NOS:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Intergecﬂ_on improvements at US 29/441/ SR 24/ ST/US#: | SR 24 US 129/441
Watkinsville Bypass and SR 53/ Experiment
Station Rd COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 9,850 2045: | 10,940 IMPLEMENTATION: Mid

PROJECT COST

COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

RIGHT-OF-WAY

UTILITIES

CONSTRUCTION

TOTAL COST

$3,146,000

PROJECT FUNDING

FEDERAL COST

The intersection of US 29/441/ SR 24/ Watkinsville Bypass and SR 53/ Experiment
Station Rd may have safety issues. Between 2013 and 2017, 163 crashes have
occurred at this location. This intersection is the 4th highest in the county for 5-year
crash rates. This intersection was recently transitioned into a divided hwy with US
441/129 bridge going over Experiment Station Rd.

A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
|2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the

Unfundedl County. This project is considered a medium priority through the prioritization

Unfunded|

|process of this study.

STATE COST
LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: US 29/78/ SR 316/ Epps Bridge Pkwy P.I. NOS:
snuss: [snsious 2o
Athens Perimeter COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 26,820 2045: | 35,030 IMPLEMENTATION: Near

PROJECT COST

COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

RIGHT-OF-WAY

UTILITIES

CONSTRUCTION

TOTAL COST

$3,146,000

PROJECT FUNDING

FEDERAL COST

Unfundedl of this study.

Unfunded"

The intersection of US 29/78/ SR 316 and SR 8/10 Athens Perimeter may have
safety issues. Between 2013 and 2017, 129 crashes have occurred at this location.
This intersection is the 2nd highest prioirity for intersections in this county. This
intersection was recently transitioned into a divided hwy.

A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the
|County. This project is considered a high priority through the prioritization process

STATE COST
LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd P.I. NOS:
soes | s
Mars Hill Rd COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 11,513 2045: | 15,846 IMPLEMENTATION: Mid

PROJECT COST

COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

RIGHT-OF-WAY

UTILITIES

CONSTRUCTION

TOTAL COST

$3,146,000

PROJECT FUNDING

| of this study.

The intersection of SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd and SR 53/ Experiment Station Rd/
Mars Hill Rd may have safety issues. Between 2013 and 2017, 87 crashes have
occurred at this location.

A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the
County. This project is considered a low priority through the prioritization process

FEDERAL COST |  Uniunded|
STATE COST Unfunded"
LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: Mars Hill Rd P.l. NOS:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Btser?sge/célgnllg;r:vrlz\ﬁr;egtvs\:;t Mars Hill Rd and ST/US#: SR 10 US 78
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 10,973 2045: | 15,100 IMPLEMENTATION: Long
PROJECT COST | COMMENTS
PRELIMINARY ENGR. The intersection of Mars Hill Rd and US 78/ SR 10/ Monroe Hwy may have safety

issues. Between 2013 and 2017, 73 crashes have occurred at this location.
RIGHT-OF-WAY

UTILITIES A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November

CONSTRUCTION 2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the

TOTAL COST $3.146,000 County. This project is considered a high priority through the prioritization process

of this study.
PROJECT FUNDING |

FEDERAL COST | Unfunded|

STATE COST Unfunded"

LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: Jimmy Daniel Rd P.l. NOS:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: :rfgrzesc:tzlgr;7lg/1r;r;v3e]rgents at Jimmy Daniel Rd sT/US# | sr 8/316 Us 29/78
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 15,902 2045: | 22,926 IMPLEMENTATION: Mid

PROJECT COST

COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

RIGHT-OF-WAY

The intersection of Jimmy Daniel Rd and US 29/78/ SR 316 may have safety
issues. Between 2013 and 2017, 59 crashes have occurred at this location.

UTILITIES A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
CONSTRUCTION 2018 to eva_luate _the _need and feasibil?ty for_tra_msportation neeo_ls across the
TOTAL COST $3.146,000 Counjty. This project is considered a high priority through the prioritization process
of this study.
PROJECT FUNDING |
FEDERAL COST |  Uniunded|
STATE COST Unfunded"
LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: Plaza Pkwy P.l. NOS:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Intersection improvements at Plaza Pkwy and ST/US#:
Oconee Connector -
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 2,717 2045: | 7,953 IMPLEMENTATION: Mid
PROJECT COST | COMMENTS
PRELIMINARY ENGR. The intersection of Plaza Pkwy and Oconee Connector may have safety issues.

Between 2013 and 2017, 27 crashes have occurred at this location.
RIGHT-OF-WAY

UTILITIES A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November

CONSTRUCTION 2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the

TOTAL COST $3.146,000 County. This project is considered a low priority through the prioritization process

of this study.
PROJECT FUNDING |

FEDERAL COST |  Uniunded|

STATE COST Unfunded"

LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: US 78/ SR 10/ Monroe Hwy P.I. NOS:
O e o 8 g i v Swuse: | oniouse
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 12,810 2045: | 16,925 IMPLEMENTATION: Mid

PROJECT COST

COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

RIGHT-OF-WAY

UTILITIES

CONSTRUCTION

TOTAL COST

$3,146,000

PROJECT FUNDING

location.

process of this study.

The intersection of US 78/ SR 10/ Monroe Hwy and SR 53/ Hog Mountain Rd may
have safety issues. Between 2013 and 2017, 51 crashes have occurred at this

A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
2018 to evaluate the need and feasibility for transportation needs across the
County. This project is considered a medium priority through the prioritization

FEDERAL COST |  Uniunded|
STATE COST Unfunded"
LOCAL COST |  Unfunded|
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OFFICE OF PLANNING

PROJECT NAME: SR 15/24 BUS P.I. NOS: 0007942
P DO L e oo S | on 1521 us sz
COUNTY: Oconee
DOT DISTRICT #: 1
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: 10
RC: NEGRC
TRAFFIC VOLUMES (ADT) 2015: | 14,550 2045: | 19,633 IMPLEMENTATION: Near

PROJECT COST

COMMENTS

PRELIMINARY ENGR.

$112,610| The intersection of SR 15/24 BUS and US 129/441/ SR 15/24/ Watkinsville Bypass

RIGHT-OF-WAY

$175,739||

may have safety issues. Between 2013 and 2017, 28 crashes have occurred at this

location.
UTILITIES $0
CONSTRUCTION $914 195|/A multi-modal transportation study for Oconee County was completed in November
TOTAL COST $1.202,544 20;8 to _eval_uate thfa need and fga5|b|I|Fy for transportauon_ nggds.across the Couqty.
This project is considered a medium priority through the prioritization process of this
PROJECT FUNDING study.
FEDERAL COST $962,036
STATE COST $240,509
LOCAL COST N/A
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