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1  IN T R O D U C T I O N  

1 . 1  P L A N  BA C K G R O U N D  &  O B J E C T I V E   

1 .2  ST U D Y  A R E A  
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FIGURE 1-1: STUDY AREA 

1 .3  ST U D Y  P R O C E S S  
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FIGURE 1-2: STUDY PROCESS 
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 2 P L A N N I N G  CO N T E X T  

2.1  D E M O G R A P H I C  O V E R V I E W  

TABLE 2-1: GENERAL DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 

Demographic 2010 

Total Population 14,899 

Median Age 40.1 

Total Population in Occupied Housing Units 14,722 

Average Household Size 3.03 

Occupied Housing Units 5,647 

Owner-Occupied Housing Units 
4,511 

(79.9% of total) 

Renter-Occupied Housing Units 
1,136 

(20.1% of total) 

In Labor force (age 16+) 
11,788 

(79.1% of total) 

Percent High School Graduate or Higher 
76.1% 

(of Person age 25 +) 

Source: 2010 U.S. Census  
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TABLE 2-2: AREA POPULATION 

Location 2010 

Arnoldsville 357 

Crawford 832 

Lexington 228 

Maxeys 224 

Unincorporated 13,258 

County Total 14,899 

       Source: 2010 U.S. Census 

TABLE 2-3: PERCENTAGE OF POPULATION WITH A DISABILITY 

Age Group 

Percentage of Population With a Disability 

Oglethorpe County Georgia 

Population 5 to 20 years old 11.2% 8.2% 

Population 21 to 64 years old 25.5% 19.9% 

Population 65 years old and over 51.4% 47.5% 

      Source: 2000 U.S. Census 
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TABLE 2-4: HISTORICAL POPULATION GROWTH 

Area 1980 1990 2000 2010 
Total Growth                          
(1980 -2010) 

Average Annual              
Growth (1980 -2010) 

Oglethorpe County 8,929 9,763 12,635 14,899 67% 1.7% 

Georgia 5,462,989 6,478,149 8,186,453 9,687,663 77% 1.9% 

Source: 2010 U.S. Census 

TABLE 2-5: OPB’S POPULATION PROJECTIONS 

 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2025 2030 

Population 14,899 15,460 15,647 15,833 16,008 16,183 16,358 16,533 16,708 17,530 18,295 

Annual        
Growth Rate 

  1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 

Source: Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 2011 
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TABLE 2-6: POPULATION PROJECTIONS 

Area 2010 2040 

Oglethorpe County 14,899 20,082 

  

2.2  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  J U S T I C E  

 

 

 

 

 
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FIGURE 2-1: PERCENT OF MINORITIES 

 

o 

o 
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FIGURE 2-2: PERCENT OF POPULATION IN POVERTY 

2.3  E M P L O Y M E N T  D A T A  
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TABLE 2-7: EXISTING INDUSTRY TYPE AND COUNTY EMPLOYMENT (2012) 

Job/Industry Type 
Oglethorpe     

County Employees 
Percent of Total 

Employees 

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting 158 8.6% 

Mining, quarrying, oil and gas extraction 100 5.4% 

Construction 167 9.1% 

Manufacturing 75 4.1% 

Wholesale trade 11 0.6% 

Retail trade 152 8.3% 

Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 17 0.9% 

Finance and insurance 38 2.1% 

Real estate and rental and leasing 5 0.3% 

Professional, scientific, and technical services 21 1.1% 

Health care and social assistance 112 6.1% 

Accommodation and food services 36 2.0% 

Other services (utilities, information, administrative support, education 
service, arts, entrainment and recreation except public administration) 

358 19.4% 

Government 592 32.1% 

Total 1,842 100% 

 Source: Georgia Department of Labor 
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TABLE 2-8: COMMUTE BEHAVIOR BY TRANSPORTATION MODE IN OGLETHORPE COUNTY 

Work Commute 
Oglethorpe County Georgia 

Percentage Percentage 

Total Surveyed Workers     (Age 16+) 100% 100% 

Drove Alone 75.10% 78.80% 

Carpooled 17.20% 11.10% 

Public Transportation 0.10% 2.20% 

Biked or Walked 1.30% 1.60% 

Motorcycle or Other Means 0.40% 1.70% 

Worked at Home 5.90% 4.60% 

Mean Travel Time to Work (min.) 26.4 27 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 
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TABLE 2-9: HISTORICAL EMPLOYMENT IN OGLETHORPE COUNTY 

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

1,724 1,669 1,698 1,737 1,684 1,741 1,782 1,769 1,755 1,744 1,842 1,815 1,738 

2.4  L A N D  U S E  A N D  D E V E L O P M E N T  
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FIGURE 2-3: EXISTING LAND USE 

 
 

TABLE 2-10: EXISTING LAND USE BREAKDOWN 

Land Use Acres Total % 

Agriculture/Forestry 237,582 84% 

Residential 33,504 12% 

Commercial 418 0.15% 

Public/Institutional 2,110 0.75% 

Industrial 4,120 1.5% 

Park/Recreation/Conservation 671 0.24% 

Transportation/Communication/Utilities 4,547 1.6% 

Total 282,952 100% 
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FIGURE 2-4: FUTURE LAND USE 

2.5  N A T U R A L/H I S T O R I C A L  A N D  C O M M U N I T Y  RE S O U R C E S  
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FIGURE 2-5: NATURAL/HISTORICAL RESOURCES 
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TABLE 2-11: SITES ON THE NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES 

Historic Place Location 

Amis-Elder House Crawford 

J. L. Bridges Home Lexington 

Crawford Depot Crawford 

Faust Houses and Outbuildings Lexington 

Howard’s Covered Bridge Smithsonia 

Langston-Daniel House Crawford 

Lexington Historic District Lexington 

Philomath Historic District Philomath 

Smith-Harris House Vesta 

Smithonia Comer 

Watson Mill Covered Bridge and Mill Historic District Comer 
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FIGURE 2-6: COMMUNITY RESOURCES 

TABLE 2-12: OGLETHORPE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Public Schools Location 

Oglethorpe County Primary School Lexington 

Oglethorpe County Elementary School Lexington 

Oglethorpe County Middle School Lexington 

Oglethorpe County High School Lexington 
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FIGURE 2-7: WETLANDS AND STREAMS 
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3  C O O R D I N A T I O N  W I T H  P R E V I O U S  

S T U D I E S  A N D  P R O G R A M S   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.1  G E O R G I A  SWTP  A N D  SSTP 

 

 

 

 

3.2  STATEWIDE  T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  IM P R O V E M E N T  P R O G R A M  (STIP)  
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TABLE 3-1: PLANNED AND PROGRAMMED PROJECTS 

Project         
ID 

Type Location Total Project Cost Program 

FIGURE 3-1: FY 2013-2016 STIP AND LONG RANG PROJECTS 
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3.3  J O I N T  C I T Y -C O U N T Y  CO M P R E H E N S I V E  P L A N  2005-2025 

TABLE 3-2: SUMMARY OF THE JOINT CITY-COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

Key Data/Trends Description 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
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Key Data/Trends Description 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.4  GDOT  ST A T E W I D E  F R E I G H T  A N D  LO G I S T I C S  P L A N  

3 .5  GDOT  ST A T E W I D E  B I C Y C L E  A N D  P E D E S T R I A N  P L A N  

 

 

 

 

 

 
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3.6  N O R T H E A S T  G E O R G I A  RE G I O N A L  B I K E  A N D  P E D E S T R I A N  PL A N  

 

 

 
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FIGURE 3-2: NEGRC REGIONAL BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PLAN 

Source:  NEGRC – Northeast Georgia Plan for Bicycling and Walking, 2010. 
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3.7  TR A N S I T  D E V E L O P M E N T  PL A N  F O R  OG L E T H O R P E  C O U N T Y  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
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 

 

 

 

3.8  N O R T H E Ast  Georgia  RHST Study  

 

 

 

 

 
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3.9  O G L E T H O R P E  CO U N T Y  PA R K S  A N D  RE C R E A T I O N  PL A N  

 

 

 

 

 

3.10  M A D I S O N  AT H E N S -CL A R K E  O C O N E E  RE G I O N A L  TR A N S P O R T A T I O N  

ST U D Y  

TABLE 3-3: MACORTS PROJECTS TERMINATING AT OGLETHORPE COUNTY LINE (UNFUNED) 

MACORTS 
Project ID 

Project Name Project Description 
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4   TR A N S P O R T A T I O N  NE T W O R K  A N D  

OP E R A T I N G  C O N D I T I O N S  

4.1  RO A D W A Y  CH A R A C T E R I S T I C S  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.dot.ga.gov/doingbusiness/PoliciesManuals/roads/Pages/OtherResources.aspx
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 

TABLE 4-1: ROADWAY FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATIONS 

Classification Lane Mileage 
% of Total 
Lane Miles 

Principal Arterials  37 3% 

Minor Arterials 68 6% 

Major Collector 181 16% 

Minor Collector 142 13% 

Local 687 62% 

Total  1,115 100% 

                                           Source: GDOT Office of Transportation Data-Mileage by Route Type and Road System 

TABLE 4-2: MILEAGE AND VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED 

Geographic 
Area 

State Roads County Roads Local Roads Total 

Miles VMT Miles VMT Miles VMT Miles VMT 

Oglethorpe 
County 

77 171 456 207 25 16 558 394 

Georgia 17,985 180,752 97,296 77,035 21,492 48,269 118,773 306,056 

Source: GDOT Office of Transportation Data-Mileage by Route Type and Road System 
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FIGURE 4-1: FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION  
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FIGURE 4-2: TOTAL NUMBER OF LANES 

 

 

 
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FIGURE 4-3: ROADWAY SHOULDER TYPE AND WIDTH 

 

 

 

 

 
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 

 

TABLE 4-3: MILEAGE AND PAVED ROAD PERCENTAGE 

Classification Total Lane Mileage Paved Lane Mileage % Paved 

Principal Arterials  37 37 100% 

Minor Arterials 68 68 100% 

Major Collector 181 163 90% 

Minor Collector 142 124 87% 

Local 687 194 56% 

Total 1,115 586 53% 

4.2  E X I S T I N G  A N D  F U T U R E  RO A D W A Y  OP E R A T I N G  C O N D I T I O N S  
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TABLE 4-4: LEVEL OF SERVICE DESCRIPTION AND DEPICTION 

Level of Service Description Level of Service Depiction 

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. 

 



 Georgia Department of Transportation | Page 4-8 

 

 

 

 

TABLE 4-5: EXISTING (2010) DEFICIENT SEGMENTS 

Road Location 
Two-Way Daily 

Volume  
V/C LOS 

Distance  

(miles) 

SR 10/U.S. 
78 

between Whit Davis Road and 
Smokey Road 

8,630 - 10,500 0.58 – 0.70 E 8.2 

SR 10/U.S. 
78 

between SR 22 and SR 77 
5,830 0.42 – 0.46 D 0.9 

FIGURE 4-4: EXISTING (2010) LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) 
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TABLE 4-6: FUTURE (2040) DEFICIENT SEGMENTS 

Road Location Volume  V/C LOS 
Distance  

(miles) 

SR 10/U.S. 78 
Between Elberton Road and 

Double Bridges Road 
4,070 – 6,450 0.37 – 0.86 E 13.2 

SR 10/U.S. 78 
Between Crawfordville Road 

and Elberton Road 
2,690 – 2,740 0.37 - 0.38 D 2.3 

Arnoldsville Road 
Between SR 10/U.S. 78 and W 

Beaverdam Road 
1,020 – 3,150  0.32 – 0.99 D 10.7 

W Beaverdam 
Road 

Between Robert Hardeman 
Road and Arnoldsville Road 

1,110 – 1,120 0.33 – 0.37 D 2.7 

Hargrove Lake 
Road 

Between Arnoldsville Road 
and Beaverdam Road 

1,400 – 1,700 0.44 – 0.53 D 4.6 

Beaverdam Road 
Between Hargrove Lake Road 

and Smithonia Road 
1,070 – 1,480 0.36 – 0.49 D 7.1 

Smithonia Road 
Between Monticello Ct and 

Beaverdam Road 
1,250 – 2,130 0.39 – 0.59 D 5.1 

Crawford 
Smithonia Road 

Between Beaverdam Road 
and Collier Church Road 

1,290 – 1,350 0.43 – 0.45 D 1.5 

Collier Church 
Road 

Between Crawford Smithonia 
Road and Howard Bridge 

Road 
1,140 – 1,170 0.36 – 0.39 D 3.9 

Smithonia Road 
Between Beaverdam Creek 

and Crawford Smithonia Road 
1,520 – 1,550 0.51 – 0.52 D 2.3 
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FIGURE 4-5: FUTURE (2040) LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) 

4.3  C R A S H  AN A L Y S I S  

TABLE 4-7: CRASH INTERSECTION LOCATIONS, 2007-2011 

Intersection 
Number of 

Crashes 
Fatal    

Crashes 

U.S. 78/Athens Road at Buddy Faust Road 14 0 

U.S. 78/Athens Road at SR 22/Comer Road 12 0 
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Intersection 
Number of 

Crashes 
Fatal    

Crashes 

U.S. 78/Athens Road at North Street 12 0 

Yancey Road at Arnoldsville Road 12 0 

U.S. 78/Athens Road at N Woodlawn Road 11 0 

U.S. 78/Athens Road at Broad Street 9 0 

U.S. 78/Atlanta Street at SR 77 8 0 

U.S. 78/Athens Road at Smokey Road 8 0 

Main Street at Wolfskin Road 7 0 

Sandy Cross Road at Lexington Carlton Road 6 0 

U.S. 78/Athens Road at Bunker Hill Road 6 0 

U.S. 78/Athens Road at Oglethorpe Drive 6 0 

SR 22/Comer Road at Collier Church Road 6 2 

SR 22/Comer Road at Lexington Carlton Road 5 0 

SR 22/Comer Road at Sandy Cross Road 5 1 

Hargrove Lake Road at Arnoldsville Road 5 0 

Arnoldsville Road at W Beaverdam Road 4 0 

U.S. 78/Atlanta Street at Church Street 4 0 

U.S. 78/Athens Road at Yancey Road 4 0 

SR 77/Elberton Road at Sandy Cross Road 3 0 

U.S. 78/Athens Road at WH Crawford Road 3 0 

Devils Pond Road at Crawford Smithonia Road 3 0 

Watkins Farm Road at Sandy Cross Road 3 0 

GW Bray Road at Arnoldsville Road 3 0 

            
(                            )             

(    )  (       )  (            )  (        )⁄
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 

 

 
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FIGURE 4-6: CRASH INTERSECTION LOCATIONS AND ROAD SEGMENT 

4.4  B R I D G E S  
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TABLE 4-9: BRIDGE INVENTORY 

Road Water Feature Sufficiency Rating 

Vesta Palmetto Road Macks Creek 100 

Young Road Buffalo Creek 100 

Vesta Palmetto Road Little Macks Creek 100 

Double Bridges Road Moss Creek 100 

Philomath-Woodville Road Syls Fork Creek 100 

Hutchins-Wolfskin Road Barrow Creek 100 

Melton Road Sulfur Spring Branch 100 

Old Stephens Road Brooks Creek 100 

Penny Harris Road Grove Creek 100 

SR 77 Indian Creek 99.7 

SR 77 Little Indian Creek 99.7 

Hargrove Lake Road Mill Creek 99.5 

SR 77 Goosepond Creek 99.5 

SR 22 Brooks Creek 98.6 

SR 22 Long Creek Overflow 98.6 

SR 22 Long Creek 98.3 

Gene Smith Road Millstone Creek 96.5 

SR 22 South Fork Broad River 95.2 

McWhorter Road Raiden Creek 92.5 

Bull Bray Road Barrow Creek Tributary 92.5 

McWhorter Road North Fork Little River 92.5 

Hargrove Lake Road Hawks Creek 92 

SR 22 Buffalo Creek 91.6 

Smithsonia Road Sulphur Spring Br Tributary 91.6 

Sandy Cross Road Grove Creek 88.9 

U.S. 78/ SR 10 Long Creek 86.6 

Centerville Road Buffalo Creek 85.6 

SR 22 Big Clouds Creek 83.6 

U.S. 78/ SR 10 Buffalo Creek 83.5 

Centerville Road Long Creek 82.7 

U.S. 78/ SR 10 Dry Fork Creek 82.6 

SR 22 Grove Creek 82.6 

Pennfield Wirebridge Road Sandy Creek 81.5 
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Centerville Road Indian Creek 81.5 

Lem Edwards Road Sulfur Spring Branch 81.4 

Hargrove Lake Road Big Cloud Creek Tributary 80.9 

U.S. 78/ SR 10 Moss Creek 79.4 

Centerville Smithonia Big Clouds Creek 77.2 

Saxton-Mattox Road Goosepond Creek 76 

Wilson Road Big Creek 74.3 

SR 77 Broad River 73.6 

Crawford-Smithonia Hawks Creek 65.4 

Arnold Caldwell Road Long Creek 63.5 

Godfrey Road Big Creek 62.4 

Crawford-Smithonia Road Big Clouds Creek 54.8 

Levington-Garlston Road South Fork Broad River 50.6 

Smithonia Road Beaverdam Creek 49.8 

Duck Pond Road Dry Fork Creek 25.6 

Saxton-Mattox Road Long Creek 13 

Watson Mill Road South Fork Broad River 4 

 

 

 

 
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FIGURE 4-7: BRIDGE SUFFICIENCY RATING 
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FIGURE 4-8: FORD LOCATIONS 

4.5  P U B L I C  TR A N S P O R T A T I O N  
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4.6  F R E I G H T  TR A N S P O R T  
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FIGURE 4-9: INBOUND TRUCK TONS IN GEORGIA, 2007 AND 2050 

 
                Source: Georgia Statewide Freight and Logistics Plan, 2011 

FIGURE 4-10: OUTBOUND TRUCK IN TONS, 2007 AND 2050 

               Source: Georgia Statewide Freight and Logistics Plan, 2011 
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4.7  RA I L  

 



 Georgia Department of Transportation | Page 4-22 

FIGURE 4-11: INACTIVE RAIL IN OGLETHORPE COUNTY 

4.8  B I C Y C L E  A N D  P E D E S T R I A N  F A C I L I T I E S  



 Georgia Department of Transportation | Page 4-23 

 

 

 

 

FIGURE 4-12: BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN RELATED CRASHES 

 
Source: GDOT Crash Database 
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TABLE 4-10: BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN RELATED CRASHES, 2007 - 2011 

Map ID Year Crash Location Crash Severity Type 

1 2007 Old Martin Road at Wolfskin Road Non-Fatal Injury Crash Pedestrian 

2 2007 
Smithonia Road between Pittard Road 

and Howington Road 
Non-Fatal Injury Crash Bicycle 

3 2009 
Smokey Road between Smokey Trail 

and Old Mill Road 
Non-Fatal Injury Crash Bicycle 

4 2009 
North Board Street at U.S. 78/Athens 

Road 
Non-Fatal Injury Crash Pedestrian 

5 2010 
Elberton Road between Loyd Smith 

Road and Tiller Bridges Road 
Non-Fatal Injury Crash Bicycle 

6 2010 
Comer Road close to Gholston Church 

Road 
Non-Fatal Injury Crash Bicycle 

7 2010 
U.S. 78/Athens Road between Amber 

Lane and Heather Lane 
Fatal Crash Pedestrian 

8 2011 
Centerville Road between Wesley 

Chapel Road and Arnold Caldwell Road 
Non-Fatal Injury Crash Bicycle 

Source: GDOT Crash Database 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
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 

TABLE 4-11: NEGRC REGIONAL BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS  

Location Corridor Name 
Recommended         

Facility Type 
Length (miles) 

Oglethorpe County SR 22 Paved Shoulder 12.80 

Crawford-Lexington U.S. 78 Bike Lane 4.31 

Madison-Elbert-Oglethorpe Broad River Greenway 27.23 

Clarke-Oglethorpe-Greene Firefly Trail Rail-Trail 39.31 

Clarke-Oconee-Oglethorpe-Greene Oconee River Greenway 22.46 

Source: NEGRC – Northeast Georgia Plan for Bicycling and Walking, 2010. 
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5 P U B L I C  A N D  S T A K E H O L D E R  

IN V O L V E M E N T  

5.1  ST U D Y  A D V I S O R Y  C O M M I T T E E  

TABLE 5-1: STUDY ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERS 

Name Title Organization/Agency 

Billy Pittard Commissioner Oglethorpe County 

Josh Hawkins Director of Planning and Zoning Oglethorpe County 

Renee Gardner 
Director of Senior Citizens 
Center 

Oglethorpe County 

Jim Dove Executive Director 
Northeast Georgia Regional 
Commission 

Jimmy Coile Mayor City of Crawford 

Bill Winkle Mayor City of Maxeys 

David Montgomery Mayor City of Lexington 

Larry McFalls Mayor City of Arnoldsville 

Randy Yeargin Chairman Board of Education 

Phillip Todd Director School Transportation 

Cary Fordyce President Chamber of Commerce 

Doy Johnson General Manager 
Elberton Granite Association 
(Major Employer) 
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Name Title Organization/Agency 

Bobby Miller General Manager 
Greater Georgia Printers (Major 
Employer) 

Todd Boyd General Manager J&J Chemical (Major Employer) 

Melanee McGee Director Oglethorpe Children's Academy 

Tracy Graham General Manager Georgia Forestry Commission 

Danny Sanders General Manager 
Oglethorpe Feed and Farm 
Supply 

Wendy Ryan Director Emergency Medical Services 

Douglas Spencer President Fire Association 

Stephen Hooper Director 
Emergency Management 
Agency 

Sherry McDuffie Transportation Planner Athens-Clarke County 

Vonda Everett 
Planning & Programming 
Engineer 

GDOT, District 2 Office 

Mike Smith Sheriff Oglethorpe County 

Chris Wright Patrol Officer Georgia State Patrol 

TABLE 5-2: STUDY ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETINGS 

Purpose Location Date / Time 

Meeting #1 Historic Crawford Depot April 16, 2013 / 2:00 PM 

Meeting #2 Historic Crawford Depot October 15, 2013 / 10:30 AM 

Meeting #3 Historic Crawford Depot February 18, 2014 / 10:30 AM 
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5.2  P U B L I C  SU R V E Y S  

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy


 Georgia Department of Transportation | Page 5-4 

5.3  P U B L I C  A N D  ST A K E H O L D E R  I N P U T  

TABLE 5-3: PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER INPUT 

Transportation and Growth 

 Need recommendations on the best way to preserve the existing transportation network; need to 
focus on growth areas and preservation of rural areas. 

 Desire for concentrating growth in dense areas and maintaining rural areas.  

 Project priorities should be prepared and evaluated, so the project with highest priorities can be ready 
for implementation as funding becomes available.  

 Consider schools and emergency service areas as growth hubs. 

Transportation Improvement Priorities 

The following lists the transportation improvement priorities identified and their associated percent of 
respondents who agreed:   

 

 Improve roadway safety (51%). 

 Add or coordinate traffic signals, turn lanes, and other features to improve traffic flow (44%). 

 Provide transportation services for the elderly, disabled, and/or the general public (39%). 

 Enhance the operations and maintenance of the current transportation system (27%). 

 Relieve traffic congestion (24%). 

 Enhance bicycle and pedestrian amenities (20%). 

 Address truck travel (14%). 

 Improve connectivity (14%). 

Roadway Operations and Safety 

 

 Widening of U.S. 78 was the #1 project in the Transportation Investment Act of 2010 (TIA) list for the 
County connecting Lexington/Crawford west to Athens. 

 Need for widening/passing lanes near Crawford coming to and from Athens. 

 Need to review speed limits in town; the speed limit drops dramatically in small intervals and it will be 
beneficial to have better signage and advance warning; consider extending reduced speed limit signs 
further out. 

 Congestion due to slow moving traffic and large trucks is a constant commute problem.   

Intersection Operations and Safety 

 

 Need operational improvements at the SR 22 (Comer Road) / U.S. 78 intersection; there is a safety 
concern and it is difficult to enter highway. 

 Need operational improvements at other U.S. 78 intersections: Buddy Faust Road; Bunker Hill Road; 
Hutchins Road; Wolfskin Road; and Cherokee Corner. 

 Need operational improvements at SR 22 and Buddy Faust Road. 

 The intersection at Arnoldsville Road and Yancey Road should be squared off. 
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Bicycle and Pedestrian 

 

 Support was expressed for bicycle and pedestrian options in growth areas, such as in the Crawford 
civic areas and around schools and parks (Bryan Park, specifically). 

 Preserve accessibility to schools and businesses in Lexington and Crawford. 

 Sidewalks, crosswalks, and pedestrian lights are needed in concentrated population areas.  

 Concern was expressed that the Firefly Trail is inconsistent with the community’s desires and local 
culture; the Trail’s proximity to private property was also expressed as a concern.  

 Recreational bicyclers create dangerous travel conditions, particularly when they occupy a full travel 
lane; need to improve the safety for the common areas for recreational riders along Wolfskin Road, 
Hargrove Lake Road, Winterville Road and Sandy Cross Road. 

Public Transportation 

 

 There is an increase in the senior population; consider public transportation options for seniors and 
students; seniors may require relocation closer to Athens if there are no mobility options as they age 
and cannot drive (consider centrally located hub).  

 A park and ride facility in Oglethorpe County would be nice to provide service from Crawford to 
Athens. 
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 6 G O A L S  A N D  OB J E C T I V E S  

6.1  N A T I O N A L  G O A L S  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.2  ST A T E  G O A L S  

 
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 

 

 

6.3  L O C A L  GO A L S  

6 .4  G O A L S  A N D  O B J E C T I V E S  O F  TH I S  PL A N  



 Georgia Department of Transportation | Page 6-3 



 Georgia Department of Transportation | Page 7-1 

 7  IM P R O V E M E N T  NE E D S  

7.1  RO A D W A Y  NE E D S  

 

 

 

 

 

o 

 
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o 

 

 

 

 

 
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o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
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FIGURE 7-1: RECOMMENDED ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS 

7.2  I N T E R S E C T I O N  I M P R O V E M E N T S  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
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 

 

 

 

 

 

FIGURE 7-2: RECOMMENDED INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS 

7.3  B R I D G E  N E E D S   

 

 

 

 
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 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FIGURE 7-3: RECOMMENDED BRIDGES FOR IMPROVEMENTS 
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7.4  B I C Y C L E  A N D  P E D E S T R I A N  N E E D S  A N D  RE C O M M E N D A T I O N S  

FIGURE 7-4: NEGRC REGIONAL BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PLAN 

Source:  NEGRC – Northeast Georgia Plan for Bicycling and Walking, 2010. 

 

 

 

 

 
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 

 

o 

o 

o 

 

o 

 

o 

 

 

 

 

 
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 

o 

o 

 

o 

o 

o 

o 

7.5  TR A N S I T  N E E D S  A N D  P O T E N T I A L  RE C O M M E N D A T I O N S  

http://www.walkinginfo.org/pedsafe/
http://www.walkinginfo.org/library/details.cfm?id=229
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TABLE 7-1: OGLETHORPE COUNTY POPULATION 2010 AND PROJECTIONS FOR 2020 

Demographics 

2010 2020 
Percentage Change 

(2010 to 2020) 
Count % Count % 

Total Population 14,899 100% 16,708 100% 12% 

Persons age 0 to 4 
years 

877 6% 790 5% -9% 

Persons age 5 to 
17 years 

2,678 18% 3,062 18% 14% 

Persons age 18 to 
64 years 

9,230 62% 9,767 58.5% 6% 

Persons age 65 
and Over 

2,114 14% 3,089 18.5% 46% 

Source:  U.S. Census and Governor's Office of Planning and Budget, 2012 Series 
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 

 

http://www.gacommuteoptions.com/
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7.6  F R E I G H T  A N D  RA I L   

 

 

o 

o 
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o 

o 

o 

 
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 8 P R O J E C T  P R I O R I T I Z A T I O N  

8.1  E S T I M A T E D  CO S T S  
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8.2  P R O J E C T  P R I O R I T I Z A T I O N  O V E R V I E W  

8 .3  RO A D W A Y  C A P A C I T Y  A N D  O P E R A T I O N  P R O J E C T  P R I O R I T I Z A T I O N  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 Georgia Department of Transportation | Page 8-3 

TABLE 8-1: ROADWAY PROJECT QUALITATIVE PRIORITIZATION CRITERIA 

Roadway Project Qualitative Prioritization Criteria Possible Points 

System Preservation 

Does the project build on or maximize the use of existing transportation 

infrastructure? 

No 

Yes 

0 

10 

Corridor Type 

What is the corridor type and in what level it provides regional connectivity 

and system reliability?  

Local 

State Route 

U.S. Route 

0 

5 

10 

Connectivity 

Does the proposed project improve access between activity centers or link 

existing or proposed projects or provide regional connectivity? 

No 

Yes 

0 

5 

Protection of Downtown 

Does the proposed project enhance the roadway safety and operations in 

downtown areas? 

No 

Yes 

0 

5 

Project Readiness Level 

Which proposed phase or mile stone is the project in? Does the project 

acquire additional right-of-way (ROW)? Is the project relatively low cost and 

easy to implement? 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

0 

5 

10 

Support of Comprehensive Planning Efforts 

Does the proposed project preserve/ enhance the character of existing 

communities and stimulate economic growth in the County? 

No 

Yes 

0 

5 

Transportation Land Use Linkage 

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

the area? 

No 

Yes 

0 

5 

TOTAL POSSIBLE POINTS 50 
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 

- 

 

- 

 

- 

TABLE 8-2: ROADWAY PROJECT QUANTITATIVE PRIORITIZATION CRITERIA 

Roadway Prioritization Criteria Possible Points 

Volume to Capacity Ratio 

0.00 - 0.249 

0.250 - 0.399 

0.400 - 0.499 

0.500 - 0.599 

0.600 - 0.699 

0.700 - 0.799 

0.800 - 0.899 

0.900 - 0.999 

> 1 
 

 

4 

8 

12 

16 

20 

24 

28 

32 

36 
 

Ratio of Corridor Crash Rate to Statewide Crash Rate 

0.01 - 0.49 

0.50 - 0.99 

1.00 - 1.49 

1.5 - 1.99 

> 2 

 

1 

2 

4 

6 

8 

Number of Fatalities 

1 

2 or more 
2 

6 

TOTAL POSSIBLE POINTS 50 
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TABLE 8-3: ROADWAY CAPACITY IMPROVEMENT PRIORITIZATION SCORES 
ID
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TABLE 8-4: ROADWAY OPERATIONAL IMPROVEMENT PRIORITIZATION SCORES 
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U.S. 78 

– Passing Lane 
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O-2 

SR 77/S Main 

Street - 

Shoulder 

upgrade 

10 5 5 5 10 0 5 40 4 1 0 5 45 

O-3 

SR 77/Union 

Point Street - 

Shoulder 

upgrade 

10 10 5 5 10 0 5 45 4 1 0 5 50 

O-4 

U.S. 78 – 

Access 

Management 

10 10 5 5 5 5 5 45 24 6 2 32 77 

O-5 
SR 22 – Access 

Management 
10 5 5 5 5 5 5 40 8 6 6 20 60 

O-6 
SR 77 – Access 

Management 
10 5 5 5 5 5 5 40 4 2 2 8 48 
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8.4  I N T E R S E C T I O N  P R I O R I T I Z A T I O N  

 

 

 

 

TABLE 8-5: INTERSECTION PRIORITIZATION CRITERIA 

Intersection Prioritization Criteria Possible Points 

Crashes 

How many crashes occurred at the intersection between 2007 and 2011? 

> 8 = 20 

5 - 8 = 12 

<5 = 6 

Fatality 

Did a fatality occur at the intersection?  
Yes = 20 

No = 0 

AADT 

What is the Average AADT at the intersection? 

> 5,000 = 30 

5,000 - 3,000 = 24 

3,000 - 1,000 = 15 

< 1,000 = 0 

Currently Identified Improvement 

Is the intersection currently identified by GDOT/County? 
Yes = 30 

No = 0 

Total Possible Points 100 
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TABLE 8-6: INTERSECTION PRIORITIZATION 

ID Location Rank 
Total 

Crashes 
(07-11) 

Fatality 
Crashes 

2010 AADT 
GDOT/County 

Identified 
Total Score 

I-1 
U.S. 78/Athens Rd at SR 
22/Comer Rd 

1 12 0 8,790 Yes 80 

I-13 
U.S. 78/Athens Rd at Buddy 
Faust Rd 

1 14 0 8790 Yes 80 

I-14 
U.S. 78/Athens Rd at Broad 
St 

1 9 0 8,740 Yes 80 

I-10 
U.S. 78/Athens Rd at Bunker 
Hill Rd 

4 6 0 8,740 Yes 72 

I-9 Yancey Rd at Arnoldsville Rd 5 12 0 1,910 Yes 65 

I-25 
Hargrove Lake Rd at 
Arnoldsville Rd 

6 5 0 3,590 Yes 60 

I-23 SR 22 at Buddy Faust Rd 7 2 0 1,360 Yes 51 

I-24 
Hargrove Lake Rd at 
Crawford Smithonia Rd 

7 2 0 1,530 Yes 51 

I-26 
Beaverdam Rd at Smithonia 
Rd 

7 2 0 2,210 Yes 51 

I-3 
U.S. 78/Athens Rd at 
Smokey Rd 

10 8 0 9,080 No 50 

I-5 
U.S. 78/Athens Rd at North 
St 

10 12 0 8,740 No 50 

I-6 
U.S. 78/Athens Rd at N 
Woodlawn Dr 

10 11 0 8,740 No 50 

I-28 
SR 22/ Comer Rd at Collier 
Church Rd 

13 6 2 1,800 No 47 

I-2 U.S. 78/Atlanta St at SR 77 14 8 0 4,580 No 44 

I-4 Main St at Wolfskin Rd 15 7 0 9,080 No 42 

I-8 
Sandy Cross Rd at Lexington 
Carlton Rd 

15 6 0 890 Yes 42 

I-12 
U.S. 78/Athens Rd at 
Oglethorpe Dr 

15 6 0 8,790 No 42 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
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 

 

8.5  B R I D G E  A N D  F O R D  P R I O R I T I Z A T I O N  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
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TABLE 8-7: FORD IMPROVEMENT PRIORITIZATION CRITERIA 

Ford Improvement Prioritization Criteria Possible Points 

Roadway Functional Classification 

 What is functional classification of the roadway at which the ford 

locates? 

Local Road 

Rural Minor Collector 

5 

10 

Connectivity 

Does the roadway at which the ford locates connect state routes or 

minor connectors? 

Local Road 

Rural Minor Collector 

State Route 

0 

10 

20 

Projected Residential Growth Area 

Is the roadway which the ford locates within the projected residential 

growth area? 

No 

Yes 

0 

10 

Projected Commercial/Employment Growth Area 

Is the roadway which the ford locates within the projected 

commercial/employment growth area? 

No 

Yes 

0 

10 

County input and priority 

Is the ford currently identified by County as a priority? 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

0 

15 

50 

Total Possible Points                                          100 
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TABLE 8-8: FORD IMPROVEMENT PRIORITIZATION 

ID Location Rank 
Roadway 

Functional 
Classification 

Connect To 

Within 
Projected 

Residential 
Growth Area 

Within 
Commercial/ 

Projected 
Employment 
Growth Area 

County 
Priority 

Total 
Score 

F-1 
Faust Farm 

Road 
2 Local Road 

SR 77/Union 
Point Road 

Y N High 85 

F-2 
Bear Mill 

Road 
6 Local Road 

SR 77/Union 
Point Road 

N Y Moderate 50 

F-3 
Arnolds Mill 

Road 
12 Local Road Local Roads N N Low 5 

F-4 Glenn Road 9 Local Road Local Roads N N Moderate 20 

F-5 
Arnold 

Caldwell 
Road 

10 Local Road 

Centerville 
Road (Rural 

Minor 
Collector) 

N N Low 15 

F-6 Smith Road 5 Local Road Local Roads N N High 55 

F-7 
New Hope 

Vesta Road 
7 

Rural Minor 
Collector 

SR 
77/Elberton 

Road 
N N Moderate 45 

F-8 
Buffalo Mill 

Road 
4 

Local 
Road 

Stevens 
Grove Church 

Road 
N N High 59 

F-9 
Allgood 

Road 
10 

Local 
Road 

Veribest Road N N Low 9 

F-10 
Thaxton 

Road 
3 

Local 
Road 

SR 
22/Crawfordv

ille Road 
N N High 75 

F-11 Cook Road 8 
Local 
Road 

Veribest Road N N Moderate 24 

 F-12 
N Upson 
Street 

1 
Local 
Road 

SR 22/Comer 
Road and U.S. 

78/Athens 
Road 

Y N High 85 

 

 

 

 

 

 
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8.6  B I C Y C L E  A N D  P E D E S T R I A N  P R O J E C T  PR I O R I T I Z A T I O N  

TABLE 8-9: BIKE AND PEDESTRIAN IMPROVEMENT PRIORITIZATION CRITERIA 

Project Prioritization Criteria Possible Points 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Deficiency Factors 

Bicycle/Pedestrian Crashes 

Have there been bicycle or pedestrian crashes at this 

location along this corridor, how many, and what 

severity? 

3 
No more than one crash along this corridor (but 

not the project location) in past 3 years 

6 
No more than one crash at the project location 

within last 3 years 

9 
2 or more crashes on the corridor, but not at 

the project location in the past 3 years 

13 
2 or more crashes at the project location in the 

past 3 years 

15 

1 or more injuries or fatalities at the project 

location or along the corridor in the past 3 

years 

Existing Facilities 

Is this project replacing an existing facility or do none 

currently exist? 

 

3 If purely a cosmetic upgrade of existing facility 

6 Existing bike/ped facilities but in poor condition 

9 
Existing bike/ped facilities but many gaps or 

discontinuous 

12 No facilities currently on one side of road 

15 
No facilities currently exist on either side of the 

road, or no street crossing facilities 

Traffic Factors 

Does the project location have high motor vehicle 

speeds, high traffic volumes, multiple lanes to cross, 

or complicated intersections? Some roads due to 

their traffic and design 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. 

3 
Project location is on a quiet, 2-lane residential 

street with low speeds and low traffic volumes 

9 

Project location is on a street with moderate 

traffic volumes and speeds, no more than 3 

lanes 

of traffic (not including on-street parking) 

15 

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 

3-15 

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

demand and 5 being the highest demand for 

bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
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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 1/2 mile radius of schools, parks, 

libraries or community facilities (such as senior 

center, YMCA, community health clinic, etc.). 

0, 9, or 

15 

0 = No 

9 = Partially 

15 = Yes 

Connectivity 

Does the proposed project provide a direct 

connection to: 

 Major employment or activity centers 
 Downtown Commercial Business Districts 
 Existing or proposed transportation projects or 

major real estate developments 
 Other modes of transportation (such as public 

transit or a shared path access point) 
 Does the project close a gap in a sidewalk or bike 

facility? 

0 - 15 

0 = No connectivity 

On a scale of 1-to-15, with 1 providing very 

little connectivity and 15 providing the 

greatest connectivity to multiple 

destinations 

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.)? 

0 or 10 
0 = No 

10 = Yes 

TOTAL POSSIBLE POINTS 100 
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TABLE 8-10: BIKE AND PEDESTRIAN IMPROVEMENT PRIORITIZATION  

ID Location 
Type of 

Improvement 

P
ro

je
c
t 

L
e

n
g

th
 (

in
 m

il
e

s)
 

C
ra

sh
e

s 
(3

-1
5

) 

E
x
is

ti
n

g
 F

a
c
il
it

ie
s 

(3
, 9

 o
r 

15
) 

T
ra

ff
ic

 F
a

c
to

rs
 (

3
, 9

 o
r 

15
) 

N
e

e
d

 (
3

-1
5

) 

P
ri

o
ri

ty
 A

re
a

 (
0

, 9
, 
o

r 
15

) 

C
o

n
n

e
c
ti

v
it

y
 (

0
 –

 1
5

) 

P
re

v
io

u
sl

y
 I

d
e

n
ti

fi
e

d
 (

0
 o

r 
10

) 

S
c
o

re
 (

P
o

ss
ib

le
 p

ts
 =

 1
0

0
) 

P-1 
U.S. 78 in Crawford From 

Oglethorpe Builders Supply 
to East Elbert 

Sidewalks on 
both sides 

0.5 6 15 15 12 15 15 0 78 

P-2 
North Street in Crawford 
from US 78 to Bryan Park 

Sidewalks on east 
side 

0.5 6 15 9 12 15 15 0 72 

P-3 
US 78/North Street 

Intersection in Crawford 
Pedestrian 

Signals 
N/A 6 15 15 15 15 15 0 81 

P-4 
Pedestrian Crosswalk at 

Depot in Crawford 
Restripe N/A 3 6 15 15 15 15 3 79 

P-5 
U.S. 78 in Lexington from 

Library to Fred's 
Sidewalk on 
north side 

0.6 3 15 15 15 15 15 0 78 

B-1 SR 22 in Oglethorpe Co. Paved Shoulder 12.8 6 15 9 9 9 3 3 61 

B-2 
US 78 from Crawford to 

Lexington 
Bike Lane 4.3 6 15 15 12 15 15 3 88 

B-3 

Broad River Madison-Elbert-
Oglethorpe from Clarke 

County Line to Elbert 
County Line 

Greenway 27.2 3 15 3 3 0 3 3 37 

B-4 

Clarke-Oglethorpe-Greene 
Firefly Trail from Clarke 
County Line to Greene 

County Line 

Rail-Trail 39.3 3 15 3 3 9 6 3 49 

B-5 

Oconee River Clarke-
Oconee-Oglethorpe-Greene 
from Clarke County Line to 

Greene County Line 

Greenway 22.5 3 15 3 3 0 3 3 37 

 

 

 

 

 
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8.7  SU M M A R Y  O F  RE C O M M E N D E D  IM P R O V E M E N T S  



Oglethorpe County Multi-Modal Transportation Plan Table 8-11:  Prioritized Recommended Improvements

FromFromFromFrom ToToToTo

C-1 (PI # 132660-) U.S. 78 CR26 / Smokey Road CR166 / Whit Davis Road
2-lane highway with one passing 
lane in some segments 4-lane highway 3.47 miles GDOT/Analysis Roadway Widening Capacity Deficiency  $             34,203,100 71

C-2 (PI # 231910-) U.S. 78 Smokey Road East of Oneal Rd None Bypass

7.4 miles Southern Bypass aligment. 
Northern alignment (4.2 mile) warrants 
further study. GDOT/Analysis New Bypass

Capacity Deficiency & 
Protection of Downtown  $            44,342,000 50

Sub-Total  $           78,545,100  $           78,545,100  $           78,545,100  $           78,545,100 

O-4 U.S. 78 County Boundary County Boundary
2-lane undived rural principal 
arterial Maintain access management standards 18.5 miles Analysis

Operational 
Improvements Operational & Safety Issues  $                 370,000 77

O-5 SR 22 County Boundary County Boundary 2-lane rural major collector Maintain access management standards 25.7 miles Analysis Improvements Operational & Safety Issues  $                  514,000 60

O-1 (PI # 222460-)* U.S. 78 
East of Stevens Grove Church 
Road

East of Beaver Dam Road 
(Wilkes County)

2-lane undivided rural principal 
arterial Passing lane pair 12.6 miles GDOT/Analysis

Operational 
Improvements Operational & Safety Issues  $               9,189,400 50

O-3 SR 77/Union Point Street West of Boggs Street
U.S. 78/Atlanta Street in 
Lexington

2-lane rural minor arterial with 1' 
paved shoulder Upgrade shoulders 0.2 miles Analysis

Operational 
Improvements Operational & Safety Issues  $                    27,000 50

O-6 SR 77 County Boundary County Boundary 2-lane rural minor arterial Maintain access management standards 32.7 miles Analysis Improvements Operational & Safety Issues  $                 654,000 48

O-2 SR 77/S Main Street South of Hill Street
South of Church Street in 
Maxeys

2-lane rural minor arterial without 
identifiable shoulder Upgrade shoulders 0.3 miles Analysis

Operational 
Improvements Operational & Safety Issues  $                   45,000 45

Sub-Total  $           10,799,400  $           10,799,400  $           10,799,400  $           10,799,400 

I-1 U.S. 78 / Athens Road At SR 22 / Comer Road One-way stop controlled Further study (Potential improvements identified) 12 crashes (07-11) Comments/Analysis Improvements Operational & Safety Issues  $                 270,000 80

I-13 U.S. 78 / Athens Road At Buddy Faust Road One-way stop controlled Further study (Potential improvements identified) 14 crashes (07-11) Comments/Analysis Improvements Operational & Safety Issues  $                 270,000 80

I-14 U.S. 78 / Athens Road At Broad Street Two-way stop controlled Further study (Potential improvements identified) 9 crashes (07-11) Comments/Analysis Improvements Operational & Safety Issues  $                 270,000 80

I-10 U.S. 78 / Athens Road At Bunker Hill Road Two-way stop controlled Further study (Potential improvements identified) 6 crashes (07-11) Comments/Analysis Improvements Operational & Safety Issues  $                 270,000 72

I-9 Yancey Road At Arnoldsville Road Two-way stop controlled Further study (Potential improvements identified) 12 crashes (07-11) Comments/Analysis Improvements Operational & Safety Issues  $                 270,000 65

I-23 SR 22 / Comer Road At Buddy Faust Road One-way stop controlled Further study (Potential improvements identified) 2 crashes (07-11) Comments/Analysis Improvements Operational & Safety Issues  $                 270,000 51

I-24 Hargrove Lake Road At Crawford Smithonia Road One-way stop controlled Further study (Potential improvements identified) 2 crashes (07-11) Comments/Analysis Improvements Operational & Safety Issues  $                 270,000 51

I-5 U.S. 78 / Athens Road At North Street Signalized Further study (Potential improvements identified) 11 crashes (07-11) Comments/Analysis Improvements Operational & Safety Issues  $                 270,000 50

I-28 SR 22 / Comer Road At Collier Church Road Two-way stop controlled Further study (Potential improvements identified) 11) Comments/Analysis Improvements Operational & Safety Issues  $                 270,000 47

Sub-Total  $       2,430,000.00  $       2,430,000.00  $       2,430,000.00  $       2,430,000.00 

B-1 Waston Mill Road Over South Fork Broad River 4,480 sq ft of deck 4 sufficiency rating Analysis Upgrade Bridge Maintenance  $                 493,000 96

B-2 Saxton-Mattox Road Over Long Creek 645 sq ft of deck 13 sufficiency rating Analysis Upgrade Bridge Maintenance  $                      71,100 87

B-3 Duck Pond Road Over Dry Fork Creek 365 sq ft of deck 26 sufficiency rating Analysis Upgrade Bridge Maintenance  $                   40,300 74

B-4 Smithonia Road Over Beaverdam Creek 3,365 sq ft of deck 50 sufficiency rating Analysis Upgrade Bridge Maintenance  $                  370,300 50

B-5 Levington-Garlston Road Over South Fork Broad River 10,560 sq ft of deck 51 sufficiency rating Analysis Upgrade Bridge Maintenance  $                 1,161,700 49

B-6 Crawford-Smithonia Road Over Big Clouds Creek 3,000 sq ft of deck 55 sufficiency rating Analysis Upgrade Bridge Maintenance  $                  330,100 45

B-7 Godfrey Road Over Big Creek 4,095 sq ft of deck 62 sufficiency rating Analysis Upgrade Bridge Maintenance  $                 450,500 38

B-8 Arnold Caldwell Road Over Long Creek 5,360 sq ft of deck 63 sufficiency rating Analysis Upgrade Bridge Maintenance  $                 589,700 37

B-9 Crawford-Smithonia Over Hawks Creek 970 sq ft of deck 65 sufficiency rating Analysis Upgrade Bridge Maintenance  $                  106,800 35

B-10 SR 77 Over Broad River 12,606 sq ft of deck 74 sufficiency rating Analysis Upgrade Bridge Maintenance  $               1,386,700 26

B-11 Wilson Road Over Big Creek 2,006 sq ft of deck 74 sufficiency rating Analysis Upgrade Bridge Maintenance  $                  220,700 26

B-12 Saxton-Mattox Road Over Goosepond Creek 480 sq ft of deck 76 sufficiency rating Analysis Upgrade Bridge Maintenance  $                    52,800 24

B-13 Road Over Big Clouds Creek 4,352 sq ft of deck 77 sufficiency rating Analysis Upgrade Bridge Maintenance  $                 478,800 23

B-14 U.S. 78 / SR 10 Over Moss Creek 694 sq ft of deck 79 sufficiency rating Analysis Upgrade Bridge Maintenance  $                    76,400 21

Sub-Total  $            5,828,900  $            5,828,900  $            5,828,900  $            5,828,900 

B-2 U.S. 78 Crawford Lexington No bike lanes Add bike lanes 3.2 miles Analysis Expand Bike Lanes Bike/Ped Facilities  $              3,200,000 88

P-3 U.S. 78 @ North Street No pedestrian signals Install pedestrian signals 0.0 miles Analysis Install Signals Bike/Ped Facilities  $                      7,000 81

P-4 Depot No crosswalk strip Crosswalk restriping 0.0 miles Analysis Upgrade Crossing Bike/Ped Facilities  $                       1,500 79

P-1 U.S. 78 Oglethorpe Builders Supply East Elbert No sidewalk Add sidewalks on both sides 0.5 miles Analysis Expand Sidewalks Bike/Ped Facilities  $                 520,000 78

P-5 U.S. 78 Library Fred’s in Lexington No sidewalk on the north side Add sidewalks on the north side 0.6 miles Analysis Expand Sidewalks Bike/Ped Facilities  $                   312,000 78

Sub-Total  $            4,040,500  $            4,040,500  $            4,040,500  $            4,040,500 

Total  $         101,643,900  $         101,643,900  $         101,643,900  $         101,643,900 2. Intersection costs assume a placeholder cost of $270,000 where further study is required.

3. Cost estimates are in current year dollars (uninflated dollars).

4. Cost estimates are planning-level, based on best available data and assumptions.

* Estimated cost is for the full length of the passing lane project, which includes 7.37 miles in Wilkes County.

CAPACITY IMPROVEMENTS AND NEW ROADWAYS CAPACITY IMPROVEMENTS AND NEW ROADWAYS CAPACITY IMPROVEMENTS AND NEW ROADWAYS CAPACITY IMPROVEMENTS AND NEW ROADWAYS with Anticipated Benefits of Increased Capacity and Improved Safety

OPERATIONAL IMPORVEMENTS OPERATIONAL IMPORVEMENTS OPERATIONAL IMPORVEMENTS OPERATIONAL IMPORVEMENTS with Anticipated Benefits of Improved Capacity and Safety

INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS with Anticipated Benefits of Improved Capacity and Safety

BRIDGE IMPORVEMENTS BRIDGE IMPORVEMENTS BRIDGE IMPORVEMENTS BRIDGE IMPORVEMENTS with Anticipated Benefits of Improved Safety and Operations

BIKE/PED IMPORVMENETS BIKE/PED IMPORVMENETS BIKE/PED IMPORVMENETS BIKE/PED IMPORVMENETS with Anticipated Benefits of Enhanced Multi-Modal System

1. Operational and intersection improvements recommendations are planning level and require further study for specific solutions and refined costs.

In Crawford

In Crawford

Project Ref. No.Project Ref. No.Project Ref. No.Project Ref. No. FacilityFacilityFacilityFacility

Segment LimitsSegment LimitsSegment LimitsSegment Limits

Existing ConfigurationExisting ConfigurationExisting ConfigurationExisting Configuration Improved ConfigurationImproved ConfigurationImproved ConfigurationImproved Configuration Notes/CommentsNotes/CommentsNotes/CommentsNotes/Comments SourceSourceSourceSource Improvement TypeImprovement TypeImprovement TypeImprovement Type NeedNeedNeedNeed Estimated CostEstimated CostEstimated CostEstimated Cost
Prioritization Prioritization Prioritization Prioritization 

ScoreScoreScoreScore
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 9  F U N D I N G  A N D  IM P L E M E N T A T I O N   

9.1  F U N D I N G  SO U R C E S  

 

 
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9.2  H I S T O R I C A L  F U N D I N G  L E V E L   

 

 

 

 
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 

 

 

 
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 
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TABLE 9-1: UNMATCHED LMIG FUNDS ALLOCATIONS (2011 - 2014) 

Jurisdiction 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Unincorporated 
Oglethorpe County 

$309,104 $321,186 $388,635 $425,282 

Arnoldsville $1,994 $5,619 $5,942 $6,116 

Crawford $5,040 $7,199 $8,307 $8,933 

Lexington $2,366 $2,916 $3,399 $3,586 

Maxeys $2,180 $4,798 $5,630 $6,647 

Total $320,684 $341,718 $411,913 $450,564 

                  Source: Georgia Department of Transportation 

9.3  F U T U R E  TR A N S P O R T A T I O N  F U N D I N G  NE E D S  

9 .4  E F F E C T I V E  US E  O F  TH E  P L A N  
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1 .  INTRODUCTIONS  

The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT), in conjunction with Oglethorpe County, is 

developing a Multi-modal Transportation Plan to serve the County through the planning horizon 

year of 2040. Since there is no travel demand model at the county level for Oglethorpe County, a 

travel demand model was developed as part of this planning process to represent the transportation 

network of the study area and to assist with analysis of future operation conditions.  

The primary objectives of the Oglethorpe County Travel Demand Model (TDM) are to replicate 

current travel demands and predict the travel demands in the 2040 horizon year. The development 

process was performed following the GDOT General Summary of Travel Demand Model 

Development Procedures for Consultants, MPOs and Modelers (“GDOT Procedures”) that was 

prepared in December 2012. The Oglethorpe County TDM was developed by expanding the current 

Athens MPO TDM based on the observations that Athens MPO area is the major trip destination for 

the County residents. The process of the development of the Oglethorpe TDM Traffic Analysis Zone 

(TAZ) and network were documented in the “Travel Demand Model TAZ and Network 

Development Technical Memo”, prepared in March 2013. The TAZ and network were reviewed and 

approved by GDOT and Oglethorpe County. Assumptions in Athens MPO TDM scripts were 

applied to the Oglethorpe County initially and then calibration efforts were conducted to ensure the 

model replicates the current transportation conditions in Oglethorpe County. 

The following technical memorandum summarizes the base year (2010) model assignment 

calibration using the approved TAZ, network and revised Athens TDM scripts. The calibration 

efforts were measured by a variety of statistics, including system-wide vehicle miles of travel (VMT), 

VMT by functional class, system-wide percent root mean square error (%RMSE), %RMSE by volume 

groups, 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.   

2.   L INK VOLUME PERCENT DEVIATION  

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 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 1 shows the deviation between the 2010 base year volumes assigned by the model and 2010 

observed traffic counts for the study area.  Maximum desired deviation range is represented by the 
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red and green sloping curves in Figure 1.  In the Oglethorpe County model, the following equation 

provided by GDOT was used to estimate the Maximum Desirable Deviation for individual links: 

4361.0

10000
*262.38Deviation % Desirable Maximum

−

−









=

WayTwo

links

AADT
 

Figure 1 indicates that most of the link-level model deviation points are concentrated between 

maximum desirable deviation positive line (in red) and maximum desirable deviation negative line 

(in green).  The following conclusions can be drawn from the graph: 

• All of the model highway links were assigned volumes which were in reasonable 

agreement with traffic counts; and, 

• Observed traffic counts for most of the highway links were under 12,000 per day.  
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3.  COEFFIC IENT OF  DETERMINATION AND SCATTER PLOT  

The coefficient of determination (R2) 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 Oglethorpe County model achieves a system-wide R2 equal to 0.9688, 

which is greater than the model validation target (R2 = 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 2, helps identify outliers.  

As indicated in the figure, all modeled volumes are within +/- 2,000 of the corresponding traffic 

counts.   
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4.  PERCENT ROOT MEAN SQUARE ERROR  

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: 

 

 100
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where, 

Vi =  model volume at link i; 

Ci =  traffic count at link i; and 

N =  number of count stations.  

 

The Oglethorpe County model achieved an overall RMSE of 22%, which is lower than the GDOT 

target of 30%.  Low RMSEs were also observed for links by volume groups, as shown in Table 1. 

TABLE1TABLE1TABLE1TABLE1     PPPP E R C E N T  E R C E N T  E R C E N T  E R C E N T  RRRR O O T  O O T  O O T  O O T  MMMM E A N  E A N  E A N  E A N  SSSS Q U A R E  Q U A R E  Q U A R E  Q U A R E  EEEE R R O R  R R O R  R R O R  R R O R  (R MSE(R MSE(R MSE(R MSE     % )% )% )% )     SSSS T A T I S T I C ST A T I S T I C ST A T I S T I C ST A T I S T I C S     

AADT Volume GroupAADT Volume GroupAADT Volume GroupAADT Volume Group    Oglethorpe County Oglethorpe County Oglethorpe County Oglethorpe County 

ModelModelModelModel    

GDOT Target GDOT Target GDOT Target GDOT Target 

RangeRangeRangeRange    

0 – 5000 24% < 100% 

5,001 – 10,000 18% < 75% 

10,001 – 15,000 6% < 50% 

TotalTotalTotalTotal    24242424%%%%    < 30%< 30%< 30%< 30%    

 

5.  VEHICLE M ILES OF  TRAVEL (VMT) 

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 2 shows VMT statistics aggregated by functional classification for both modeled VMT and 

actual VMT for Oglethorpe County in 2010.  The 2010 observed VMT values were obtained from 

GDOT’s Report 445 for 2010.  As shown in the Table 2, the modeled VMT values as well as the 

modeled VMT distribution values are very close to the observed values in Oglethorpe County. 
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TABLE2TABLE2TABLE2TABLE2     MMMM O D E L E D  O D E L E D  O D E L E D  O D E L E D  VM TVM TVM TVM T     B Y  B Y  B Y  B Y  RRRR O A D  O A D  O A D  O A D  FFFF U N C T I O N A L  U N C T I O N A L  U N C T I O N A L  U N C T I O N A L  CCCC L A S S I F I C A T I O NL A S S I F I C A T I O NL A S S I F I C A T I O NL A S S I F I C A T I O N     

Function Function Function Function 

ClassificationClassificationClassificationClassification    
VMT (in VMT (in VMT (in VMT (in thousands)thousands)thousands)thousands)    

VMT Distribution VMT Distribution VMT Distribution VMT Distribution                                             

(% of Total)(% of Total)(% of Total)(% of Total)    

ObservedObservedObservedObserved    ModelModelModelModel    ObservedObservedObservedObserved    ModeledModeledModeledModeled    

Principal Arterial 103 114 36% 40% 

Minor Arterial 43 45 15% 16% 

Collectors 138 127 49% 44% 

TotalTotalTotalTotal    284284284284    282828286666    100%100%100%100%    100%100%100%100%    

*Observed values were obtained from GDOT report 445. 

6.  SCREENLINE ANALYSIS  

Screenline analysis was performed as another indicator to assess model reasonableness. Six 

screenlines were established to intercept major traffic flows in the Oglethorpe County area.  Assigned 

volumes in the 2010 base year model were compared with the 2010 traffic counts at each screenline 

crossing.  The maximum desirable deviation for screenlines used for model calibration was from 

NCHRP Report 255.  Figure 3 illustrates screenlines used in the calibration of base year model.   

FFFF I G U R E  I G U R E  I G U R E  I G U R E  3333     SSSS C A T T E R  C A T T E R  C A T T E R  C A T T E R  PPPP L O T  O F  L O T  O F  L O T  O F  L O T  O F  MMMM O D E L E D  O D E L E D  O D E L E D  O D E L E D  VVVV O L U M E  V SO L U M E  V SO L U M E  V SO L U M E  V S ....     TTTT R A F F I C  R A F F I C  R A F F I C  R A F F I C  CCCC O U N T SO U N T SO U N T SO U N T S     

    
The screenline analysis results are shown in Table 3.  It is clear that the observed percent deviations 

agree with the maximum desired values for all screenlines. 
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TTTT A B L E  A B L E  A B L E  A B L E  3333     SSSS C R E E N L I N E  C R E E N L I N E  C R E E N L I N E  C R E E N L I N E  AAAA N A L Y S I S  N A L Y S I S  N A L Y S I S  N A L Y S I S  SSSS T A T I S T I C ST A T I S T I C ST A T I S T I C ST A T I S T I C S     

ScreenlinesScreenlinesScreenlinesScreenlines 

Total Total Total Total     

CountsCountsCountsCounts 

Total Model Total Model Total Model Total Model 

VolumeVolumeVolumeVolume 

% % % %     

DeviationDeviationDeviationDeviation 

Max. Desirable % Max. Desirable % Max. Desirable % Max. Desirable % 

DeviationDeviationDeviationDeviation 

1111 5,730 5,600 -2% 74% 

2222 9,421 9,790 4% 61% 

3333 3,800 3,390 -11% 86% 

4444 15,340 16,220 6% 51% 

5555 3,600 3,580 -1% 88% 

6666    4,520 4,680 4% 81% 

Grand TotalGrand TotalGrand TotalGrand Total    44442,4112,4112,4112,411                        42,411 42,411 42,411 42,411     2222%%%%    34%34%34%34%    

7.  RESULTS  

A model run was performed to determine operational characteristics after the model calibration was 

completed. One of the operational characteristics, Level of Service (LOS) was post-processed from 

model output data. 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 LOS “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. 

Figure 4 provides visual representation of the various levels of service. 

• 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 “E” or “F” was 

considered deficient. 
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FFFF I G U R E  I G U R E  I G U R E  I G U R E  4444     LLLL E V E L  O F  E V E L  O F  E V E L  O F  E V E L  O F  SSSS E R V I C EE R V I C EE R V I C EE R V I C E     

    

    

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 4. Please note that the thresholds were established 

considering the rural characteristics of the Oglethorpe County as well. Generally in rural counties, 

the v/c ratio thresholds for congestion levels were different compared to urban areas due to 

differences in driver expectancy. 
    

• V/C < 0.35:  LOS C or better; 

• V/C = 0.35 - 0.55:  LOS D; 

• V/C = 0.55 - 1.00:  LOS E; and, 

• V/C > 1.00:  LOS F. 
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Figure 5 displays the existing 2010 LOS for roadways within the Oglethorpe County.  As shown 

almost all segments operate at LOS C or better, which is an acceptable level. US 78 is the only 

corridor with congestion at daily operating conditions.  These results are consistent with local 

knowledge of current operating condition within the County. 

    

FFFF I G U R E  I G U R E  I G U R E  I G U R E  5555     OOOO G L E T H O R P E  G L E T H O R P E  G L E T H O R P E  G L E T H O R P E  EEEE X I S T I N G  X I S T I N G  X I S T I N G  X I S T I N G  (2 010)(2 010)(2 010)(2 010)     LLLL E V E L  O F  E V E L  O F  E V E L  O F  E V E L  O F  SSSS E R V I C EE R V I C EE R V I C EE R V I C E     

 
 

The 2010 analysis shows that the following segments can be expected to operate at or below LOS D under 

daily conditions. Table 4 displays the existing roadway segments operating at LOS D or worse.  

TABLE4TABLE4TABLE4TABLE4     EEEE X I S T I N G  X I S T I N G  X I S T I N G  X I S T I N G  SSSS E G M E N T S  E G M E N T S  E G M E N T S  E G M E N T S  OOOO P E R A T I N G  A T  P E R A T I N G  A T  P E R A T I N G  A T  P E R A T I N G  A T  LO SLO SLO SLO S     DDDD     O R  O R  O R  O R  WWWW O R S EO R S EO R S EO R S E     

RoadwayRoadwayRoadwayRoadway FromFromFromFrom                                                                                                         ToToToTo                                 LOSLOSLOSLOS 

US 78 City of Lexington City of Crawford D 

US 78 North Street in Crawford County Line E 
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Oglethorpe County 

Long Range Transportation Study

Kickoff and Stakeholder Advisory 

Committee Meeting 

April 16, 2013

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

AGENDA

• Purpose of the Plan

• Study Overview

• Study Schedule

• Stakeholder and Public Outreach

• Data Collection

• Study Goals and Objectives

• Stakeholder Input

• Next Steps
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www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

WHY DEVELOP A TRANSPORTATION PLAN?

• Ensure that Oglethorpe County and its municipalities are 

able to meet the current and future 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

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

STUDY OVERVIEW – PLAN COMPONENTS

Data Collection and                    
Analysis Tools

Goals                       
and                 

Objectives

Project 

Identification

Project 

Prioritization

LRTP
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www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

STUDY OVERVIEW - PLAN TASKS

• Collect Multi-Modal Data

• Review Existing Plans, Studies, and 

Projects

• Formulate Goals and Objectives

• Establish Evaluation Factors

• Analyze Existing Conditions

• Develop Travel Demand Model

• Analyze Future Conditions

S
ta

k
e

h
o

ld
e

r 
a

n
d

 P
u

b
li

c 
O

u
tr

e
a

ch

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

STUDY OVERVIEW - PLAN TASKS

• Identify, Screen, and Prioritize Potential 

Improvements

• Provide Recommendations

• Develop Cost Estimates

• Discuss Financial Resources and 

Funding Options
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2040 Long Range Transportation Plan
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www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

STUDY SCHEDULE

FebruaryJanuaryDecemberNovemberOctoberSeptemberAugustJulyJuneMayAprilMarchFebruaryJanuary

STUDY SCHEDULE

Analysis Milestone/

Study Outreach

Data Collection

Evaluate Existing &

Future Operating 

Conditions

Develop Long Range 

Transportation Plan

Study

Outreach

Project 

Recommendations

and Prioritizations

Develop 2040

Transportation Plan

20142013

Study Development:  January 2013 – December 2013

Final Documentation: December 2013 – February 2014

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

STAKEHOLDER AND PUBLIC OUTREACH

• Stakeholder Advisory 

Group

• Fact Sheet

• Website 
www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

• Public Survey       
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/

Oglethorpe_County_LRTP
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www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

STAKEHOLDER ADVISORY GROUP

• Members Include

– Municipalities

– Chamber of Commerce

– Planning Agencies

– Schools and Emergency Services

– Business and Community Leaders

• Purpose

– Refine study goals and objectives

– Provide input at key study milestones

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

DATA COLLECTION

• Background Information and Previous/Ongoing 
Studies

• All Modes: Roads, Transit, Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Facilities and Freight

• Crash History and Bridge Inventory

• Freight Movement

• Data to Support Travel Demand Model

– Transportation Network

– Population/Employment Data

– Land Use Data
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www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

SOCIAL-ECONOMIC PROFILE

2000 TO 2010 COMPARISON

Demographics

2000 2010 Percentage 

Change (2000-

2010)Counts Percentage Counts Percentage

Total Population 12,635 100% 14,899 100% 18%

• Persons 0 to 4 years 870 7% 877 6% 1%

• Persons 5 to 17 years 2,388 19% 2,678 18% 12%

• Persons 18 to 64 years 7,811 62% 9,230 62% 18%

• Senior, 65 years and over 1,566 12% 2,114 14% 35%

Households 4,849 100% 5,647 100% 17%

Data Sources: 2000 Census and 2010 Census

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

2010 POPULATION DENSITY

Data Sources: 2010 Census
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www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

2000 - 2010 POPULATION CHANGE

Data Sources: 2000 and 2010 Census

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

SOCIAL-ECONOMIC PROFILE (CONT’D)

Data Sources: 

Georgia Department of Labor, US Bureau of Labor Statistics

• Employment has remained 

constant over the past decade

• 2011 unemployment rate is 

slightly lower than statewide  

average of 9.8%

• Median Household Income 

has steadily Increased

– $32,499 in 1990 ($29,943 in GA)

– $35,578 in 2000 ($41,990 in GA)

– $39,319 in 2010 ($47,659 in GA)

Employment Trends

Unemployment Rate Trends
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Goals and Objectives

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

BACKGROUND – EXISTING GOALS

• Federal Surface Transportation Bill (2012)                                           

Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) 

– Safety; 

– Infrastructure Condition; 

– Congestion Reduction; 

– System Reliability; 

– Freight Movement and Economic Vitality;

– Environmental Sustainability; and 

– Reduced Project Delivery Delays. 
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www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

BACKGROUND – EXISTING GOALS (CONT’D)

• Governor’s Strategic Goals for Georgia (2012)

– 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

– Safe: Protecting the public’s safety and security by reducing 

injury and loss of life on Georgia's roads

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

BACKGROUND – EXISTING GOALS (CONT’D)

• Joint City-County Comprehensive Plan 2005-2025

– Provide a safe, efficient, and effective transportation 

system that keeps pace with growth and integrates a 

variety of transportation modes to increase mobility 

options for all residents.
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www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

STUDY DRAFT GOALS

• Goal 1:
– Preserve the County’s rural, natural, and environmental-sensitive areas and 

enhance the character of the historic and existing communities in the County.

• Goal 2:
– Optimize utilization of existing infrastructure and maintain a safe, reliable and 

efficient transportation network which will sustain economic activity and 

promote economic development.

• Goal 3:
– Promote environmental sustainability through the coordination of land use 

and transportation plans.

• Goal 4:
– Provide a range of mobility options and enhance health and quality of life for 

all residents.

Stakeholder Input
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www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

WE NEED YOUR INPUT

• Transportation issues

– Traffic Issues

– Safety Issues

– Alignment Issues

– Transit

– Bicycles and Pedestrian

– Operations/Maintenance

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

WE NEED YOUR INPUT (CONT’D)

• Desired Projects or Improvements

– Maintain and Manage Current Facilities

– Operational Improvements

– Safety Improvements

– Diversify Modes

– Expand Existing Facilities

– New Facilities

• High Growth and Development Areas

• Main Outcome of the Plan
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Next Steps

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

NEXT STEPS

• Public Survey Distribution

• Development of the Travel Demand Model

– Existing (2010)

– Future (2040)

• Finalization of Goals and Objectives

• Existing Conditions Analysis

• Future Conditions Analysis
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www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

CONTACT INFORMATION

Georgia Department of Transportation

Attention: Mr. Tim Kassa

Phone: (404) 631-1745 

tkassa@dot.ga.gov

HNTB

Attention: Ms. Jennifer Zhan

Phone: (404) 946-5705

yzhan@hntb.com
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Oglethorpe County Long Range Transportation Study 

 Stakeholder Advisory Group Meeting Minutes 

 
 

Date:   April 16, 2013 

 

Location:  Historical Crawford Depot  

 

Time:   2:00 PM 

 

Meeting Attendees: 

Billy Pittard Oglethorpe County Commission 

Josh Hawkins Oglethorpe County  

Cary Fordyce Chamber of Commerce 

Jim Dove North Georgia Regional Commission 

Mott Beck North Georgia Regional Commission 

Melanee McGee Oglethorpe Children’s Academy 

Douglas Spencer  Oglethorpe County Fire 

Nicole Spencer Oglethorpe County 

Joseph Fiore Oglethorpe J&J Chemical Co. 

Bobby Miller Oglethorpe Greater Georgia Printers, Inc. 

Neil Franker GA State Patrol 

Jimmie Cole City of Crawford 

Sherry McDuffie Athens-Clarke County - MACORTS 

Brad Griffin Athens-Clarke County - MACORTS 

Tracy Graham Forestry Commission 

Vonda Everett GDOT District 2 

Tim Kassa GDOT Office of Planning 

Garth Lynch HNTB 

Jennifer Zhan HNTB 

 

 

Meeting Summary: 

Josh Hawkins, the planning director of Oglethorpe County commenced the meeting and 

introduced Tim Kassa, Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) Project Manager, to the 

group.  Mr. Tim introduced the study and its purpose, and had meeting attendees introduce 

themselves.  He then turned the floor over to Jennifer Zhan, HNTB Project Manager.  Ms. Zhan 

thanked the group for attending, and provided a PowerPoint presentation that described the 

purpose of the plan, provided an overview of the study, outlined the schedule and stakeholder 

and public outreach process.   She then provided a summary of the data collection efforts to 

date and discussed the study goals and objectives.   

 

Following the presentation, Ms. Zhan opened up the meeting for input from the committee on 

goals and objectives for this Long Range Transportation Plan, transportation deficiencies and 

opportunities, growth patterns, and general insight.  The following summarizes the input 

received: 
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• Not interested in current Crawford Lexington bypass concept.  County doesn’t think it is 

absolutely necessary to avoid what seems like illogical environmental areas with the 

bypass around Crawford-Lexington or the widening into Clarke County.  Consider north 

Crawford bypass. 

• Bike/pedestrian options favorable in growth areas, such as providing access to Crawford 

civic areas, schools, parks. There is also need for crosswalks and pedestrian lights. 

• There is need for operational improvements on US 78 and Buddy Faust Road.  Sun blinds 

eastbound drivers turning left.  Consider flashing signal to help morning traffic during 

school time and/or add a left turn lane.  Another option is to limit turns onto Buddy 

Faust Road and move the turns to SR 22. 

• Need to review speed limits in town, the speed limit drops dramatically in small 

intervals and it will be beneficial to have better signage and warning.  Possibly extend 

reduced speed limit signs farther out. 

• Need operational improvements on SR 22 (Comer Road) / US 78  intersection  - there is 

safety concern and it is difficult to enter highway 

• Need for widening/passing lanes near Crawford coming to and from Athens. 

• J&J Chemical is located along US 78, a mile and half west of Crawford with 20-30 trucks 

per day (near city limit sign). There are sight distance issues and trucks are slowing going 

in/out.  

• Need to identify priorities whether funded or not to be prepared as funding becomes 

available. 

• Need recommendations on best way to preserve existing transportation network – need 

to focus on growth areas and to preserve rural areas. 

• Consider schools and emergency services as growth hubs. 

• Need amenities such as sidewalks in concentrated population areas.  Around Bryan 

Park. 

• There is higher increase in senior population, consider public transportation options for 

senior and students.  Seniors may require relocation closer to Athens if there are not 

mobility options as they age and cannot drive (consider centrally located hub). 

• Widening of US 78 is the #1 project in the TIA list for the county connecting Lexington 

/Crawford west to Athens. 

• Desire for concentrating dense areas and want rural areas to remain rural. The plan will 

need to focus on objectives of the desired future.  

• Be sure LRTP and comprehensive plan work hand in hand (goal 1 and 2 are very much in 

line with comp plan).  Add agricultural to goal 1. 

• Preserve accessibility to school and businesses in Lexington and Crawford. 

• Large agricultural plot placement needs to be considered as it relates to transportation 

system.  

• SR 22 E to Crawfordville Road – the traffic is not an issue east of here 

• The Firefly Trail (Athens – Crawford – Union Point) is inconsistent with community’s 

desire.  Cons include: 1. Proximity to private property; 2. Not consistent with local 

culture. 
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• Recreational riders sometimes take up full lane and it is very dangerous. There are 2 

recent cycling deaths in the County. The common areas for recreational riders are along: 

o Wolfskin Road 

o Hargrove Lake Road 

o Winterville Road 

o Sandy Cross Road 

• Crawford to Wolfskin Road – very hilly, sunlight, sight distance, need to look at safety 

options 

 

Ms. Zhan concluded with a discussion of the next steps of the study, which include distributing 

Public Survey, developing a travel demand model for 2010 and 2040, finalizing the goals and 

objectives, and conducting existing and future conditions analysis.  The next meeting will occur 

in September 2013.   
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Oglethorpe County 
Long Range Transportation Study

Stakeholder Advisory Committee 
Meeting #2

October 15, 2013

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

AGENDA

• Project Purpose and Overview

• Existing & Future Conditions

• Needs Assessment and Potential Improvements 

• Stakeholder Input

• Next Steps
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Project Purpose and Overview

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

WHY DEVELOP A TRANSPORTATION PLAN?

• Ensure that Oglethorpe County and its 
municipalities are able to meet the current and 
future 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
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www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

SCHEDULE
Study Development:  January 2013 – December 2013
Final Documentation: December 2013 – February 2014

We are here

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

STUDY GOALS

• Goal 1:
– Preserve the County’s rural, agricultural, natural, and environmental‐sensitive 

areas and enhance the character of the historic and existing communities in 
the County.

• Goal 2:
– Optimize utilization of existing infrastructure and maintain a safe, reliable and 

efficient transportation network which will sustain economic activity and 
promote economic development.

• Goal 3:
– Promote environmental sustainability through the coordination of land use 

and transportation plans.

• Goal 4:
– Provide a range of mobility options and enhance health and quality of life for 

all residents.
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www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

STAKEHOLDER AND PUBLIC OUTREACH

• Stakeholder Advisory Group

• Fact Sheet

• Website
www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

• Public Survey

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

STAKEHOLDER AND PUBLIC OUTREACH

‐ PUBLIC SURVEY

• 21 question survey developed covering 
– Commute patterns

– Transportation improvement priorities

– Issues on traffic operations, safety, trucks, road conditions, 
bridges, sidewalks and bicycle routes, and public transportation

• Distribution
– Online Survey 

– County school system

• 188 surveys completed
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STAKEHOLDER AND PUBLIC OUTREACH

‐ PUBLIC SURVEY

24%

59%

17%

Commuter Patterns

I commute to work within the County

I commute outside of the County to work

I do not commute to work outside of my home

78%

22%

Athens‐Clarke County

Others

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

STAKEHOLDER AND PUBLIC OUTREACH

‐ PUBLIC SURVEY

51%

43%

38%

28%
24%

20%

15% 14%

19%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

Improve
roadway safety

Improve traffic
operations

Provide
transportation

services

Enhance the
operations and
maintenance

Relieve traffic
congestion

Enhance bicycle
and pedestrian

amenities

Address truck
travel

Improve
connectivity

Others

Transportation Improvement Priorities 

include improving 
road alignment, 
shoulders and 
paving conditions,  
etc. 
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PUBLIC SURVEY KEY OBSERVATIONS

ON TRANSPORTATION NEEDS

• Improve traffic operations along US 78 
– US 78 @ Buddy Faust Road

– US 78 @ Bunker Hill Road

– US 78 @ SR 22

• Improve traffic operations and safety in the vicinity 
of the schools

• Improve roadway condition

• Some support for public transportation needs

Existing & Future Conditions
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DATA COLLECTION OVERVIEW

• Background Information and Studies
– Transportation Documents

– Land Use Planning Documents

• Multi‐Modal 
– Roadway

– Transit

– Bicycle and Pedestrian

• Crash History

• Bridge Inventory

• Data to Support Travel Demand Model

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

PLANNED IMPROVEMENTS
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ROADWAY OPERATING CONDITIONS

• Roadway operating conditions were evaluated using Level 
of Service (LOS)

• LOS compares volumes along the roadway to the capacity 
of that roadway

• LOS was derived using the Travel Demand Model

• Existing (2010) and Future (2040) Operating Conditions 
were Evaluated

LOS FLOS ELOS DLOS CLOS BLOS A

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL

• Expanded Athens MPO model to cover Oglethorpe 
County

• Model development is based on:
– 2010 traffic counts

– Census data

– Employment information 

– School enrollment

– Land use data

– Socioeconomic forecasts

• Utilized results to identify potential improvements 
based on future needs



9

Urban  LOS V/C Ratio

C or Better Below 0.70

D 0.7 – 0.85

E 0.85 – 1.00

F Greater than 1.00

Rural LOS V/C Ratio

C or Better Below 0.35

D 0.35 – 0.55

E 0.55 – 1.00

F Greater than 1.00

2010 LEVEL OF SERVICE

4-lane from Whit 
Davis Rd

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

FUTURE SOCIO‐ECONOMIC FORECASTS
‐ HIGHLIGHTS

• 35% population increase between 2010 and 2040

• 43% employment increase between 2010 and 2040

Year Population Household Employment

2010 14,899 6,484 1,537

2040 20,082 8,739 2,198

Change 5,183 2,255 661
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2040 LEVEL OF SERVICE (EXISTING NETWORK)

Based on Refined Land Use Data

Urban  LOS V/C Ratio

C or Better Below 0.70

D 0.7 – 0.85

E 0.85 – 1.00

F Greater than 1.00

Rural LOS V/C Ratio

C or Better Below 0.35

D 0.35 – 0.55

E 0.55 – 1.00

F Greater than 1.00

4-lane from Whit 
Davis Rd

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

CRASH ANALYSIS

Source:  CARE Database (2007-2009)
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CRASH ANALYSIS

Functional
Classification

Georgia Statewide 
Crash Rate (2009)

Rural Principal Arterial 141

Rural Minor Arterial 180

Rural Major Collector 191

Source:  CARE Database (2009)

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

BRIDGE ANALYSIS
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Needs Assessment and 

Potential Improvements

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

NEEDS ASSESSMENT AND

POTENTIAL IMPROVEMENTS

• Roadway Needs and Improvements

• Intersection Needs and Improvements 

• Bridge Upgrades Needs 

• Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Assessment

• Public Transit Assessment
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ROADWAY NEEDS AND

POTENTIAL IMPROVEMENTS

• Analyzed roadway characteristics and used the 
travel demand model to forecast future travel 
patterns

• Stakeholder input, future development, and future 
land use were also considered

• Potential improvements could include widening, 
passing lanes, and paving upgrades

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

INTERSECTION AND SAFETY NEEDS

AND POTENTIAL IMPROVEMENTS

• Identified top nine (9) intersections based on safety 
analysis and stakeholder input

• Collected Turning Movement Counts and performed 
operational analysis

• Analyzed crash data in the last five years (2007‐
2011)

• Potential improvements include advanced warning 
signs, operational improvements and access 
management strategies
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INTERSECTION AND POTENTIAL SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

INTERSECTION AND POTENTIAL SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS
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INTERSECTION AND POTENTIAL SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

BRIDGE POTENTIAL IMPROVEMENTS

• Analysis based on GDOT Bridge sufficiency ratings

• Bridges will be recommended for near‐term or mid‐
term improvements

• Bridges that have the highest traffic volumes or 
provide key connections will have highest priority

• Potential improvements can include maintenance, 
upgrades or replacement
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www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN ASSESSMENT

• Northeast Georgia RC Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan

• Public / Stakeholder Input and Field Observation

• Opportunity Areas for Consideration

– Crawford / Lexington 

– Schools

– Parks 

– Library

– Public Facilities

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN IMPROVEMENTS

• SR 22 Paved Shoulder

• US 78 Bike Lane 

• Firefly Trail 

• Broad River 
Greenway

• Oconee River 
Greenway 

Source: NEGRC – Northeast Georgia Plan for Bicycling and Walking, 2010.
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BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN POTENTIAL IMPROVEMENTS

Crawford:

• Add a sidewalk on the both sides of US 78 from Oglethorpe 
Builders Supply to East Elbert (.5 mi)

• Add a sidewalk on the east side of North Street from US 78 to 
Bryan Park including a pedestrian signal at US 78/North 
Street intersection (.5 mi.)

• Restripe the pedestrian crosswalk at the Depot

Lexington:

• Add sidewalk on north side of US 78 connecting library, 
senior center, medical center, high school, Bell’s Grocery, and 
Fred’s (.6 mi.)

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

TRANSIT ASSESSMENT

• Provides transportation services for low‐income and 
disabled population via the Human Services Transit 
program

• Senior citizen center located in Crawford provides 
daily transportation for its members

– Two‐hour morning and afternoon routes

– Funded by the County and the 

Georgia Division on Aging Services

• No connectivity to the Athens Transit

The Senior Center in Crawford
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TRANSIT RECOMMENDATIONS FOR

CONSIDERATION

• Park‐and‐Ride/Carpool Lots in Crawford and/or 
Lexington

• Rideshare Programs to Match Commuters 
Interested in Carpooling

• Commuter Shuttle to Athens

• On‐Demand Human Services Transportation

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

POLICY GUIDANCE

• Access Management

• Development Reviews

• Intersection Operation and Maintenance

• Corridor Strategy Guidance
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Stakeholder Input

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

STAKEHOLDER DISCUSSION

• Needs Assessment and Potential Improvements

• What’s missing?

• What are your questions?
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Next Steps

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

NEXT STEPS

• Develop and Finalize Potential Improvements

• Develop Costs and Benefits

• Conduct Project Prioritization

• Develop Long Range Transportation Plan

• Develop Policy Guidance
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CONTACT INFORMATION

Georgia Department of Transportation

Attention: Mr. Tom Caiafa

Phone: (404) 631‐1987

tcaiafa@dot.ga.gov
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Oglethorpe County Long Range Transportation Study  

 Stakeholder Advisory Group Meeting Minutes 

 
 

Date:   October 15, 2013 

 

Location:  Historical Crawford Depot  

 

Time:   10:30 AM 

 

Meeting Attendees: 

Billy Pittard Oglethorpe County Commission 

Josh Hawkins Oglethorpe County  

Cary Fordyce Chamber of Commerce 

Jim Dove North Georgia Regional Commission 

Mott Beck North Georgia Regional Commission 

Greg Banks Arnoldsville Mayor 

Sherry McDuffie Athens-Clarke County - MACORTS 

Brad Griffin Athens-Clarke County - MACORTS 

Cherie Dallon Athens-Clarke County - MACORTS 

Randy Yeargin   Oglethorpe County Board of Education 

Tracy Graham Georgia Forestry Commission 

Radney Simpson GDOT Office of Planning 

Kyle Mote GDOT Office of Planning 

Tom Caiafa GDOT Office of Planning 

Garth Lynch HNTB 

Jennifer Zhan HNTB 

Mary Huffstetler MPH 

 

 

Meeting Summary: 

Tom Caiafa, Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) Office of Planning, Project Manager, 

started the meeting and welcomed the group to the second meeting of three planned meetings 

for this study.   

 

Mr. Caiafa then presented a PowerPoint presentation that described the purpose of the plan, 

highlighted the schedule and completed tasks, summarized the key observations from the public 

survey, explained the development of travel demand model and application towards assessing 

existing and future roadway conditions.  In addition to roadway needs and improvements, Mr. 

Caiafa also presented the needs and potential improvements for intersections, bridges, bicycle 

and pedestrian facilities and public transit. He further mentioned that the stakeholder and 

public input was incorporated to develop those potential improvements.   

 

The level of service maps for both existing and future (2040) conditions along with potential 

improvements for the top three prioritized intersections were displayed around the meeting 

room.   
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Mr. Radney Simpson thanked everybody for coming and asked the stakeholders for their 

priorities that they would like to see coming out of this transportation study.   The following 

section documents the inputs from the stakeholder advisory group: 

• Tracy Graham:  He is interested in what effects will new transportation improvements 

have on the County?  A majority of the landowners in the county have agricultural land.  

Burning practices are tied to transportation.  There is a February 2014 deadline to 

determine new burning guidelines. 

• Billy Pittard: He wants to understand current and future needs to ensure the County is 

ready for the future.  He feels that the input gathered and the depth of the plan will be 

useful in obtaining quick response funding.  He is pleased to have an evaluation of needs 

based on population and geographical characteristics. 

• Jim Dove:  He feels that Oglethorpe County needs to develop a clear vision during the 

long range plan process and the plan should tie into other surrounding counties and 

cities.  In addition, the Regional Commission needs a firm plan for Oglethorpe County to 

tie into regional efforts. 

• Josh Hawkins:  He is interested in a fresh and comprehensive assessment of the 

transportation system. As a local so closely involved with the study, he wants the 

outside experts to point out things that may have been overlooked and are needed in 

Oglethorpe County.  

• Brad Griffin: He is looking for regional cooperation with the Athens MPO. 

• Cary Fordyce:  He stated that it is nice to see economic and community development 

reflected in this comprehensive plan. He feels that the framework needs to align with 

the plan and economic development and he is happy to see this plan can be used as a 

good tool for supporting new and growing businesses in the county. 

• Greg Banks: He is primarily concerned with Arnoldsville Highway. 

• Randy Yeargin: He is interested in identifying intersections with potential hazardous 

conditions so he can be sure to route busses along the safest routes. 

 

There was an extensive discussion on rural versus urban Level of Service classification. Mr. 

Hawkins also mentioned that he would like to see the safety analysis extend beyond 

intersections.  Ms. Jennifer Zhan responded that the safety analysis was also conducted at the 

segment level to identify corridors or segments that may be in need of improvement.  Ms. Zhan 

also pointed out that there will be policy guidance provided in addition to infrastructure 

recommendations.  

 

Mr. Caiafa concluded the meeting with a discussion of the next steps of the study, which include 

developing and finalizing potential improvements; developing planning level cost estimation; 

conducting project prioritization; developing final documentation of Long Range Transportation 

Plan and policy guidance.  

 

The PowerPoint presentation is available at the project website:   

www.dot.ga.gov/Oglethorpestudy 
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Oglethorpe County 
Long Range Transportation Study

Stakeholder Advisory Committee 
Meeting #3

February 18, 2014

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

AGENDA

• Study Purpose and Update

• Plan Outcomes

• Needs Assessment and Additional Analysis

• Draft Potential Improvements

• Project Prioritization

• Discussion and Next Steps
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Study Purpose and Update

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

WHY DEVELOP A TRANSPORTATION PLAN?

• Ensure that Oglethorpe County and its 
municipalities are able to meet the current and 
future 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
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SCHEDULE

We are here

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

STUDY GOALS

• Goal 1:
– Preserve the County’s rural, agricultural, natural, and environmental‐sensitive 

areas and enhance the character of the historic and existing communities in 
the County.

• Goal 2:
– Optimize utilization of existing infrastructure and maintain a safe, reliable and 

efficient transportation network which will sustain economic activity and 
promote economic development.

• Goal 3:
– Promote environmental sustainability through the coordination of land use 

and transportation plans.

• Goal 4:
– Provide a range of mobility options and enhance health and quality of life for 

all residents.
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STAKEHOLDER AND PUBLIC OUTREACH

• Stakeholder Advisory Group

• Fact Sheet

• Website
www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

• Public Survey
– Online Survey 

– County school system

– 188 surveys completed

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

PUBLIC SURVEY KEY OBSERVATIONS

ON TRANSPORTATION NEEDS

Priority issues

• Improve traffic operations 
and safety in the vicinity of 
the schools

• Improve roadway 
condition

• Some support for public 
transportation needs

Priority locations

• US 78 segment

• US 78 @ Buddy Faust Road

• US 78 @ Bunker Hill Road

• US 78 @ SR 22

• Activity centers 



5

Plan Outcomes

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

PLAN OUTCOMES ‐WHAT WE HEARD FROM YOU

• To conduct a fresh and comprehensive assessment of the 
transportation system

• To fully understand current and future needs

• To develop a clear vision and ensure the plan ties into other 
surrounding counties and cities

• To develop a plan that is consistent with other regional 
efforts

• To develop a framework that is aligned with future economic 
development

• To identify problematic intersections and improve the 
operating conditions
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Needs Assessment 

and Additional Analysis

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

ROADWAY OPERATING CONDITIONS

• Roadway operating conditions were evaluated using Level 
of Service (LOS)

• LOS compares volumes along the roadway to the capacity 
of that roadway

• LOS was derived using the Travel Demand Model

• Existing (2010) and Future (2040) Operating Conditions 
were Evaluated

LOS FLOS ELOS DLOS CLOS BLOS A
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Urban  LOS V/C Ratio

C or Better Below 0.70

D 0.7 – 0.85

E 0.85 – 1.00

F Greater than 1.00

Rural LOS V/C Ratio

C or Better Below 0.35

D 0.35 – 0.55

E 0.55 – 1.00

F Greater than 1.00

2010 LEVEL OF SERVICE

4-lane from Whit 
Davis Rd

2040 LEVEL OF SERVICE (EXISTING NETWORK)

Based on Refined Land Use Data

Urban  LOS V/C Ratio

C or Better Below 0.70

D 0.7 – 0.85

E 0.85 – 1.00

F Greater than 1.00

Rural LOS V/C Ratio

C or Better Below 0.35

D 0.35 – 0.55

E 0.55 – 1.00

F Greater than 1.00

4-lane from Whit 
Davis Rd
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SAFETY ANALYSIS

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

BRIDGE ANALYSIS
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www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

SHOULDER TYPE AND WIDTH ANALYSIS

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

FORD ANALYSIS
Id Location

12 N Upson St

1 Faust Farm Rd

10 Thaxton Rd

8 Buffalo Mill Rd

6 Smith Rd

2 Bear Mill Rd

7 New Hope Vesta Rd

11 Cook Rd

4 Glenn Rd

5 Arnold Caldwell Rd

9 Allgood Rd

3 Arnolds Mill Rd
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www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

ROAD SURFACE TYPE

47% of county 
Roads are 
unpaved

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

PAVEMENT ANALYSIS

• Pavement Needs Evaluation Criteria:

– Functional Classification

– Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT)

– Connectivity

– Population Density

– Employment Numbers

– Land Use Type

Functional Class
30%

Traffic Volume 
(AADT)
20%

Connectivity 
20%

Population Density
10%

Employment 
Numbers
10%

Land Use Type
10%
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PAVEMENT ANALYSIS RESULTS

Draft Potential Improvements
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TYPES OF IMPROVEMENT ALTERNATIVES

What are the right type of improvements in 
Oglethorpe County?

• Maintain and manage current facilities

• Operational / safety improvements

• Diversify modes

• Expand existing facilities

• New facilities

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy
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• Land Use Policies / Regulations

• Location of Jobs & HousingLevel 1

• Transit Facilities (Bus, Rail)

• Park & Ride Facilities

• Bicycle & Pedestrian Facilities
Level 2

• Vanpooling Programs

• GA Commute OptionsLevel 3

• Shoulder Upgrades

• Intersection Improvements

• Geometric Improvements

• Access Management

• Signalization Improvements

Level 4

• Roadway WideningLevel 5

Northeast GA RC

Oglethorpe

Municipalities

Northeast GA RC

Oglethorpe

Municipalities

GDOT

Northeast GA RC

Oglethorpe

Municipalities

GDOT

Northeast GA RC

Oglethorpe

Municipalities

GDOT

Oglethorpe

Municipalities

GDOT

Oglethorpe

Municipalities

GDOT

Oglethorpe

GDOT

Oglethorpe

DEVELOPMENT OF STRATEGIES
Implementing 

Agency

Northeast GA RC

Oglethorpe

Municipalities

Northeast GA RC

Oglethorpe

Municipalities
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POTENTIAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS

ROADWAY CAPACITY

• Widening / New Construction 

– US 78 Widening

• PI # 132660‐:  from CR26/Smokey Road to CR166/Whit Davis Road

– Bypass

• PI # 231910‐: Crawford/Lexington Bypass

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

POTENTIAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS

ROADWAY CAPACITY

• US 78 Widening 

– Approved Northern Alignment

• Practical Alternatives Report (PAR) completed 

• Logical Termini approved by FHWA

– Southern Alignment

• Considered during Alternative Analysis Process

• Screened out due to environmental impacts
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POTENTIAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS

ROADWAY CAPACITY

• Local Northern Bypass
– Moderate to high 
potential impact for 
historic resources

ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

POTENTIAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS

ROADWAY CAPACITY

FUTURE (2040) OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS
NORTHERN BYPASS: 2‐LANE IN EACH DIRECTION

• Local Northern Bypass
– Moderate to high 
potential impact for 
historic resources

– Level of Service:              
D and E (East of              
Northern bypass)

– Recommend further 
evaluation through 
Alternative Analysis 
process for                               
PI # 231910‐
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POTENTIAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS

OPERATIONAL IMPROVEMENTS

• Passing Lanes

– PI # 222460‐: US 78 from east of Stevens Grove Church 
Road to east of Beaver Dam Road (Wilkes County)

• Shoulder Upgrade

– SR 77/S Main St from south of Hill Street to south of 
Church Street in Maxeys

– SR 77/Union Point Street from west of Boggs Street to 
US 78/Atlanta Street in Lexington

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

POTENTIAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS

ACCESS MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE

• US 78 

• SR 22 (esp. segment from Salem Church Road to 
Harris Road)

• SR 77 (esp. segment from Hutchins Wolfskin Road 
to Sandy Cross Road)



16

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

POTENTIAL ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS

PI # 132660‐

PI # 231910‐

PI # 222460‐

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS
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BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN IMPROVEMENTS

• Paved Shoulder
– SR 22

• Bike Lane 
– US 78

• Greenway
– Broad River Madison

‐Elbert‐Oglethorpe

– Oconee River Clarke          
‐Oconee‐Oglethorpe               
‐Greene

• Rail‐Trail
– Clarke‐Oglethorpe‐
Greene Firefly Trail Source: NEGRC – Northeast Georgia Plan for Bicycling and Walking, 2010.

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN POTENTIAL
IMPROVEMENTS

• Add Sidewalk(s) 

– US 78 from Oglethorpe Builders Supply to East Elbert in 
Crawford

– East side of North Street from US 78 to Bryan Park in 
Crawford

– North side of US 78 connecting school and activity centers 
in Lexington

• Pedestrian Signal 

– US 78/North Street Intersection in Crawford

• Restripe 

– Pedestrian Crosswalk at Depot in Crawford
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www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

TRANSIT RECOMMENDATIONS

FOR CONSIDERATION

• Park‐and‐Ride/Carpool Lots in Crawford and/or 
Lexington

• Rideshare Programs to Match Commuters 
Interested in Carpooling

• Commuter Shuttle to Athens

• On‐Demand Human Services Transportation

Project Prioritization
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www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

PROJECT PRIORITIZATION

• Transportation Plan Identified Need

• Safety

• Connectivity

• Protection of Downtowns

• Project Readiness

• Supports Comprehensive Planning Efforts

• Maintains Transportation and Land Use Linkage

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

PLAN PRIORITIZATION FACTORS

• Set the framework for identifying  
recommendations to address 
transportation needs.

• Include both qualitative and 
quantitative criteria that address the 
overall goals and objectives.

• Weighting of evaluation factors 
informs the prioritization of project 
recommendations in the Plan.

Plan 
Recommendations

Bike/Ped.

Bridge

Roadway
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Discussion and Next Steps

www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

NEXT STEPS

• Finalize Potential Improvements

• Provide Long Range Transportation Plan

• Provide Policy Guidance

The plan and policy guidance will 
serve as  “living” documents to 
help County protect the mobility 
and  promote quality of life into 
the future.
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www.dot.ga.gov/oglethorpestudy

CONTACT INFORMATION

Georgia Department of Transportation

Attention: Mr. Tom Caiafa

Phone: (404) 631‐1987

tcaiafa@dot.ga.gov
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Oglethorpe County Long Range Transportation Study  

 Stakeholder Advisory Group Meeting Minutes 

 
 

Date:   February 18, 2014 

 

Location:  Historical Crawford Depot  

 

Time:   10:30 AM 

 

Meeting Attendees: 

Billy Pittard Oglethorpe County Commission 

Josh Hawkins Oglethorpe County  

Cary Fordyce Chamber of Commerce 

Jim Dove North Georgia Regional Commission 

Mott Beck North Georgia Regional Commission 

Jessica Colquitt Oglethorpe Echo 

Keith Wooster Georgia Forestry commission 

Neil Frankel GA State Patrol 

Neal O’Brien GDOT District 2 

Randy Yeargin   Oglethorpe County Board of Education 

Tracy Graham Georgia Forestry Commission 

Kyle Mote GDOT Office of Planning 

Tom Caiafa GDOT Office of Planning 

Jennifer Zhan HNTB 

Scott Sugar HNTB 

  

 

Meeting Summary: 

Kyle Mote, Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) Office of Planning, Project Manager, 

started the meeting and welcomed the group to the third and final meeting for this study.   

 

Mr. Tom Caiafa then presented a PowerPoint presentation that described the purpose the study 

update, plan outcomes, needs assessment and additional analysis, draft of the potential 

improvements, project prioritization and discussed what the next steps are.  He further 

mentioned that the stakeholder and public input was incorporated to develop the potential 

improvements and the next steps.   

 

The study area with stakeholder input, draft potential improvements, ford and unpaved roads 

and existing condition analysis boards were displayed around the room for viewing and 

discussion. 

   

 

Mr. Tom Caiafa thanked everybody for coming and asked the stakeholders for their thoughts 

and input on this transportation study.   The following section documents the inputs from the 

stakeholder advisory group: 

• Billy Pittard:  He wants to know what the status is of the intersection improvements. 



Oglethorpe County  

Long Range Transportation Study 

2 

• Billy Pittard: He wants to make sure that northern bypass alignment is more important 

than the southern bypass for the county. 

• Josh Hawkins:  He is interested in a fresh and comprehensive assessment of the 

transportation system. He wants to make sure that this report reflects improvements 

that are in Oglethorpe’s comprehensive plan. 

•  Mott Beck:  He doesn’t want to see too much traffic diverted from the central business 

district due to the northern bypass.  He also thinks that there is not enough need for the 

southern bypass.  There is not enough truck traffic. 

• Josh Hawkins and Billy Pittard:  What is the status about US 78 Widening toward 

Athens? 

 

There was an extensive discussion about how to proceed with the preferred northern bypass.  

Mr. Mote explained to write Mr. Toby Carr in GDOT planning on behalf of Oglethorpe County 

that they want to move forward with the northern bypass and need state funds to help this 

project take place.    Billy was also interested about what the status is on the intersection/ safety 

improvements.  Mr. Mote and Mr. Neal O’Brien talked about how many of the stakeholder 

identified improvements have been made or in the process of being upgraded.   

 

Mr. Caiafa concluded the meeting with a discussion of the study outcomes and discussion of the 

boards presented in the meeting for developing final documentation of Long Range 

Transportation Plan and policy guidance.  

 

The PowerPoint presentation is available at the project website:   

www.dot.ga.gov/Oglethorpestudy 
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PUBLIC SURVEY  
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OVERVIEW  
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1 .  WHAT IS  YOUR 5  D IGIT  POSTAL ZIP  C ODE? 
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2.  PLEASE SELECT THE CAT EGORY THAT BEST DESC RIBES YOUR 

DAILY TRAVEL FOR WOR K .  
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3.  IF YOU DO COMMUTE TO WORK ,  IN  WHICH COUNTY/C ITY DO YOU 

WORK? 
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4.  WHAT DO YOU SEE AS TH E THREE H IGHEST TRAN SPORTATION 

PRIORIT IES FOR OGLETHORPE COUNTY? 

 

 

 
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5.  WHAT TRANSPORTATION C ORRIDORS ARE OF MOST  CONCERN TO 

YOU WITHIN OGLETHORPE COUNTY? 
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6.  W ITHIN THE COUNTY ,  HAVE YOU EXPERIENCED  TRAFFIC  BACKUP 

ON ROADS OR AT INTER SECTIONS? 
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7.  W ITHIN THE COUNTY ,  HAVE YOU EXPERIENCED  ANY SAFETY 

ISSUES? 
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8.  W ITHIN THE COUNTY ,  HAVE YOU EXPERIENCED  A NEED FOR A 

STOP S IGN AT AN INTE RSECTION? 
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9.  W ITHIN THE COUNTY ,  HAVE YOU EXPERIENCED  A NEED FOR TURN 

LANES AT AN INTERSEC TION? 
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10.  W ITHIN THE COUNTY ,  HAVE YOU EXPERIENCED  ANY PROBLEMS 

WITH HEAVY TRUCK TRA FFIC? 
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11 .  W ITHIN THE COUNTY ,  HAVE YOU BEEN UNABLE  TO  PASS SLOW 

MOVING VEHICLES? 
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12.  W ITHIN THE COUNTY ,  HAVE YOU EXPERIENCED  A LACK OF PAVED 

ROADS? 
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13.  W ITHIN THE COUNTY ,  HAVE YOU EXPERIENCED  ANY PROBLEMS 

WITH ROADWAY CONNECT IV ITY? 
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14.  W ITHIN THE COUNTY ,  HAVE YOU EXPERIENCED  A NEED FOR 

BRIDGE REHA BIL ITATION/REPLACEMENT? 
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15.  W ITHIN THE COUNTY ,  HAVE YOU EXPERIENCED  A LACK OF 

ROADWAY SHOULDERS? 
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16.  W ITHIN THE COUNTY ,  HAVE YOU EXPERIENCED  A LACK OF 

S IDEWALKS  
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17.  W ITHIN THE COUNTY ,  HAVE YOU EXPERIENCED  A LACK OF 

BICYCLE  ROUTES? 
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18.  W ITHIN THE COUNTY ,  HAVE YOU EXPERIENCED  A LACK OF ON-
DEMAND TRANSIT SERVI CES? 
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19.  W ITHIN THE STUDY AREA ,  HAVE YOU EXPERIENCED  ANY OTHER 

TRANSPORTATION PROBL EMS? 
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20.  CONSIDERING QUESTIONS  6-19,  WHAT IS  YOUR TOP 

TRANSPORTATION ISSUE  YOU FEEL IS  IN  NEED OF I MPROVEMENT?   

ISSUE(S )  AND LOCATION(S ) :  
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Georgia Department of Transportation                                                  44 

 

 

21.  ARE THERE ADDIT IONAL TRANSPORTATION ISSUE S WHICH WERE 

NOT COVERED IN  THIS  SURVEY? 
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1 .  INTRODUCTIONS  
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FIGURE 1: 1/4 MILE SCREENING BUFFER AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSTRAINTS 

 

 

 

 

 

 
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2.  REGIONAL A IR  QUALITY COMPLIANCE  

3.  CULTURAL RESOURCES  
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TABLE 1: PREVIOUSLY IDENTIFIED HISTORIC RESOURCES WITHIN 1/4 MILE SCREENING APE 

                                                           

 

 

http://www.railga.com/
http://www.georgiaencyclopedia.org/
http://www.georgiaencyclopedia.org/
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 
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 

 

4.  WETLANDS AND STREAMS  
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5.  THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES  

TABLE 2: THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
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6.  HAZARDOUS WASTE S ITES AND UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS  

 

 

 

http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/wizard/trustResourceList!prepare.action
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7.  COMMUNITY FACIL IT IES  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8.  SUMMARY  

 

o 

o 

o 

 

o 

 

o 
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 

o 

 

o 
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1 .  INTRODUCTIONS  

TABLE 1: MILEAGE AND PAVED ROAD PERCENTAGE 

Classification Total Lane Mileage Paved Lane Mileage % Paved 

Principal Arterials  37 37 100% 

Minor Arterials 68 68 100% 

Major Collector 181 163 90% 

Minor Collector 142 124 87% 

Local 687 194 56% 

Total 1,115 586 53% 

2.  EVALUATION CRITERIA  

 

 

 

 

 

 
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TABLE 2: UNPAVED ROAD EVALUATION CRITERIA 

Ford Improvement Prioritization Criteria Possible Points 

Roadway Functional Classification 

 What is functional classification of the unpaved 

roadway segment? 

Local Road 

Rural Minor Collector  

Rural Major Collector 

0 

24 

30 

Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT)  

What is Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) of 

the unpaved road? 

0 - 99 

100 - 499 

500 - 1560 

0 

10 

20 

Connectivity 

Does the unpaved road connect collectors or 

arterials? 

Other 

Collector to Collector 

Arterial to Collector 

0 

10 

20 

Population Density 

What is the level of population density along the 

unpaved roadway segment? 

Very Low 

Low 

Moderate 

0 

5 

10 

Employment Numbers 

What is the level of employment density along the 

unpaved roadway segment? 

Very Low 

Low 

Moderate 

0 

5 

10 

Land Use Type 

What kind of land use types along the unpaved 

roadway segment? 

Agricultural, Residential and/or Others 

Commercial, Industrial, and/or Public Institutional 

0 

10 

  Total Possible Points 100 

3.  EVALUATION RESULTS  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
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 

FIGURE 1: UNPAVED ROAD IMPROVEMENTS PRIORITIZATION 
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APPENDIX F 

INTERSECTION ASSESSMENT AND POTENTIAL 

IMPROVEMENTS  



Oglethorpe County  
Long Range Transportation Study 

Intersection Assessment and 
Potential Improvements 



BACKGROUND 

 

The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) is 
developing a multimodal Long Range Transportation Plan 
(LRTP) for Oglethorpe County, Georgia. Much of 
Oglethorpe 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. 
 
 
 
  



CONTENTS AND DEFINITIONS 
Each intersection consist of two slides: 

 
The first slide of each intersection assessment includes the 
following information: 

 
• 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 intersections on 4/24/2013.  
 

• Safety Analysis – summarized the safety analysis results 
which were based on the crash data from the last five 
years (2007-2011).  Safety analysis was used to assist in 
identifying safety issues and selecting countermeasures 
to improve 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 – recapped the input from 
stakeholders and summarized the public survey results. 

  

The second slide of each intersection assessment includes the proposed countermeasures to 
improve the safety and operations for the intersection.  For each improvement, the  following 
information is included: 
 
• 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 intersection improvements.  Three categories include: 

 Short ( < 1 year) 
 Short to Moderate (1 to 3 years) 
 Moderate ( > 3 years) 

 
• Estimated Cost – provided categories of planning-level estimated costs of the intersection 

improvements related to one another. All improvements are considered low cost, low to 
moderate or moderate cost. Costs could vary considerably due to right-of-way costs. 

 Low ( < $100,000)  
 Low to Moderate ($100,000 to $500,000) 
 Moderate ( >$500,000) 

 
• Crash Reduction Factor  (CRF) – CRFs are the quantitative results from research and/or 

evaluation studies, indicating the percentage reductions in crashes that can be expected 
after implementing treatments. Crash Reduction Factors (CRFs) are from FHWA’s “Issue 
Brief 8: Toolbox of Countermeasures and Their Potential Effectiveness for Intersection 
Crashes”  and “Desktop Reference for Crash Reduction Factors”.  



• AM Peak Hour: 7:15  am – 8:15 am 

• PM Peak Hour: 3:30  pm – 4:30 pm 

North Broad St 

US 78 / Athens Rd

Hutchins Rd

  # 1 - Intersection of US 78 / Athens Road at Broad Street / Hutchins Road 

• Two-way stop controlled intersection 

• One lane per direction for all approaches 

• No exclusive turn lanes 

 

 

Physical Condition 

2013 Existing Peak Hour Turning Movement  Counts  

• AM Peak Hour: 7:15  am – 8:15 am 

• PM Peak Hour: 3:30  pm – 4:30 pm 

     

Traffic Characteristics 

• Public suggested adding a left turn lane 
on Hutchins Road northbound approach. 

 

Stakeholder and Public Input Peak Hour Level of Service Analysis 

A 

D 

• 9 crashes in total during 2007 to 2011 with majority of them being angle collisions  

• Drivers’ unawareness of the intersection could be the main cause for crashes    

Safety Analysis 

Crash Severity Manner of Collision Vehicle Maneuver 

Hutchins Rd NB 
Control Delay time: 
34 sec/vehicle 

A 

C 

AM 
Level of Service 

North Broad St 

US 78 / Athens Rd

Hutchins Rd

A 

A 

C 

C 

PM 
Level of Service 

N 
Percentage of Crashes by Severity and Cause  

Existing Condition Analysis 

Based on 2007 - 2009 data only due to data availability 

North Broad St 

AM

PM

4 4 7

2 0 2 2 5

497 375

10 17 US 78 / Athens Rd

5 0

413 420

48 23 70 2 18

39 1 15

Hutchins Rd

AM Peak Hour  (begins at 7:15 AM)

PM Peak Hour  (begins at 3:30 PM)



Next Steps and Potential Improvements Crash Type Addressed Benefits 
Timeline for 

Implementation 
Estimated Cost 

Crash 
Reduction 

Factor (CRF)*  

No. 1  

Consider providing advance 
intersection warning signs along US 
78 / Athens Road eastbound. 
 

 

Consider adding advisory  
speed plaque if speed 
is a factor.  
 

Right angle and rear end 
crashes attributed to 
drivers being unaware of 
the intersection 
 

Could provide 
approaching motorists 
with additional 
information and help 
them make safer 
decisions as they 
approach the intersection  40% 

No. 2 

Consider providing a right turn lane 
on Hutchins Road northbound to 
decrease control delay. 
 

Rear end crashes 
attributed to right turning 
vehicles hit from behind 

Could help motorists 
make safer decisions as 
they approach the 
intersection and improve 
traffic operations by 
increasing the capacity 14% - 26% 

Potential Improvements for Further Evaluation 

  # 1 - Intersection of US 78 / Athens Road at Broad Street / Hutchins Road 

Short 

Existing Condition Analysis 

Short -  
Moderate 

Low –  
Moderate 

Low 



• AM Peak Hour: 7:15 am – 8:15 am 

• PM Peak Hour: 3:30 pm – 4:30 pm 

North St

US 78 / Athens Rd

North St

US 78 / Athens Rd

• Signalized intersection 

• One lane per direction for all approaches 

• On-street parking next to US 78 / Athens Road 
eastbound  

 

 

Physical Condition 

2013 Existing Peak Hour Turning Movement  Counts  

• AM Peak Hour: 7:15 am – 8:15 am 

• PM Peak Hour: 3:30 pm – 4:30 pm 

 

Traffic Characteristics 

• No specific comments are expressed 
regarding this intersection. 

Stakeholder and Public Input Peak Hour Level of Service Analysis 

• 11 crashes in total during 2007 to 2011 with majority of them being rear end or angle collisions 

• Drivers’ failure to yield could be the main causes for crashes 

Safety Analysis 

Crash Severity Manner of Collision Vehicle Maneuver 

AM 
Level of Service 

N 

Percentage of Crashes by Severity and Cause  

  # 2 - Intersection of US 78 / Athens Road at North Street Existing Condition Analysis 

PM 
Level of Service 

A 

A 
C 

A 

A 
C 

Based on 2007 - 2009 data only due to data availability 

North St

AM

PM

22 35

17 39

11 23

484 371 US 78 / Athens Rd

24 12

397 423

AM Peak Hour  (begins at 7:15 AM)

PM Peak Hour  (begins at 3:30 PM)



Next Steps and Potential Improvements Crash Type Addressed Benefits 
Timeline for 

Implementation 
Estimated Cost 

Crash 
Reduction 

Factors (CRF)* 

No. 1  

Evaluate sight distance on  
North Street southbound  
and consider adding  
a no right turn on red sign. 
 

Angle or sideswipe crashes 
attributed to limited sight 
distance, motorists failing 
to yield, or misjudging gaps 
in the mainline traffic   

Could reduce 
number of 
conflict points and 
improve overall 
safety 
 

40% 
 

No. 2 

Consider access  
control of The  
Commercial  
Bank on US 78.   
 

 

Angle crashes attributed to 
motorists being unaware of 
stop signs, unaware of 
conflicting traffic at the 
access point, or misjudging 
gaps in the mainline traffic   

Could reduce 
number of 
conflict points and 
improve overall 
safety 
 

7% 

No. 3  

Consider access management of W 
Elbert St. such as changing into one 
way street (south direction traffic only) 
or completely closing it. 

Angle and rear end crashes 
attributed to motorists 
unaware of the presence of 
intersection, failing to stop, 
or misjudging gaps in the 
mainline traffic   
 

Could reduce 
number of conflict 
points and improve 
overall safety - key 
for US 78 corridor to 
improve safety and 
proactively address 
potential access-
related deficiencies.  
 

7% 

  # 2 - Intersection of US 78 / Athens Road at North Street 

Potential Improvements for Further Evaluation 

Existing Condition Analysis 

Low 

N 

Short -  
Moderate 

Low –  
Moderate 

Short -  
Moderate 

Low Short 



  # 3 - Intersection of US 78 / Athens Road at Bunker Hill Road 

• Two-way stop-controlled intersection 

• Two lanes on US 78 / Athens Road eastbound; one 
lane on all other approaches 

• No exclusive turn lanes 

 

 

Physical Condition 

2013 Existing Peak Hour Turning Movement  Counts  

• AM Peak Hour: 7:15  am – 8:15 am 

• PM Peak Hour: 3:30  pm – 4:30 pm 

     

Traffic Characteristics 

• 6 crashes in total during 2007 to 2011 with majority of them being rear end collisions 

• Drivers’ unawareness of the intersection and/or road curvature could be the main causes for crashes    

                                                         

Safety Analysis 

Crash Severity Manner of Collision Vehicle Maneuver 

• There is a flow issue on the mainline on 
US 78 / Athens Road. 

• During the AM and PM peak periods, 
drivers experienced long queues on 
Bunker Hill Road southbound.  

• It is difficult to make left-turn movement 
on Bunker Hill Road due to limited sight 
distance and high speed on US 78. 

• Public expressed safety concern over this 
intersection. 

• Public suggested signalizing this 
intersection or implementing four-way 
stop control and adding left turn lanes on 
US 78 and Bunker Hill Road southbound 
approach. 

 

 

 

Stakeholder and Public Input 

• AM Peak Hour: 7:15  am – 8:15 am 

• PM Peak Hour: 3:30  pm – 4:30 pm 

Peak Hour Level of Service Analysis 

Bunker Hill Rd

US 78 / Athens Rd

Old Lexington Rd

A 

A 

B 

Bunker Hill SB 
Control Delay time: 
58 sec/vehicle 

AM 
Level of Service 

F 

Bunker Hill Rd

US 78 / Athens Rd

Old Lexington Rd

A 

A 

B 

PM 
Level of Service 

C 

N 

Percentage of Crashes by Severity and Cause  

Existing Condition Analysis 

Based on 2007 - 2009 data only due to data availability 

Bunker Hill Rd

AM

PM

4 3 55

5 3 155 60 62

473 378

7 7 US 78 / Athens Rd

7 4

373 425

6 1 2 1 15

0 3 7

Old Lexington Rd

AM Peak Hour  (begins at 7:15 AM)

PM Peak Hour  (begins at 3:30 PM)



Next Steps and Potential Improvements Crash Type Addressed Benefits 
Timeline for 

Implementation 
Estimated Cost 

Crash 
Reduction 

Factors (CRF)* 

No. 1  

Replace 30-inch with 36-inch                                    
stop signs on Bunker Hill  
Road  southbound. 
 

Right angle and rear end 
crashes attributed to 
drivers unaware of the 
intersection or failing to 
stop at the stop sign 

Could provide approaching 
motorists with additional 
information and help them 
make safer decisions as they 
approach the intersection 

67% 

No. 2 

Consider providing “Chevron” signs for 
southbound Bunker Hill Road.   
 
 
 

 

Sideswipe crashes or 
crashes attributed to 
negotiating a curve 
 
 

Could provide approaching 
motorists with additional 
information and help them 
make safer decisions as they 
approach the intersection 

20%-64% 

No. 3 

Consider offsetting the intersection and 
cul-de-sacing the driveway to the church 
to improve operations and safety.   

Crashes attributed to 
insufficient sight 
distance and awkward 
sight lines at a skewed 
intersection 

Could address problems like 
vehicle alignment, long 
exposure in the 
intersection, and potential 
driver confusion 

Varies 
* The CRF 

varies by the 
degree of skew 

 

No. 4 

Consider adding right turn lane from US 
78 to Bunker Hill Road and converting 
the current passing lanes to two-way 
left-turn lane (TWLTL) .   

Crashes between (1) 
vehicles turning left and 
following vehicles and 
(2) vehicles turning left 
and opposing through 
vehicles  

TWLTL can allow through 
vehicles to continue without 
stopping while turning 
vehicles can use left turn 
lanes. 

23%-48% 

Potential Improvements for Further Evaluation 

  # 3 - Intersection of US 78 / Athens Road at Bunker Hill Road Existing Condition Analysis 

Note: Roundabout was initially considered as a potential improvement. It was determined that geometry limits the feasibility for roundabout improvement at this intersection. 

 

Low -  
Moderate 

Short -  
Moderate 

Low -  
Moderate 

Short -  
Moderate 

Short Low 

Short Low 



• AM Peak Hour: 7:15  am – 8:15 am 

• PM Peak Hour: 2:30  pm – 3:30 pm 

Buddy Faust Rd

US 78 / Athens Rd

  # 4 - Intersection of US 78 / Athens Road at Buddy Faust Road 

• One-way stop-controlled intersection 

• Two lanes on US 78 / Athens Road; One lane on 
Buddy Faust Road 

• Exclusive left turn lane on US 78 / Athens Road 
eastbound 

 

 

Physical Condition 

2013 Existing Peak Hour Turning Movement  Counts  

• AM Peak Hour: 7:15  am – 8:15 am 

• PM Peak Hour: 2:30  pm – 3:30 pm 

  

Traffic Characteristics 

• Left-turn movement vehicles on Buddy 
Faust Road southbound experience long 
delay and hold up traffic; public 
suggested either prohibiting left turn 
from Buddy Faust Road onto US 78  
during AM peak hours or adding a turn 
lane. 

• Public expressed safety concern over 
this intersection, especially relating to 
turning movements and blind spots due 
to sunlight or fog. 

• Public suggested implementing three-
way stop control or signalizing this 
intersection. 

 

 

Stakeholder and Public Input Peak Hour Level of Service Analysis 

A 

A 

• 14 crashes in total during 2007 to 2011 with majority of them being rear end collisions 

• Drivers’ unawareness of the intersection and/or failure to yield could be the main causes for crashes 

Safety Analysis 

Crash Severity Manner of Collision Vehicle Maneuver 

C 

AM 
Level of Service 

Buddy Faust Rd

US 78 / Athens Rd

A 

A 
B 

PM 
Level of Service 

N 

Percentage of Crashes by Severity and Cause  

Existing Condition Analysis 

Based on 2007 - 2009 data only due to data availability 

Buddy Faust Rd

AM

PM

120 22

153 28

32 36

392 330 US 78 / Athens Rd

57 163

326 391

AM Peak Hour  (begins at 7:15 AM)

PM Peak Hour  (begins at 2:30 PM)



Next Steps and Potential Improvements Crash Type Addressed Benefits 
Timeline for 

Implementation 
Estimated Cost 

Crash 
Reduction 

Factors (CRF)* 

No. 1  

 
Consider correcting and relocating 
current signs and stripping 
solutions on US 78 westbound. 
Currently there are lots of signs 
associated with merging traffic.  
 

Right angle and rear end 
crashes attributed to 
drivers being unaware of 
the intersection 
 
 

Could provide approaching 
motorists with clear 
information and help them 
make safer decisions as they 
approach the intersection 

None  
Identified 

No. 2 

Consider providing a right turn 
lane on US 78 westbound to 
Buddy Faust Road and a right turn 
lane on Buddy Faust Road 
southbound to US 78 westbound. 

Rear end crashes 
attributed to right turning 
vehicles hit from behind 
 

Could help motorists make 
safer decisions as they 
approach the intersection 
and improve traffic 
operations by increasing the 
capacity 

14%-26% 
 

No. 3  

Consider providing left turn lane 
at US 78 eastbound to improve 
intersection performance  and 
safety. 

Rear end attributed to 
motorists being unaware of 
stop signs, unaware of 
conflicting traffic at the 
intersection, or misjudging 
gaps in the mainline traffic 

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

23%-48% 
 

Potential Improvements for Further Evaluation 

  # 4 - Intersection of US 78 / Athens Road at Buddy Faust Road Existing Condition Analysis 

Note: Will need more detailed accident data to support further evaluation on the proposed improvements (No. 2 and No.3). 
Roundabout was initially considered as a potential improvement. It was determined that geometry limits the feasibility for roundabout improvement at this intersection.   

Low –  
Moderate 

Short –  
Moderate 

Low Short 

Low Short 



• AM Peak Hour: 7:15  am – 8:15 am 

• PM Peak Hour: 2:30  pm – 3:30 pm 

  # 5 - Intersection of US 78 / Athens Road at SR 22 / Comer Road 

• 12 crashes in total during 2007 to 2011 with majority of them being rear end collisions  

• Drivers’ unawareness of the intersection and/or complicated configuration could be the main causes for rear end and angle 
crashes   

                                                       

Safety Analysis 

Crash Severity Manner of Collision Vehicle Maneuver 

• There is traffic backup at this 
intersection, especially during AM and 
PM peak periods due to school traffic. 

• Left-turn vehicles on US 78 / Athens 
Road southbound and SR 22 / Comer 
Road westbound experience long delay 
and thereby holding up traffic. 

• Public expressed safety concern over 
this intersection. 

• Public suggested signalizing this 
intersection or implementing three-way 
stop control, and adding turn lanes. 

 

 

 

 

Stakeholder and Public Input Peak Hour Level of Service Analysis 

AM LOS 

A 

A 

B 

F 
Bunker Hill SB 

Control Delay time: 

58 sec/vehicle 

• One-way stop-controlled intersection 

• One lane per direction for all approaches 

• No exclusive turn lanes 

 

 

Physical Condition 

2013 Existing Peak Hour Turning Movement  Counts  

• AM Peak Hour: 7:15  am – 8:15 am 

• PM Peak Hour: 2:30  pm – 3:30 pm 

     

Traffic Characteristics 

US 78 / Athens Rd

SR 22 / Comer Rd

US 78 / Crawford Rd

A 

A 

AM 
Level of Service 

US 78 / Athens Rd

SR 22 / Comer Rd

US 78 / Crawford Rd

A 

A 

PM 
Level of Service 

N 
Percentage of Crashes by Severity and Cause  

Existing Condition Analysis 

C F 

Based on 2007 - 2009 data only due to data availability 

US 78 / Athens Rd

AM

PM

314 116

226 131

190 124

76 49 SR 22 / Comer Rd

353 76

236 39

US 78 / Crawford Rd

AM Peak Hour  (begins at 7:15 AM)

PM Peak Hour  (begins at 2:30 PM)



Next Steps and Potential Improvements Crash Type Addressed Benefits 
Timeline for 

Implementation 
Estimated Cost 

Crash 
Reduction 

Factors 
(CRF)* 

No. 1  

Consider consolidating  the signs – 
currently there are lots of sings on US 78 
in the vicinity of this intersection, which 
could create driver confusion and hinder 
the sight distance.  

Right angle and rear end 
crashes attributed to 
drivers being unaware of 
the intersection 
 

Could provide approaching 
motorists with clear 
information and help them 
make safer decisions as 
they approach the 
intersection 

None  
Identified 

No. 2 

Consider closing the intersection of Clark 
Cir and SR 22 / Comer Road and adding  a 
cul-de-sac for vehicle to turn around. 
Alternative intersection  
with US 78 is  
approximately 1,000 ft  
away.   
 

Right angle and sideswipe 
crashes attributed to 
motorists being unaware of 
conflicting traffic at the 
intersection or misjudging 
gaps in the mainline traffic   

Could reduce number of 
conflict points and improve 
overall safety 

7% 

No. 3 

Consider adding right turn markings, 
restriping,  adding keep moving sign for SR 
22 / Comer Road right turn, and possibly 
lengthening right turn bay as well. 
 

 

Rear end crashes 
attributed to right turning 
vehicles hit from behind 

Could help motorists make 
safer decisions as they 
approach the intersection 
and improve traffic 
operations by increasing 
the capacity 

14% - 26% 

Potential Improvements for Further Evaluation 

  # 5 - Intersection of US 78 / Athens Road at SR 22 / Comer Road 

N 

Existing Condition Analysis 

Note: Improvement No. 2 will require buy-in from locals. If a cul-de-sac of Clark Circle is in place, then the additional right turn lane can be added relevant quickly. These two improvements combined will greatly improve the 
operations and safety at this intersection. 

Short -  
Moderate 

Low - 
Moderate 

Short -  
Moderate 

Low - 
Moderate 

Short Low 



• AM Peak Hour: 7:00  am – 8:00 am 

• PM Peak Hour: 2:30  pm – 3:30 pm 

SR 22 / Comer Rd

Buddy Faust Rd

SR 22 / Comer Rd

• One-way stop-controlled intersection 

• One lane per direction for all approaches 

• No exclusive turn lanes 

 

 

Physical Condition 

2013 Existing Peak Hour Turning Movement  Counts  

• AM Peak Hour: 7:00  am – 8:00 am 

• PM Peak Hour: 2:30  pm – 3:30 pm 

     

Traffic Characteristics 

• One sideswipe crash and one fence collision during 2007 to 2011                                   

Safety Analysis 

Crash Severity Manner of Collision Vehicle Maneuver 

• Public suggested adding turn lanes. 

 

 

 

Stakeholder and Public Input Peak Hour Level of Service Analysis 

Percentage of Crashes by Severity and Cause  
N 

AM 
Level of Service 

A 

A A 

  # 6 - Intersection of SR 22 / Comer Road at Buddy Faust Road 

SR 22 / Comer Rd

Buddy Faust Rd

SR 22 / Comer Rd

PM 
Level of Service 

A 

A B 

Existing Condition Analysis 

Oglethorpe County 
Middle School Based on 2007 - 2009 data only due to data availability 

SR 22 / Comer Rd

AM

PM

27 54

83 157

59 18

54 155

Buddy Faust Rd 99 69

84 91

SR 22 / Comer Rd

AM Peak Hour  (begins at 7:00 AM)

PM Peak Hour  (begins at 2:30 PM)

Both crashes were property 

damage only. 



  # 6 - Intersection of SR 22 / Comer Road at Buddy Faust Road 

Next Steps and Potential Improvements Crash Type Addressed Benefits 
Timeline for 

Implementation 
Estimated Cost 

Crash 
Reduction 

Factors (CRF)* 

No. 1  

Consider day-lighting (removing 
vegetation around) the stop ahead and 
stop signs at this intersection.  
 

Right-angle crashes 
attributed to drivers 
unaware of the intersection 
or failing to stop at the stop 
sign 

Could improve the 
visibility of the stop 
ahead and stop signs 
and improve the 
overall safety 

None  
Identified 

No. 2 

Consider providing eastbound right 
turn lane off Buddy Faust Road, 
auxiliary lane or upgrading shoulder 
(runaround) on SR 22.  
 

 

 
 

Read end crashes 
attributed to right turning 
vehicles hit from behind 

Could help motorists 
make safer decisions 
as they approach 
the intersection and 
improve traffic 
operations by 
increasing the 
capacity 

14% - 26% 
 

Potential Improvements for Further Evaluation 

Existing Condition Analysis 

Short -  
Moderate 

Low –  
Moderate 

Low Short 



• AM Peak Hour: 6:45 am – 7:45 am 

• PM Peak Hour: 3:15 pm – 4:15 pm 

SR 22 / Comer Rd

Watson Mill Rd

Collier Church Rd

SR 22 / Comer Rd

  # 7 - Intersection of SR 22/ Comer Road at Collier Church Road 

• Two-way stop-controlled intersection 

• One lane per direction for all approaches 

• No exclusive turn lanes 

 

 

Physical Condition 

2013 Existing Peak Hour Turning Movement  Counts  

• AM Peak Hour: 6:45 am – 7:45 am 

• PM Peak Hour: 3:15 pm – 4:15 pm 

     

Traffic Characteristics 

• 6 crashes during 2007 to 2011 which half of them was a collision with a fixed object 

• Drivers’ unawareness of the intersection and/or speeding could be the main causes of the crash   

                                                         

Safety Analysis 

Crash Severity Manner of Collision Vehicle Maneuver 

• No specific comments are expressed 
regarding this intersection. 

Stakeholder and Public Input Peak Hour Level of Service Analysis 

AM 
Level of Service 

N 
Percentage of Crashes by Severity and Cause  

Existing Condition Analysis 

A 

B 

A 

A 

SR 22 / Comer Rd

Watson Mill Rd

Collier Church Rd

SR 22 / Comer Rd

PM 
Level of Service 

B 

A 

A 

A 

Based on 2007 - 2009 data only due to data availability 

SR 22 / Comer Rd

11 49 17

16 38 4 22 12

38 12

14 11 Watson Mill Rd

19 14

28 10

10 16 20 49 1

Collier Church Rd 17 35 8

SR 22 / Comer Rd

AM Peak Hour  (begins at 6:45 AM)

PM Peak Hour  (begins at 3:15 PM)



  # 7 - Intersection of SR 22/ Comer Road at Collier Church Road 

Next Steps and Potential Improvements Crash Type Addressed Benefits 
Timeline for 

Implementation 
Estimated Cost 

Crash 
Reduction 

Factors (CRF)* 

No. 1  

Consider providing advance 
intersection warning signs  
on Collier Church Road  
eastbound and Watson 
Mill  Road westbound. 
 

 

 
Right angle and rear end crashes 
attributed to drivers being 
unaware of the intersection 
 

 
Could provide approaching 
motorists with additional 
information and help them 
make safer decisions 

40% 

No. 2 

 
Consider installing transverse 
rumble strips on minor roads. 
 

 
Right angle and roadway 
departure crashes attributed to 
motorists being unaware of stop 
or yield signs  

 
Could provide approaching 
motorists with additional 
information and help them 
make safer decisions 

28% - 35% 

No. 4 

Consider realigning the 
intersection.  

Crash attributed to insufficient 
sight distance, motorists being 
unaware of stop signs, unaware 
of conflicting traffic at the 
intersection, or misjudging gaps 
in the mainline traffic   

Could address problems 
like vehicle alignment, long 
exposure in the 
intersection, and potential 
driver confusion 

Varies 
* The CRF varies 
by the degree of 

skew 

Potential Improvements for Further Evaluation 

Short Low 

Moderate 

Existing Condition Analysis 

Low - 
Moderate 

Moderate 

Short - 
Moderate 



• Two-way stop-controlled intersection 

• One lane per direction for all approaches 

• No exclusive turn lanes 

 

 

Physical Condition 

2013 Existing Peak Hour Turning Movement  Counts  

• AM Peak Hour: 7:15 am – 8:15 am 

• PM Peak Hour: 3:30 pm – 4:30 pm 

     

Traffic Characteristics 

• 12 Crashes in total during 2007 to 2011 with majority of them being angle collisions  

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

Safety Analysis 

Crash Severity Manner of Collision Vehicle Maneuver 

• Public expressed safety concern over this 
intersection. 

Stakeholder and Public Input 

• AM Peak Hour: 7:15  am – 8:15 am 

• PM Peak Hour: 3:30  pm – 4:30 pm 

Peak Hour Level of Service Analysis 

Percentage of Crashes by Severity and Cause  

  # 8 - Intersection of Yancey Road at Arnoldsville Road – Local Intersection 

N 

Arnoldsville Rd

Yancey Rd

Arnoldsville Rd

A 

A 

B 

B 

PM 
Level of Service 

Arnoldsville Rd

Yancey Rd

Arnoldsville Rd

AM 
Level of Service 

A 

A 

B 

B 

Existing Condition Analysis 

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

Based on 2007 - 2009 data only due to data availability 

Arnoldsville Rd

AM

PM

4 93 11

3 94 2 15 3

44 18

29 10 Yancey Rd

0 4

27 8

2 1 2 107 10

3 83 16

Arnoldsville Rd

AM Peak Hour  (begins at 7:15 AM)

PM Peak Hour  (begins at 3:30 PM)



Next Steps and Potential Improvements Crash Type Addressed Benefits 
Timeline for 

Implementation 
Estimated Cost 

Crash 
Reduction 

Factors (CRF)* 

No. 1  

Consider providing advance 
intersection warning  
signs on Arnoldsville Rd; 
Consider adding speed  
warning signs. 

Angle and rear end crashes 
attributed to drivers being 
unaware of the approaching 
intersection 

Could provide approaching 
motorists with additional 
information and help them 
make safer decisions as they 
approach the intersection  

40% 

No. 2 

Review Yancey Road  
northbound sight distance  
looking right and consider  
providing necessary 
Improvement. 

Angle and rear end crashes 
attributed to poor sight distance 

Could provide better 
intersection sight distance 
and help motorists make 
safer movements at the 
intersection 

5% - 17% 

No. 3 

Consider closing Railroad                                     
at Yancey Rd and                                         
repaving road across                                             
from Stewart Circle. 

Angle and rear end crashes 
attributed to drivers unaware of 
the intersection, failing to yield, 
or misjudging gaps in the 
mainline traffic   

Could reduce conflict points 
and avoid unexpected 
turning movements.   

7% 

No. 4 

Consider realigning  
to improve  intersection  
angle or performing high-level 
roundabout analysis to check the 
necessity and feasibility of installing 
roundabout. 
 

Right angle and left-turn crashes 
attributed to motorists being 
unaware of stop signs, unaware 
of conflicting traffic at the 
intersection, or misjudging gaps 
in the mainline traffic   

Could reduce number of 
conflict points and reduce 
intersection speeds.  

29% 

Potential Improvements for Further Evaluation 

  # 8 - Intersection of Yancey Road at Arnoldsville Road - – Local Intersection 

Short Low 

Short Low 

Existing Condition Analysis 

Note: This is a local intersection and it is not under GDOT’s jurisdiction. 
 

Low - 
Moderate 

Short - 
Moderate 

Moderate Moderate 



• AM Peak Hour: 7:00 am – 8:00 am 

• PM Peak Hour: 3:15 pm – 4:15 pm 

Crawford Smithonia Rd

Hargrove Lake Rd

Crawford Smithonia Rd

Crawford Smithonia Rd

Hargrove Lake Rd

Crawford Smithonia Rd

• One-way stop-controlled intersection 

• One lane per direction for all approaches 

• No exclusive turn lanes 

 

 

Physical Condition 

2013 Existing Peak Hour Turning Movement  Counts  

• AM Peak Hour: 7:00 am – 8:00 am 

• PM Peak Hour: 3:15 pm – 4:15 pm 

     

Traffic Characteristics 

• 2 crashes during 2007 to 2011 with both of them being rear end collisions  

• Drivers’ unawareness of the intersection could be the main cause for crashes                                   

Safety Analysis 

Crash Severity Manner of Collision Vehicle Maneuver 

Peak Hour Level of Service Analysis 

Percentage of Crashes by Severity and Cause  

N 

AM 
Level of Service 

A 

A A 

PM 
Level of Service 

A 

A A 

  # 9 - Intersection of Crawford Smithonia Road at Hargrove Lake Road – Local Intersection Existing Condition Analysis 

• No specific comments are expressed 
regarding this intersection. 

 

Stakeholder and Public Input 

Based on 2007 - 2009 data only due to data availability 

Crawford Smithonia Rd

AM

PM

10 27

35 59

20 13

51 132

Hargrove Lake Rd 34 20

59 37

Crawford Smithonia Rd

AM Peak Hour  (begins at 7:00 AM)

PM Peak Hour  (begins at 3:15 PM)



  # 9 - Intersection of Crawford Smithonia Road at Hargrove Lake Road – Local Intersection 

Next Steps and Potential Improvements Crash Type Addressed Benefits 
Timeline for 

Implementation 
Estimated Cost 

Crash 
Reduction 

Factors (CRF)* 

No. 1  

Consider evaluating the necessity and 
feasibility of improving intersection 
angle. 
 

Crash attributed to 
insufficient sight distance, 
motorists being unaware of 
stop signs, unaware of 
conflicting traffic at the 
intersection, or misjudging 
gaps in the mainline traffic   

Could address 
problems like vehicle 
alignment, long 
exposure in the 
intersection, and 
potential driver 
confusion 

 
 
 
 

29% 
 

Potential Improvements for Further Evaluation 

Existing Condition Analysis 

Note: This is a local intersection and it is not under GDOT’s jurisdiction. 
 

Moderate Moderate 
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