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2.0 Introduction

This chapter identifies current transportation facilities and land use characteristics that exist within the
county and reviews these facilities for needed improvements. It constitutes the primary technical foundation
for generation of project development concepts to follow in the Fayette Forward process.

Fayette County is located in the southern Atlanta metropolitan area, bordered by Fulton County to the north,
Clayton County to the north and east, Spalding County to the southeast and Coweta County to the west. Its
relative proximity to both the city of Atlanta and the Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport, the
largest single employer in the state of Georgia, spurred dramatic growth in the 1980s and 1990s. Because this
growth is somewhat recent, especially when compared to northern metropolitan Atlanta counties, Fayette
has been able to maintain a community character based on a rural landscape.

For these reasons, Fayette County’s transportation concerns are unique in the Atlanta region. Its current
status as a bedroom community places pressure on regional roads for commuting traffic, yet its articulated
vision for growing in accordance with its defining rural character suggests that a focus on widened roads and
increased vehicular capacity may be incompatible with its desired future.

This chapter’s inventory and needs assessment comprises two main functions. Sections 2.1 through 2.4 pres-
ent a comprehensive inventory of existing conditions and transportation facilities, including demograph-
ics and land use. Section 2.5 is an assessment of needed enhancements and improvements to the existing
system based on analysis of data, travel demand forecasts and community input from the early parts of the
Fayette Forward process. Note that public involvement and input coming directly from it are discussed in
greater detail in Chapter 3 of the Fayette Forward Plan.

The inventory draws on available geospatial data and previous plans and studies from state, local and re-
gional sources. Among these are plans and studies developed by the Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC)
addressing region-wide transportation and mobility issues, and the Southern Regional Accessibility Study
(SRAS), a focus on transportation and future land use patterns in five southern Atlanta regional counties.
Partly due to its recent completion and timeliness of its issues, the SRAS is cited as a primary source of guid-
ance for transportation conditions and needs in the southern part of the Atlanta metropolitan area.

The needs assessment is based on use of various transportation data as well as the ARC regional travel de-
mand model to understand principal trends and concerns and outline the needs that they present for Fayette
County’s transportation system. They also include a holistic set of project goals that the Fayette community
helped to articulate through public input and suggestions. These goals are intended to provide a way of un-
derstanding transportation projects’ potential to address a variety of community needs beyond basic mobil-

ity.
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Fayette County's location within the Atlanta region. Fayette is notable as the only county in the 10-county core
region that is not served by an interstate highway. Nonetheless, its proximity to Atlanta and the Hartsfield-
Jackson Airport has made it a desirable residential community and has spurred rapid growth and develop-

ment.
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2.1 Land Use & Development Conditions

2.11 Existing Land Use Patterns

Approximately three-quarters of the Fayette’s land is in the unincorporated County, and this land area is pri-
marily used for agricultural purposes or relatively low-density single family housing. Fayette land use poli-
cies establish the smallest allowable lot size as one acre, and much of the county lies in districts designated to
have minimum lot sizes of three or five acres. Beyond these single-family residential patterns, much of the
county’s land is not in active use but is rather held in conservation.

Within the incorporated municipalities, a greater variety of land uses and intensities are permitted. Peachtree
City has been constructed as a master-planned community with land uses and intensities determined by its
plan. Land uses here emphasize single-family housing and neighborhood commercial and institutional uses.
The City of Fayetteville features a similar mix of land uses, with two major retail corridors along State Road
85 north and south of its traditional business district.

The dominant commercial land uses are in incorporated Peachtree City, especially around the intersections
of Highways 54 and 74, and along Highway 85, especially north of downtown Fayetteville. A node of retail
and office land uses has begun to develop in Tyrone near the intersection of SR 74 and Old Senoia Road. The
Town of Tyrone has supported expansion of commercial development into its central commercial district
along Old Senoia and Tyrone-Palmetto Road.

To date, nearly 30 percent of the developable, non-conservation land in the county remains undeveloped.

The County’s future land use policies indicate that the majority of this land would develop as single-family
residential uses with intensities similar to those currently seen throughout the unincorporated County.
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Highway 85 Corridor

Much of the unincorporated County’s retail land uses are located along Highway 85 between downtown Fay-
etteville and the Clayton County line. The corridor includes light industrial/distribution and office land uses
as well, and the scale of uses varies. The corridor includes small-scale, single-establishment parcels, older
strip shopping centers, and a large regional retail center, the Fayette Pavilion.

Fayette Pavilion is one of the largest single retail centers in the Atlanta metropolitan area and a regional
shopping destination drawing customers from throughout the southern part of the region. It and the rest of
the Highway 85 corridor constitute a major retail district in the southern metropolitan Atlanta counties, and
is marked by older retail spaces struggling to retain business. The Fayette County community perceives that
this area is over-supplied with retail space, and multiple comments from public input suggest that it symbol-
izes a form of development that the Fayette community finds inconsistent with its rural character.

Highway 74 Industrial/Commercial Corridor (Peachtree City)
Highway 74 through Peachtree City provides the main regional access to the commercial and industrial areas
of Peachtree City. This district as a whole constitutes a major employment area of the County and is the pri-

mary area designated for industrial land use with active freight rail access. Falcon Field, one of the Atlanta
region’s busiest general aviation airports, is located on this corridor.
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2.1.2 Future Land Use Patterns

The County’s vision for future growth is based on preservation of its existing rural character, and the future
land use policies of the County’s Comprehensive Development Plan are intended to uphold this vision. As a
result, much of the County is designated to support future residential development at densities of one dwell-
ing unit per acre or less.

The principal exceptions to this countywide vision are in the existing incorporated municipalities, where resi-
dential densities are somewhat higher, and in areas that the municipalities have identified for future annexa-
tion. These include an area immediately west of the present city limits of Fayetteville, identified for future
development of a hospital-medical office complex that would also include retail space and residential units.

Future Land Use and the Region

Fayette County future land use policies are notably oriented to preserving the County’s defining characteris-
tics of open space, estate-style single-family housing and a rural and agricultural landscape.

It was noted that growth in the county has been steady and the county and cities can currently keep up with
necessary infrastructure demands generated by growth. The primary growth goal for the county and cities is
to grow at a reasonable rate that allows them to maintain the current quality of life. However, a strain is be-
ing placed on the county by growth and development occurring on its borders in adjacent counties. Intensive
development, particularly warehouse/distribution facilities in southern Fulton County are greatly impacting
SR 74, which is a primary corridor used by county residents to access Interstate 85. Substantial growth in
eastern Coweta County is expected to impact the county with regard to increased traffic congestion.

As mentioned previously, future residential development in the unincorporated portion of the county is set
by policy to be at densities of one dwelling unit per acre or less. The primary reason for this policy direction
is based in infrastructure: the County does not operate or intend to construct central sewer facilities, and
individual residential lots must operate on septic tank wastewater systems. The cities of Fayetteville and
Peachtree City both have central wastewater engineering infrastructure in place and can consequently attract
increased density, but will likely remain less dense than many other cities in the region. Peachtree City and
the county seek to attract ‘clean industries’ and professional jobs while maintaining existing manufacturing
base.

A
%% Fayette Forward nventory & Needs Assessment Chapter 2 e



&) o : 9 ° 38 1 . [ T
Fj} Q{'&i /&:5 i J‘k %3, b - '. = = ‘:ga _gl o5
| + | Map 2.1.2A " Future Land Use |~ . : - &
= ii J i
=4 % = = Bl 2 I i
' . 4 i ¢ L
.. Fulton .‘.'Cl e
y : =5 a on
> V,, oCoUn‘,ty h; > Yy

Coufity.

=)

B “ Legend

Y [ | Residential
.| Agricultural/Undeveloped
[ Commercial/Office

[ Industrial 4
[ Institutional/Community | )
[l Conservation/Open Space L
[ Water &

3

i1} 9

&
o
Data Sources: Fayette County GIS, Atlanta S
Regional Information System %%ﬁ

[

Ao ™
u

3 15




Future Residential Development Patterns

Map 2.1.2B depicts all parcels in Fayette County of 100 acres or greater. Although these may have current
active uses, their location and concentrations demonstrate where currently-adopted County land use policies
would allow the most new development to happen. That is, these are the parcels in the county where subdivi-
sion per allowed densities would yield the greatest amount of development and thus where traffic would be
generated.

Many of these parcels have access to a major transportation facility, but many do not. The parcels not im-
mediately adjacent to major transportation corridors, especially those in the southern half of the County, rely
on local roads to provide connections. Many of these roads were built with agricultural priorities in mind and
feature geometric designs that followed natural constraints of the landscape, such as tight curves, narrow-
angle intersections and limited visibility. As these roads were never intended to accommodate widespread
residential development, they were not engineered with vehicular safety for high traffic volumes in mind.

A
%@t% Fayette Forward nventory & Needs Assessment Chapter 2 o



i b\ ..
I!—\ '3;-'\-_\_‘ 1!‘3) ég%@, ‘

Map 2.1.2B " Large Parcels

= »
[
Vs

v
N’ e
7 “
® , o “) _'__,_'
i f
7
" o
1:
n "
. X
o
B i
{ 8
& 5

Coweéeta.
3 y (1
X i;;pqu nty

o e T
“ 7
3 > 1
.
T
L] -;(‘?:_ 5
P2
F< & -
- J
0 -
. - =
“1 Legend
“| [ Parcels 100 Acres & Larger
Incorporated Municipality F %ja .
. & e - [ o b
| Unincorporated County + A i TR
2 v e - W £ X e
| Water bR 5 D0 ¥ NS DG haMins
- S L R
Data Sources: Fayette County GIS, Atlanta o A § ¢ & 5 | f(\ oun 't 3?;
1 ; n = if o A * o v (7 = i3
ﬂ; Regional Information System : - = N, (g, £ = @ =
&6 [ @ . . w £s!i . “-_ [ # , W
i ] S v 9 i) “; B o -"*".. B ¢
g & o ) i I & wo i M,{fj < ,

Fayette Forward nventory & Needs Assessment Chapter 2 o




2.1.3 Developments of Regional Impact

As of January 2010, Fayette County has five developments of regional impact (DRI’s) that have been ap-
proved by the Georgia Department of Community Affairs (DCA) and the Georgia Regional Transportation
Authority (GRTA). DRI’s are developments whose scale and order of magnitude suggests that they will
have infrastructure and community impacts beyond their immediate geographic area. DRI-level develop-
ment review is determined by a series of thresholds based on whether or not the county is in a DCA-defined
metropolitan area. Fayette County is classified as a metropolitan county, meaning that the thresholds used
for DRI-level review are higher. Due to a combination of Fayette’s large-lot zoning requirements, typically
small-scale commercial developments and minor concentrations of employment in the County, Fayette has
had fewer DRI’s than most metropolitan Atlanta counties.
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2.1.4 Livable Centers Initiative (LCI) Studies

ARC’s Livable Centers Initiative is intended to increase modal choice and enhance quality of life in commu-
nities throughout the Atlanta region. It encourages local jurisdictions to plan and implement strategies that
link transportation improvements with land use development. The intent of this is to create sustainable,
livable communities consistent with regional development policies, to reduce automobile travel demand by
integrating complementary land uses, and to provide a framework for communities to build transportation
systems in cooperation with development.

In Fayette County, two LCI studies have been completed: one for Fayetteville and the other for Peachtree

City.
Fayetteville LCI

The Fayetteville LCI focused primarily on the redevelopment and reinvention of downtown Fayetteville as a
mixed-use center offering a range of employment, shopping, recreation and housing. Fayetteville’s interest
in this approach is due mainly to the relatively higher rates of growth in unincorporated Fayette County and
a higher priority for the City, its staff and elected officials. In 2002, the Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC)
awarded the City of Fayetteville with one of ten regional Livable Center Initiative (L.CI) grants to develop a
plan for Downtown Fayetteville and the surrounding area. The Livable Center Initiative promotes the devel-
opment of action plans to enhance livability, connectivity and mobility within existing town centers through-
out the Atlanta region, while identifying development and redevelopment opportunities. The program also
promotes cooperation between private and public entities to implement plan components, which commonly
include regulatory changes, infrastructure investment, development and redevelopment projects and cre-
ation or refinement of development incentives.

Peachtree City LCI

The Peachtree City LCI was based on the development and redevelopment of the West Village, an area cen-
tered on Highway 54 west of Highway 74. It sought to establish this district as a multi-use town center for
Peachtree City, taking advantage of regional connections in Highways 54 and 74 as well as Peachtree City’s
residential population.

As of the writing of this report, none of the recommendations from either LCI have been adopted as policy by
the local governments, although recent reconstruction of Highway 54 has incorporated many of its objectives
for multimodal circulation, especially for bicycles and pedestrians. These include tunnels for bicycles and
pedestrians under the approach embankment for the bridge over the CSX railroad.
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2.1.5 Employment and Retail Centers

In addition to the areas examined in detail under Fayette County’s two LCI studies, ARC has designated sev-
eral activity centers throughout the County that are existing or potential centers of retail and employment.
The largest of these are downtown Fayetteville, the Peachtree City town center at the intersection of State
Roads 54 and 74, and the Fayetteville Pavilion retail district north of the city center. The Fayetteville Pavil-
ion and Peachtree City’s town center are among the largest retail concentrations in the southern part of the
Atlanta metropolitan region and together comprise nearly 3 million square feet of leasable retail space.

Fayette County, in partnership with the City of Fayetteville, is also planning for a major employment center
on State Road 54 near the intersection of Sandy Creek Road. This would be focused on a hospital and medi-
cal center complex with supporting office and retail land uses. It is intended to meet needs in the County
for medical facilities as well as to generate highly skilled, value-added employment. In addition to this, the
County has begun planning for a technology park on State Road 74 north of the Tyrone town limits.

The largest of these centers already have access to the County’s roadway system, particularly to GDOT high-

ways. Continuing to provide access to these centers will be crucial to the County’s economic development
efforts.

A
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2.1.6 Schools

The location of school facilities is an important consideration in community planning. Schools require con-
venient access from the transportation system, but because of hours of operation and a large number of
students who do not drive, notable demand on the transportation system occurs at concentrated times in the
morning and afternoon.

In Fayette County, schools in the incorporated municipalities tend to be located with a more even geographic
distribution than in the unincorporated County. This is most notable in Peachtree City, which, as a master-
planned community, had located school facilities prior to the city’s growth and construction. In the unincor-
porated county, school siting has tended to concentrate elementary, middle and high schools in close prox-
imity. While this has distinct advantages from the perspective of sharing facilities and resources, it creates
special demand for the transportation system in that it increases and extends the peak travel period to access
these schools.

The table below lists the major locations of school facility ‘clusters’ in the County and their primary means of
access. It also provides a brief description of key operational issues that may need to be addressed to enhance

the safety and efficiency of access.

Table 2.1.6 Major School Locations and Access

Number .
Schools Major Access Means Access Concerns
on Map
Southbound left turns at SR 74/
Burch Elementary/ All accessed from Jenkins Road; giﬁf&;ﬁgﬁig&?ﬁiﬁﬁﬁgﬁﬁ ts
1 Flat Rock Midd]e/ Sandy Creek Road and SR 74 lison intersection; motorist speed in
Sandy Creek High also important to access I movements at San 3 Cirsalty
Jenkins intersection
. . . Turning movements from Lafayette
Hood Avenue Primary/ Accessed from Tiger Trail and = . . )
2 Fayetteville Intermediate/ Lafayette Avenue; SR 54 and SR ;(e):cstiIf)r??éineﬁrt’irrfﬁﬂ/ I%(e;f‘ag:};e é?tt:r
Fayette County High 85/92 also important to access Avenue athR 54 & Y
. Sufficient turning movement storage
f:ri%ﬁge%gsrﬁsgﬁ?_ All accessed from SR 85 or Lis-  space on SR 85; unsignalized control
3 Ty . bon Road and Goza Road of school entrance/SR 85 intersec-
Whitewater High tion
Unsignalized control of SR 74/
ﬁ?ggessggnﬁ?(ﬁg; Accessed from SR 74 and Pan- school entrance intersection; suf-
4 & otalr ¥ ther Path/Redwine Road ficient turning movement storage
Starr’s Mill High s TSI A
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2.1.7 Natural and Environmental Resources

Fayette County is a complex and rich county in terms of natural resources, being part of several drainage ba-
sins and containing the headwaters of the Flint River. Because the County has not been intensely developed,
many of its wetland and stream corridors are largely intact. These certainly contribute to the county’s appeal
as a rurally-oriented residential community and indeed provide recreational amenities. Horton Creek and
Whitewater Creek are the main corridors within the county, with Line Creek and the Flint River forming its
western and eastern boundaries, respectively.

Water Resources

The county is under the jurisdiction of the Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District, which covers
much of the rest of the Atlanta region. The District administers a long-range water management plan that
sets forth strategies and recommendations for effective watershed management and stormwater control. The
watershed plan provides requirements for local programmatic efforts, including six model ordinances which
provide for post-development stormwater management, floodplain management, conservation/open space
development, illicit discharge and illegal connection controls, litter control and stream buffer protection.

The County is nearly self-sufficient in terms of water. The Fayette County Water System currently has a total
production capacity of 20.375 million gallons per day (MGD). This capacity includes the 13.5 MGD at the
Crosstown Water Plant, 6.0 MGD at the South Fayette Water Plant and an additional 0.825 MGD from four
wells at various locations. The City of Fayetteville has a water treatment plant with a capacity of 3.9 MGD.
The City of Atlanta has also allocated 4.0 MGD to Fayette County.

The County’s water system includes three water storage reservoirs and one currently under construction:

« Lake Kedron, located in northern Peachtree City, is a 235-acre reservoir which stores approxi-
mately 1.0 billion gallons of water and will safely yield 3.5 MGD during drought conditions.

« Lake Peachtree, in the southern part of Peachtree City, is a 250-acre reservoir which will yield
0.5 MGD during drought conditions.

« Lake Horton, in south Fayette County, stores 3.5 billion gallons of water and will yield 16-18
MGD during drought conditions.

« Lake McIntosh, currently under construction, lies on Line Creek south of SR 54. This new 650-
acre reservoir will yield 10.4 MGD of additional capacity in drought conditions.

Although surface water only forms eight percent of the County’s overall geographic area, the preponderance
of streams, ponds and lakes suggests that roads and other transportation facilities frequently need to cross
bridges. This generates environmental concern in that the structures used in these crossing alters natural
topography and drainage patterns. In addition, the construction and widening of roads adds impervious
surfaces, which concentrate stormwater runoff in certain places and potentially distribute pollutants into
drinking water supply.
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Within Fayette County’s watersheds, impervious surface areas constitute as much as 23 percent of all land
area. Map 2.1.7B and Table 2.1.7 illustrate each watershed and its impervious surface content.
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Table 2.1.7
Drinking Water Supply Watershed Impervious Surface Area

Flint River 22.8%
Flat Creek 16.8%
Line Creek 10.6%
Horton Creek 3.0%

9.1%

Whitewater Creek

Data Sources: Atlanta Regional Commission Environmental Planning Division
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Air Quality

As part of the 10-county Atlanta region, Fayette County is in what planners refer to as nonattainment status
with regard to the Clean Air Act, meaning it does not meet federal air quality standards for ozone and fine
particulate matter. The Clean Air Act and Amendments of 1990 define such an area as a locality where air
pollution levels persistently exceed National Ambient Air Quality Standards. Designating an area as nonat-
tainment is a formal rulemaking process, and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
normally takes this action only after air quality standards have been exceeded for several consecutive years.
Nonattainment areas are given a classification based on the severity of the violation and the type of air qual-
ity standard they exceed. Violations of these standards and subsequent nonattainment classification can
disqualify a region from receiving federal highway funding. This means that on roads eligible for federal
funding assistance, up to 80 percent of the total project funding can be withheld as a consequence of not
meeting these federal standards. However, demonstrated progress in improving air quality and returning to
attainment, documented in a conformity determination, can be made for transportation plans and programs
within air quality nonattainment areas in order for federal transportation funding to be allocated, without
restriction, to the region.

The most recent conformity determination was provided as part of ARC’s Envision6 regional transportation
plan and the transportation improvement program for 2008-2013. A positive conformity determination was
provided for both the ozone and particulate matter standards in October 2007.

Though Fayette County, by virtue of its lower population and lower intensity of urbanization, does not gen-
erate moving vehicle emissions to the same degree that other metropolitan counties do, its proximity to the
Hartsfield-Jackson Airport places the northern part of the County near a major concentration of emissions
and urban heat island.
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2.2 Population & Demographic Trends

2.2.1 County Population and Growth Trends

Fayette County is one of the faster-growing counties in the Atlanta region, reflecting more recent overall
growth in the southern Atlanta metropolitan area. Its current official population of 91,000 from the 2000
Census is a nearly 45 percent increase over its 1990 population. Indeed, the population has more than tripled
since 1980.

Between 2000 and 2030, ARC has projected that the County’s population will increase to nearly 161,000, or
by 76 percent. Of note, however, is that 2007 Census population estimates show a slowing rate of growth,
suggesting that the County’s available residential lands are being developed and that remaining opportuni-
ties for development and population growth are in more remote parts of the County. This is particularly
noteworthy given that Peachtree City, Fayette County’s large master-planned community, has largely been
constructed and is accommodating its projected build-out population.

The County understands that continued residential growth will likely not greatly increase population beyond
current levels due to limited availability of developable land and the County’s current land development
policies (see Section 2.2.2 of this report for a discussion of future land use policies). While there remains
available land for development, it will not develop at intensities currently seen in Fayetteville or Peachtree
City. Nonetheless, additional growth is expected and the County’s population, based on estimates in its com-
prehensive growth plan, could reach 150,000 by 2030.

When considered hand-in-hand with the County’s future land use policies, this growth implies an increased

need for connection to Fayette County’s commercial and employment centers, most of which are located
along the major arterial thoroughfares.

Table 2.2.1 Fayette County Population Growth Trends

Year Population HERETTL Regional Percent
P Growth Population Growth

1960 8,199 1,312,474

1970 11,364 38.6% 1,500,823 14.4%

1980 20,043 155.6% 1,896,182 26.3%

1990 62,415 114.9% 2,557,800 34.9%

2000 91,263 46.2% 3,429,379 34.1%
( ARCZIf:)s(’:i?n ate) 106,000 15.5% 4,099,600 19.5%
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Maps 2.2.1A Fayette County Population Growth Trends
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Population and Employment Density

Based on ARC projections, growth in the County’s overall population and employment densities is expected
to occur primarily in its existing city centers (Fayetteville and Peachtree City). Further growth is expected
to happen along major corridors such as State Road 74. When compared to other areas in the Atlanta met-
ropolitan region, these population and employment densities are low, even in projection for the year 2030.
This suggests that public investments to address Fayette County’s transportation needs are likely to be con-
centrated near its existing population centers and that certain kinds of investment strategies that typically
serve higher-density environments, such as premium rapid transit, may not be effective in Fayette County.

Maps 2.2.1B Current and Projected Population and Employment Densities
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2.2.2 Demographics

Fayette County is notable as having the highest average median household income of any county in the At-
lanta region. When examined at the census tract level, nearly every tract exceeds this average, implying that
the county is generally affluent throughout and that areas of relatively low income are limited. As income is
not reported in the Census at geographies smaller than the block group and as many of Fayette’s tracts are
coterminous with a single block group, the tract has been used as the primary geography of identification.

These trends in household income are reflected in the County’s balance of housing tenure. Of the 31,524
households in the county, 27,252, or 86 percent, are in home ownership. The remaining 14 percent are rental
households. The level of home ownership in the County is significantly higher than the regionwide average
of 66 percent.

Fayette’s high levels of household income suggest that automobile ownership and use are likely to be com-
mon and that levels of transit and walking dependency are likely to be low. Indeed, the 2000 Census shows
that only six percent of households in the County do not have access to an automobile, and the community
survey conducted as part of the Fayette Forward planning process shows that 80 percent of respondents had
either two or three vehicles in their households.

Notwithstanding this, the average number of cars per household is lower than the regional average according
to ARC community profile information. A major reason for this is that Fayette County has a higher propor-
tion of senior citizen residents than most other counties in the region. When viewed at the census tract level,
the difference between Fayette and the region is even more pronounced: all but three of the census tracts
have higher proportions of senior citizens than the region as a whole (7.6 percent), and two tracts have higher
proportions than the United States as a whole (12.4 percent). This is not surprising, especially considering
that Peachtree City is one of the County’s first major developments and has led to a major increase in popula-
tion since 1980, and its planned character as a golf-based resort community was intended in part to appeal
to a retirement-age population. What is notable, however, is that the high proportion of senior citizens rela-
tive to the rest of the region is distributed throughout other parts of the county and is most notable in and
around Fayetteville. This implies a different set of needs than simply providing for a county with a growing
population.

Indeed, the senior citizen population of Fayette County does not fit the same overall profile of affluence as
Fayette County as a whole. As Maps 2.2.2A and 2.2.2B illustrate, the areas of greatest concentration of senior
citizens (as measured by census tract) are also those among the least relatively affluent in the County. Fay-
ette Senior Services, a non-profit organization that partners with the Fayette County Board of Commission-
ers in providing social aid services and maintaining a community center, estimates that the senior citizen
population in Fayette County will grow by approximately 450 percent from 2009 to 2040, by far the greatest
percentage growth anticipated for any county in the region. The overall growth of the County is estimated
by ARC at approximately 80 percent in the same time period. When the County’s land use policies are con-
sidered as the basis for a development buildout, this growth rate is less. The rapid growth forecast for the
senior citizen population for this period outpaces the county as a whole, suggesting that Fayette County is
likely to have an older average population (and a much higher percentage of senior citizens) than today. As

A
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discussed in Section 2.5.8, this suggests that the percentage of Fayette County’s non-driving population will
also increase.

Fayette has five Environmental Justice (EJ) communities as designated in ARC’s Beyond Race and Poverty
report. These are based on census block groups and are designated for those block groups with a percentage
of African-Americans greater than 30.4 percent, a percentage of Hispanics greater than 77 percent, a percent-
age of Asians greater than 3.6 percent, or a poverty rate that is greater than 9.1 percent. Fayette has one EJ
area based on the proportion of its African-American population, in the north of the county along the bound-
aries with Fulton and Clayton Counties. Its remaining four EJ communities are based on the proportion of
their Asian populations, and are located in Peachtree City, Tyrone and East Fayetteville.

Map 2.2.2B Proportion of Residents aged 65

Map 2.2.2A Median Household Income Relative to Region . i
& Greater Relative to Region

Legend Legend
[ MHI Below Regjon-wide I MHI Between 120% and 65+ Population 65+ Population I 65+ Population
Average 150% of Region At Or Below Above Region-wide Above U.S. Aver-
1, W 0, 0y
B MHI Between 100% and B MHI Greater Than 150% sy Average (7.6%) age (12.4%)
120% of Region of Region o

Data Sources: Fayette County GIS, Atlanta Regional Information System, US Census (2000) Data Sources: Fayette County GIS, Atlanta Regional Information System, US Census (2000)

The maps above show general demographic makeup of Fayette County. On the left are census tracts displayed by median
household income (MHI) relative to the ARC average. Only one tract has an MHI below the regionwide average, and most
have an MH| at least 20 percent greater than the regionwide average. On the right are census tracts displayed by the pro-
portion of their population aged 65 or older. Most of Fayette County's tracts exceed the regionwide average of /6 percent,
suggesting a generally higher level of senior citizen population in the County.
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2.2.3 Population and Employment

Another notable factor in Fayette County’s demographic profile is its high concentration of educated resi-
dents, with over 92 percent having a high school diploma and 36 percent having a four-year college degree.
These levels of education are indeed higher than the regional average of 84 percent and 32 percent, re-
spectively, and imply that future employment growth in the County can be expected in industries requiring
skilled, highly-educated workers.

Currently, however, many Fayette County residents who have high-paying, professional employment in in-
dustries matching the county’s educational profile are not employed in the County. As a result, many Fayette
residents currently travel outside of the County for work, underscoring a need for regional transportation
connections, especially to major professional job centers.

Indeed, it is the mutual goal of the County and its municipalities to attract more high-paying, professional-
sector employment. Such initiatives as the hospital campus west of Fayetteville (see Section 2.1.2) allow
the County to expand its current job base and bring important community functions and services to Fayette
residents and workers. However, these examples only occur in Fayetteville or areas that it has selected for
annexation or in Peachtree City.

The ARC Envision6 employment forecast indicates a growth of 150 percent to 88,000 jobs by 2030. Although
employment is anticipated to grow at a faster rate than population, an important finding is that the county
will still lack enough jobs to accommodate the increase in population. The ratio of jobs to population was
0.3 jobs per person in 2000, and it is expected to increase only slightly to 0.34 jobs per population in 2030.
Georgia Department of Labor data indicated that the statewide jobs-per-labor force ratio in 2000 was 0.55.
This jobs-to-population imbalance indicates that for every two workers in the county, it is likely that one of
them has to commute outside of the county to work.

Table 2.2.3 Fayette County Population and Employment Characteristics

Demographic Indicator Fayette County Atlanta Region

Total Number of Households (2000) 31,524 1,504,871
Households in Home-Ownership Tenure 27,252 (86.4%) 999,564 (66.4%)
Households in Rental Tenure 4,272 (13.6%) 505,307 (33.6%)
Median Household Income (1999) $71,227 $51,948

Number of Residents aged 25 or older 59,016 2,630,798
Il};:)sli;l:nts aged 25 or older with a high school di- 54,514 (92.4%) 2,200,481 (84.0%)
Residents aged 25 or older with a four-year col- 21,347 (36.2%) 843,161 (32.0%)

lege degree

A
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2.3 Roadway Inventory

2.3.1 Inventory of Major Roadways

Fayette County’s roads are largely two-lane rural facilities that historically accommodated farm-to-market
movements. As the County has grown, these facilities have begun carrying more traffic to state highways and
to interstates in neighboring Fulton, Coweta and Clayton Counties. Additionally, these roadways have taken
on an added function of collector and arterial traffic distribution as the County’s land has been developed for
primarily residential uses. Many pre-existing characteristics of these rural roads, such as narrow sections
or shoulders, limited clear zone and roadside recovery area and acute angles of intersection have not been
altered or enhanced as the County has grown and these facilities carry increased traffic volumes.

In total, Fayette County has 984 miles of roadway centerline. This includes 54.5 miles of unpaved roadways,
mostly gravel.

Georgia Department of Transportation Facilities

The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) maintains 79 miles of road centerline in Fayette County.
GDOT’s facilities comprise the major multi-lane arterials throughout the County and the vast majority of
all traffic signals and control infrastructure (see section 3.3). In Fayetteville, a section of State Road 54 ap-
proximately of 0.8 miles is a couplet of one-way streets (Stonewall and Lanier Avenues) that pass through
downtown Fayetteville.

In addition, State Roads 85 and 92 are briefly conjoined through downtown Fayetteville (as Glynn Street),
traveling north to south and intersecting with the State Road 54 couplet.

A
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Existing County and Municipal Facilities

Of the remaining 905 miles of centerline in the county, Fayette County maintains 745 miles. These include
the 54.5 miles of unpaved roads in the County as well as some roads in the smaller incorporated municipali-
ties. Most of the County’s roads are two-lane facilities that either serve an historical rural function or rela-
tively recently constructed residential streets.

Planned and Work-In-Progress County Facilities

In its 2003 Transportation Plan, Fayette County recommended the construction of two roadways serving a
bypass function, intended to relieve traffic congestion in downtown Fayetteville and along the State Road 85
corridors north and south of the city. The West Fayetteville Bypass, the first of these to be developed into
a capital project, is divided into three phases for planning and programming purposes. At the time of this
report’s writing, the first phase (from Highway 54 to Sandy Creek Road) is designed and under construction,
and the second phase (from Sandy Creek to State Road 92) is in planning and preliminary engineering. The
third phase, south of State Road 54, is in a concept development stage.

The East Fayetteville bypass, intended to connect from State Road 92 south of Fayetteville to State Road 85
north of Fayetteville, is in preliminary design and environmental assessment as of late 2009.

A
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Existing and Effective Network

One measure of a roadway system’s strength in providing route alternatives and direct paths of travel is how
much of its overall street inventory contributes to a connected network of streets. Thus, measuring the ef-
fective network versus the total existing network demonstrates the extent of streets that can be expected to
carry countywide movements and, consequently, share the traffic burden.

Of Fayette County’s 984 miles of centerline, approximately 417 miles, or 42 percent, contribute to effec-
tive network. Though data are not available to compare, it can be reasonably assumed that far more of the
county’s roadways constituted an effective network before the rapid residential growth of the last 30 years.
Examining current development patterns shows that street additions are typically dead-end streets and cul-
de-sac patterns, reflecting a broad societal taste for these patterns in residential development and real estate
(and in many communities, reflecting piecemeal land development in the absence of strong policy guidance).
To be sure, this is not unique to Fayette County, and is indeed common to suburban environments through-
out the United States. This pattern of development, if allowed to continue, will result in more vehicle trips on
the same effective network and precipitate more funds being used for roadway construction and widening.
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2.3.2 Functional Classification

Fayette County’s roads are largely two-lane rural facilities that historically accommodated farm-to-market
movements. As the County has grown, these facilities have begun carrying more traffic to state highways and
to interstates in neighboring Fulton, Coweta and Clayton Counties.

Of the County’s 984 miles of roadway centerline, most are classified as rural roads. These include many of
the suburban streets in the unincorporated county, but they also include many roads that predated residen-
tial subdivision. These are largely in the south part of the county between State Road 85 and State Road 92.
State Road 92 itself is classified as a rural arterial, both south of Fayetteville and north of it (where many
other road classifications are urban-based).

The table below shows overall centerline mileage per classification type based on Georgia DOT’s road inven-
tory. The different classes as specified here are used by GDOT and reference the nationally-used classifica-
tion system developed by the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO)
and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). The primary distinction between arterials, collectors and
local roads is their focus on mobility and access: arterials are intended to serve a principal mobility function,
where local streets are intended to provide access. Collector streets serve as a distribution between locals and
arterials. Typically, rural roadways are designed with higher moving speeds, meaning they require smoother
curves, wider ‘clear zones’ (or areas where a vehicle leaving the road unintentionally can ‘recover’ and return
to the roadway), and greater spacing between driveways and intersecting roads. Urban roads are designed
for lower moving speeds and keep in mind the greater frequency of other vehicles. Urban roads also tend to
be designed with higher vehicle capacity, to meet a generally greater travel demand in urban areas.

Table 2.3.2 Overall Centerline Mileage per Classification

RURAL
06 Minor Arterial 17.8
o7 Major Collector 15.6
08 Non-Federal Aid Minor Collector 8.0
09 Local 532.4
URBAN
14 Urban Principal Arterial 34.8
16 Minor Arterial 87.1
17 Collector Street 61.9
19 Local 226.4
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2.3.3 Traffic Control Infrastructure

There are currently 65 signals in Fayette County, and all but one of these control intersections on GDOT
routes. Maintenance responsibilities for these signals are shared between GDOT and the County and its mu-
nicipalities, though GDOT makes decisions on signal timing.

Due mostly to the absence of interstates in Fayette County, more advanced forms of traffic control and moni-
toring, such as real-time congestion monitoring and reporting through variable message signs, are not in
place.

One noteworthy pattern is the difference in signal spacing between the different state routes, as illustrated on
the map to the right. Highway 54, the east-west spine of the county connecting Peachtree City and Fayette-
ville, has several higher-volume intersections through Peachtree City that warrant signal placement. West of
Highway 74 in particular, it also serves an access function for one of the County areas of intense commercial
development. Highway 74, on the other hand, has signals spaced farther apart, with fewer access points to
local development. With the exception of the intersection with Highway 54, these signals provide longer
movement times to Highway 74 to facilitate its traffic flow. This different pattern of signal spacing reflects
historic needs for access.

A
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2.3.4 Bridges

GDOT defines a bridge as a horizontally-spanning structure built over water or any depression or obstacle
(such as a railroad) to allow the passage of pedestrians or vehicles. These differ from culverts, which are the
diversion of a water feature into a constrained, covered structure over which a roadway is built.

Presently, Fayette County has 73 bridges, including two pedestrian overpasses in Peachtree City. As the
County does not have any interstate highways and a limited amount of railroads (see Section 2.5.2 of this
report), most of these bridges cross streams or reservoirs.

GDOT regularly inspects all bridges in the County for safety and maintenance needs, and this inspection
program includes all vehicular roadway bridges in the county. GDOT’s report of these inspections includes
a sufficiency rating based on a combination of factors including (but not limited to) structural condition,
surface type, protective guard railing and foundation type and condition. Most of the County’s bridges are in
good condition, with over half of the 73 bridges (43) carrying sufficiency ratings of 80 or above. Nine of the
County’s bridges have sufficiency ratings below 50, indicating more severe structural deficiencies in need of
repair or replacement. These bridges are shown in the table below.

The map to the right illustrates the locations of these bridges. Those with sufficiency ratings at or below 50
percent are shown with distinct symbols.

Table 3.4 Bridges with Low Sufficiency Ratings

GDOT Year | Sufficiency
Pri Road Bridge C
Bridge ID tmary toa rage Lrosses 1 puilt Rating

113-0019-0 MeclIntosh Road Flint River 1950

113-5005-0 Coastline Road CSX Railroad 1940 10.3
113-5030-0 Kenwood Road Morning Creek 1972 17.5
113-0008-0 Highway 74 Flat Creek 1959 21.4
113-5024-0 Ebenezer Church Road Whitewater Creek 1965 36.2
113-0009-0 Highway 85 Whitewater Creek 1950 44.5
113-0020-0 Hampton Road Flint River 1974 45.0
113-5004-0 Milam Road Whitewater Creek 1960 46.3
113-0025-0 McDonough Road Flint River 1956 47.9
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2.4 Multimodal Inventory

2.4.1 Existing Rail Inventory

Currently, Fayette County has 22.3 miles of rail right-of-way in two discrete segments that intersect outside
of the County. Of this rail, 16.8 miles run generally parallel to the County’s western boundary and pass
through the cities of Tyrone and Peachtree City. This portion is owned and operated by CSX Transportation.
It connects to the Tilford Yard transfer facility in Atlanta and continues south to CSX’s main southeastern
hub at Waycross. This is one of CSX’s active mainlines through Georgia. In 2004, this line carried nearly 35
million tons of freight.

Most of the county’s active industrial land uses are located along this corridor, and it includes two service
spur lines: one in the south of Tyrone to serve the Shamrock Industrial Park and another to serve a quarry
west of SR 74 on Jenkins Road in the north of Tyrone. The latter spur crosses SR 74 at grade and requires
that SR 74 traffic be stopped when the railroad is in use. Both of these spurs require truck connections for
freight and other industrial needs to other parts of the region.

The remaining 5.5 miles of rail right-of-way in Fayette, passing generally east to west through the southern
portion of the County and through the city limits of Brooks, are the former Central of Georgia Railroad. This

line is now owned by Norfolk Southern. It is inactive and rail has been removed through most of its length.

The County does not currently have inter-city passenger rail service. The closest inter-city passenger rail
facility is the Amtrak station in Atlanta.
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2.4.2 Freight Corridors

Metropolitan Atlanta is the fourth-largest freight distribution nexus in the United States, behind New York,
Los Angeles and Chicago. In 2005, over 953 million tons of freight were moved through it. Its extensive
network of highways, rail and air-based freight movement have long given it preeminence in the Southeast.
However, the spine of this freight movement system is the Interstate highway system, which does not move
through Fayette County.

The major thoroughfares through Fayette County are its state highways. The links between Highways 85,
279, 314 and the Hartsfield-Jackson Airport are especially important in freight movements in and out of the
county. Although Fayette does not have large concentrations of industrial land uses relative to other met-
ropolitan Atlanta counties, its proximity to Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport and its cargo
distribution operations suggests that it is an important link in the southern part of the metropolitan area.

ARC has developed a Priority Freight Highway Network as part of the Atlanta Regional Freight Mobility plan
intended in part to prioritize transportation funds on corridors that serve the movement of freight as well as
people. This is illustrated on the following page, and in Fayette County includes State Roads 54, 74, 85 and

92.

A
%@t% Fayette Forward nventory & Needs Assessment Chapter 2 @



Map 2.4.2 ARC Freight Corridors Map

Regional Interstates/Expressways

Other Priority Network Facilities

N

Fayette Forward |nventory & Needs Assessment

din

0



2.4.3 Aviation

Fayette County contains two airports within its boundaries. Falcon Field in Peachtree City (ICAO code KFFC)
is a general aviation airport owned and operated by the Peachtree City Airport Authority. It accommodates
a variety of aviation related activities including corporate/business jets, recreational flying, experimental
aircraft, expedited shipping of small parcels and postage, police and law enforcement aircraft, and aerial
photography and surveying. The airport has 57 hangar spaces, 115 apron parking spaces, 107 auto parking
spaces and an 8,000-square foot terminal/administration building. Rental cars are available. It is classified
as a Level III public airport by GDOT, a classification used for business airports of regional impact. It in-
cludes a mile-long paved runway as well as a fuel station, and functions primarily for business travel to and
from Peachtree City. Willow Pond Airport, located along Lester Road southwest of Fayetteville, is a private
grass strip used as an airpark and owned and maintained by adjacent property owners.

The nearest airport providing scheduled commercial passenger air service is the Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta
International Airport (H-JAIA, ICAO code KATL) located in Fulton and Clayton Counties. H-JAIA is the
preeminent airport for the Atlanta region, a major hub in the United States commercial aviation system and
the busiest airport in the world in terms of both aircraft movements (takeoffs and landings) and passenger
activity (enplanements and deplanements).

H-JAIA is also the only airport in the Atlanta region that offers scheduled air cargo service. Through a combi-
nation of commercial passenger carriers, all-cargo carriers and integrated express carriers, H-JAIA serves all
domestic air cargo hubs, primary international gateways and over 40 secondary international destinations.
In 2005 H-JAIA handled 846,200 tons of air cargo, inclusive of domestic and international, freight, express
and mail. That year it was the tenth busiest among U.S. airports and 25th among all world airports in terms
of gross tonnage.

Fayette County has been strongly influenced by its proximity to H-JAIA, especially since the airport’s recon-
struction in the late 1970s and subsequent increases in operational capacity. The airport’s growth has made
it the largest single employer in the state of Georgia and many residents of the south Atlanta metropolitan
area work there or in adjacent centers of employment.

Table 2.4.3 Comparison of Aviation Facilities Serving Fayette County

Annual Aircraft Operations (Year) 52,592 (2004) 980,386 (2005)
Aircraft Based at Airport 180 0

Distance from Atlanta Central Business District 25 miles southwest 7 miles south
Ratio of Operational Demand to Airport Capacity (2006) 20% 86%
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2.4.4 Sidewalks, Trails and Bicycle Facilities

Many of the existing sidewalks in Fayette County are located in its incorporated areas. Various locations in
the unincorporated County have sidewalks along roadways, either through development or through inclusion
in a public roadway project. Generally speaking, the County does not often build sidewalks or require their
construction on new streets that are added through private development.

Fayetteville has 36 miles of sidewalks, many of which are located along major roadways such as State Road
85 and State Road 54. Currently it has plans to add to this network, primarily through current SPLOST-
generated funding. Though the City of Peachtree City does not have conventional sidewalks on most of its
local streets, it does have an extensive network of off-street, multi-use trails that are designed for golf cart ac-
cess through the community. This network also accommodates bicycle and pedestrian use and is the primary
means of pedestrian and non-motorized connectivity.

As a result, and to encourage the provision of additional multi- use paths for all residents, the City’s Land
Development Ordinance requires that all new developments provide a connection to the existing path sys-
tem. This alone increases the length of the overall path network on a regular basis. Additionally, the City has
provisions within the Public Improvements Program to annually design and construct the multi-use path
system to areas that are not currently being served and to regularly maintain the overall path system (source:
Peachtree City LCI, 2001).

Multi-use trails do not exist evenly throughout the County outside of Peachtree City. Those that do exist
have been constructed in disconnected pieces. As a result, cyclists and pedestrians wishing to use off-road
trails are limited in movement through the county. This disconnect in bicycle movement is complicated by
the county’s lack of on-street or on-road facilities. Currently, Fayette County does not have any dedicated
on-street bicycle lanes, either on GDOT highways or on local roads. Due to the rural character of many of
Fayette’s roads, the addition of on-road facilities would likely be through widened, smooth shoulders allow-
ing cyclists a safe riding area outside of the travel lane, and many of the County’s roadways currently do not
feature such shoulders in their design.
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2.4.5 Transit

Fayette County currently does not have any scheduled transit service. The nearest available transit is in
Clayton County, where Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA) rail service terminates at the
Hartsfield-Jackson Airport station, and in the Fulton County communities of Fairburn and Palmetto, which
are served by MARTA buses. Clayton County’s local C-Tran bus service terminated on March 31, 2010.

The Georgia Regional Transportation Authority (GRTA) also serves Clayton and Coweta Counties with its
Xpress commuter bus service. This service provides scheduled commuter operations (into Atlanta in the
morning commute period and out of Atlanta in the afternoons) with limited reverse commute service. There
is currently not direct service in Fayette County, although most GRTA Xpress routes terminate at a park-and-
ride facility. Fayette residents have access to these services through the facilities in adjacent communities. In
Coweta County, the terminating park-and-ride facility is in Newnan; in Clayton County facilities are located
in at the Clayton County Justice Center and Riverdale.

Though not implemented or thoroughly detailed as specific projects, the Transit Planning Board convened
by the state of Georgia, GRTA and other agencies has developed a regionwide transit vision, known popularly
as Concept 3. This vision was formed in cooperation with local government staff and officials and incorpo-
rates a range of transit technologies in an effort to appropriately match transit facilities with their land use
environments. In Fayette County, this includes commuter rail from Peachtree City and Tyrone to Atlanta on
existing CSX railroad as well as commuter and local bus services from Peachtree City and Fayetteville north
to Atlanta.

In addition to the Concept 3 vision, the Southern Regional Accessibility Study identifies many strong candi-
date areas for potential transit service, noting that most are along existing high-capacity infrastructure. In
Fayette, these include Peachtree City and Fayetteville, both already large population centers for the region
and both emerging as retail destinations.

Cross-county transit along the State Road 54 corridor is also identified as part of the Concept 3 vision (shown
on Map 4.5 in magenta), yet existing and future land use patterns are not inclined to support ridership justi-
fying scheduled transit service. This is an area of the county between several of its activity centers, however,
and community input regarding intra-county transit did express that this corridor may be better served by
demand-responsive transit, particularly oriented to Fayette County’s senior citizen population.

Both of these findings of transit potential have seen support within Fayette County for commuter-based
transit to Atlanta and the Hartsfield-Jackson Airport, though it is important to note that public opinion on
transit service to Fayette County remains divided. Opposition to the idea of transit service as expressed by
members of the Fayette community is largely due to perceived community impacts from the introduction of
transit service.
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2.5 Needs Assessment

The inventory in the preceding sections of this report suggests that the primary needs of Fayette County’s
transportation system extend beyond road-based improvements. However, road infrastructure constitutes
the bulk of the County’s current transportation and as such needs to be optimized and enhanced to meet the
County’s future population and employment growth.

This report compares the current infrastructure to the projected population and employment over the next
20 years. It seeks to identify deficiencies where transportation infrastructure is not sufficient to serve the
future needs of the County and forms the basis for forthcoming work in developing transportation project
concepts and recommendations.

2.5.1 Inputs to the Needs Assessment

The ARC travel demand model was used in forecasting future travel patterns and assessing how those relate
to infrastructural capacity. Its assignment of vehicular traffic to certain routes, represented as links in a net-
work, is based on a region-wide distribution of projected employment and population and the demand for
travel between the places where this population and employment is located. However, multiple other inputs
were considered in understanding the extent of transportation needs throughout Fayette County, described
in the following sections.

Stakeholder and Public Input

The study team interviewed nearly 40 local, regional, and state stakeholders during the plan development
process. The following issues and concerns were recurring themes expressed by stakeholders during the in-
terview process.

« Fayette County’s rural character is a quintessential element of the community

« Patterns of commercial development along major highways greatly detract from this charac-
ter

e Senior citizens need travel options beyond driving

e Traffic light synchronization is a major problem within the county

 Roadway design is often in conflict with the type of community Fayette residents wish
to preserve

« A number of dangerous intersections exist within the county

The following recommendations were identified by stakeholders to help improve accessibility and mobility
within Fayette County.

« Require developers to provide proper infrastructure for commercial and residential properties.

« Explore shuttle-based transportation in Fayetteville and other activity centers in the County
» Improve access to Interstate 85
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« Provide more pedestrian facilities in the manner of the Peachtree City trail system
e Educate drivers to share the road with cyclists
« Explore commuter-oriented public transportation options

Travel Demand Model Assumptions

The ARC travel demand model is based on a four-level construction similar to many other travel demand
models that relies on socioeconomic input data summarizing current and projected population and employ-
ment: (1) the computation of trip generation; (2) distribution of trips; (3) assignment of mode split and ve-
hicle use (i.e. whether vehicles are occupied by a single driver/passenger or by multiple passengers); and (4)
assignment of traffic to model links. Its assignment of vehicular traffic to certain routes, represented as links
in a network and derived from the amounts of residential population, households and employment within
the different traffic analysis zones (TAZs) of the region, is based on a region-wide distribution of these fac-
tors.

The model was used to understand likely traffic patterns and areas of roadway congestion. In addition, it
was used to understand where traffic volumes are likely to be considerably below a roadway’s capacity. To
do this, the Fayette Forward team revisited the region-wide growth projections from ARC and developed so-
cioeconomic input data more closely matching the County’s land use policies and expected growth, described
in more detail in Chapter 5. These two indicators together point out locations where capacity adjustment
is needed: either the addition of capacity or the conversion of existing roadway geometries to better fit the
actual vehicle travel demand and offer travel options to other users.

Roadways with Volumes Exceeding Capacity

Roadway capacity is conventionally defined as the volume of vehicular traffic a roadway can carry. As a vari-
ety of contextual factors, such as traffic signals and intersecting streets can affect a road’s capacity, roadway
level of service is usually estimated based on a ratio of traffic volume to capacity. The ARC travel demand
model provides generalized guidance of capacity based on the number of intersections in a given distance
and whether or not the roadway is in an urban or rural setting. This can be used to calculate the volume-
to-capacity (V/C) ratio of a given roadway, with a letter-based level of service rating assigned to different
ranges of these ratios. A roadway is said to be at capacity when its V/C ratio reaches or exceeds 1.0, although
conventional transportation planning usually recognizes that V/C ratios approaching 1.0 are likely to reach
capacity in the short term. The model shows that most of Fayette County’s roadways are used within their
capacity, but that very few carry traffic volumes exceeding capacity. Section 2.5.2 discusses this topic in
greater detail and points out where some sections reflecting a capacity deficiency in the travel demand model
likely do not show this deficiency from a standpoint of moving vehicle lanes, but rather through other factors
affecting roadway capacity.
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Roadways with Volumes Significantly Below Capacity

Many of Fayette County’s roadways are utilized within comfortable levels of service, yet few of Fayette’s
roads carry volumes that would allow an easy reduction of lanes. These types of cross-section conversions
are easily accomplished when the section consists of a single cartway (in other words, when the section is not
divided by a raised median). In most cases, the multi-lane road sections that carry volumes below typical
levels for a four-lane section are roadways that have been designed especially for aesthetic reasons. Both Jeff
Davis Drive and Peachtree Parkway are examples of these types of roads designed with a bifurcated section
in mind, and reduction of the overall number of lanes will likely require significant engineering changes in
addition to their alteration of a specifically-envisioned street section.

Traffic Counts

GDOT takes counts of daily traffic volumes at stations throughout the state. At any given station location,
these may not be actual counts from year to year as counting equipment is moved between stations. In the
years where counts are not actually taken, GDOT provides estimates.

In addition, the Fayette Forward project team collected turning movement counts at key intersections in the
County to have a more detailed understanding of traffic operations and the implications of potential design
decisions.

Accident Data from GDOT Inventory

GDOT also maintains a statewide inventory of vehicle accidents as reported by local and state law enforce-
ment agencies. Data are collected on a continuous basis, although refinement of the location data is per-
formed by GDOT for complete years at a time. Due to the required time for processing and refinement, this
study analyzed data from 2005 through the end of 2007.

Population, Household and Employment Projections

ARC uses an official set of population and employment projections as the basis for future iterations of the
regional travel demand model. These are based on both regionwide and area-specific growth patterns and
generally continue trends shown over the past. As such, Fayette County can be expected to achieve consider-
able growth by 2030.

Working Goals for CTP Projects

Fayette Forward is a comprehensive transportation plan developed with the dual intent of tying transporta-
tion planning decisions to land use in a way that responds more closely to community needs and informing
future regional long-range transportation plans. As such, the Fayette community helped to identify a series
of goals to which transportation projects developed through the Fayette Forward process should respond.
These goals are described in the following subsections.
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Refer to Chapter 3 for a discussion of the public involvement process and the organizational context of Fay-
ette Forward in which these goals were developed. During later public outreach efforts, the Fayette Forward
planning team modified these goals, eliminating the goal on regional strategies and incorporating this idea
into the goal supporting fiscal sustainibility in project planning and development.

Support the County’s Vision for Positive Growth

Fayette County has committed through a legacy of public policies to grow and develop in a manner that
emphasizes open space and less density of development than other parts of the Atlanta region. In terms of
transportation, this means pursuing projects and policies that do not distract from this vision.

Develop Safe and Balanced Choices

Fayette County’s transportation system should serve different users and travel modes, and it should do so
in a way that provides safe and comfortable travel. In terms of transportation, this means addressing mul-
tiple modes, focusing on existing safety problems, and providing more route options to travelers so that the
transportation system is clear and intuitive.

Develop Regional Strategies

As a part of the Atlanta region, Fayette County’s transportation needs are closely tied to those of other
jurisdictions. For example, many Fayette residents do not work in the County, meaning that their work-
based travel takes them into other communities that also have their own needs and concerns. In terms of
transportation, this means pursuing projects that meet these goals and provide mutual benefit to regional
partners, especially neighboring counties.

Maintain Fiscal Sustainability

In planning for transportation infrastructure, the cost of construction is considered as a primary factor.
However, the cost of maintenance should be considered as well, especially with regard to facilities that are
the responsibility of Fayette County itself. The purpose of this goal is to help identify projects that help the
county to meet its needs for future population and employment growth but that the County can afford to
construct and maintain.

Preserve Community Character
Fayette County is a desirable place because it offers a scenic, rustic environment featuring ample open
space and natural amenities. Yet it is within reasonable driving distance of the Atlanta airport and major
employment centers of the region. This goal is intended to express that environment as a defining element
of the County’s identity and charges transportation investments to preserve it.

Desirable Places for All Citizens
The county is home to children, families and senior citizens. Transportation investments should seek to

allow the County to continue accommodating these populations, understanding that personal mobility, in
whatever form it takes, and livability are closely tied.
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2.5.2 Roadway System Needs

As the foundation of Fayette County’s overall transportation system, the roadway system is used most heav-
ily in meeting the County’s movement and distribution needs. This needs assessment focuses on roadway
capacity, both at the time of this study and based on future projections.

Current Capacity Deficiencies

Based on results from the travel demand model for current and future years, Fayette County’s roads operate
within reasonable levels of service. Using a 2005 model year as a baseline, no roadways carry volumes that
exceed capacity or where volume-to-capacity ratios even exceed 0.85. This suggests that from a capacity
standpoint the County’s roadway system is adequate for its population and transportation needs. It should
be noted, however, that this definition does not take into account other roadway factors that limit capacity,
especially geometric design, spacing of turning movements and traffic signal coordination.

Projected Capacity Deficiencies

Based on results from the travel demand model for current and future years, certain roadway links are pro-
jected to carry volumes that approach or exceed their vehicle-carrying capacity. These are described in the
table below.

Table 2.5.2A Roadway Segments at LOS E or F, 2030 Travel Demand Model

Roadway
Facility I ti
acility Information LOS

Lanier Avenue (SR 54 westbound), between Lafayette Avenue and Campaign Trail
SR 54, west of McDuff Parkway (crossing Line Creek into Coweta County

SR 92, between Westbridge and Rivers Road

SR 54, between McDuff Parkway and Huddleston Road

Jeff Davis Drive, between Stonewall Avenue and Lanier Avenue

Palmetto Road, between Briarwood Road and Line Creek

SR 85 at SR 314/Jeff Davis Drive

oo oo I oI o> B > > > B>

SR 279 between Lafayette Drive and North Drive

Many of the segments described in this table are short lengths, often less than 1000 feet. That there is a
notable deficiency in these segments but not throughout a greater corridor suggests that through-moving
capacity is not what limits the roadways, but rather geometric factors such as intersection design or signal
coordination.
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Table 2.5.2B Description of Roadway and Intersection Levels of Service

Levels of
Service

Traffic flows with very
little delay and speeds are
optimal. Most vehicles do
not stop at all.

Traffic flows with very lit-
tle delay and speeds may
be slightly reduced. Very
infrequent and short waits
at traffic signals. More ve-
hicles stop at intersections
than for LOS A.

Traffic speeds continue to
slow. Some vehicles may
stop at this level, although
many vehicles still pass
through the intersection
without stopping.

Congestion becomes more
noticeable. Many vehicles
stop, and the proportion
of vehicles not stopping
declines.

Low speeds and traffic
backups at intersections.
Often considered to be the
limit of acceptable delay.

Very slow speeds and
congestion. Long traffic
backups. Very likely to
wait for multiple greens
to get through an intersec-
tion. This is considered to
be unacceptable to most
drivers.

Source: Highway Capacity Manual

Primarily free flow operations at av-
erage travel speeds (90% of free flow
speed); vehicles seldom impeded in
their ability to maneuver; minimal
delay at signalized intersections.

Generally unimpeded operations at
average travel speeds (about 70% of
free flow speed); ability to maneuver
slightly restricted; infrequent delays
at signalized intersections not both-
ersome.

Stable flow; ability to maneuver more
restricted; lower average speeds
(about 50% of free flow speed); lon-
ger queues likely to develop at many
signalized intersections.

Bordering on unstable flow; still
lower average speeds (about 40% of
free flow speed); small increases in
flow rate or adverse signal progres-
sion may cause significant increases
in delay.

Capacity - characterized by signifi-
cant delay and low average speeds
(about 33% of free flow speed); ag-
gravated by poor signal progression
and high signal density; extensive
delays at key signalized locations.

Congestion — arterial flow at ex-
tremely low speeds; frequent inter-
section congestion at most critical
signalized intersections, with long
delays and extensive queuing.
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Very low control delay per vehicle (up
to 10 seconds per vehicle); vehicle
progression is extremely favorable;
very little stopping.

Control delay per vehicle ranging be-
tween 10 and 20 seconds; good pro-
gression, short cycle lengths; more
stopping with increasing levels of av-
erage delay.

Control delay per vehicle ranging be-
tween 20 and 35 seconds; fair pro-
gression, longer cycle lengths; signifi-
cant stopping of vehicles at this level;
some individual cycles begin to fail.

Control delay per vehicle ranging be-
tween 35 and 55 seconds; unfavorable
progression or long signal cycles or
high V/C ratios may result in ever in-
creasing delays; many vehicles stop,
and individual cycle failures are no-
ticeable.

Capacity - control delay per vehicle
ranging between 55 and 80 seconds;
often unfavorable progression or long
signal cycles or high V/C ratios result
in high delay values; and individual
cycle failures are frequent occurrenc-
es.

Congestion - control delay per vehicle
exceeds 80 seconds; arrival rates ex-
ceed capacity; many cycle failures;
long delays and extensive queuing.
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2005 travel demand model roadway
links. All links in Fayette County per-
form at or above Level of Service D.

2030 travel demand model roadway
links with projected volumes. Re-
fer to Table 5.2.2 for a list of specific
links performing at LOS E or LOS F.
Note that all of these links are rela-
tively short and that they generally
occur In areas of confluence (such
as State Road 92 between Rivers
and Westbridge). This suggests that
the road does not have insufficient
through-moving capacity, but that
closely-spaced intersections, lack of
turning movement storage and other
features may be impeding the road’s
mobility potential.



Maintenance and Preservation of Existing Roadway System

Of Fayette County’s 984 miles of roadways, only 79 miles are maintained by GDOT. The remainder of the
County’s roadway system comprises local roads, which are the maintenance responsibility of the County or
the incorporated municipalities.

As discussed in Section 2.4.4, ten of the County’s 73 bridges currently have sufficiency ratings below 50.
Several projects for bridge replacement or upgrade have been identified in the County’s 2003 Transportation
Plan and subsequent list of SPLOST program projects. The County should explore replacement or upgrade
of the bridges not identified in the SPLOST program and, at a minimum, continue to monitor them for func-
tional obsolescence and structural integrity.

Bridge and Culvert Needs

As discussed in Section 2.3.4, nine of the County’s bridges currently have sufficiency ratings below 50. The
County and GDOT will need to continue monitoring the structural sufficiency of these bridges and consider
the bridges with the most urgent structural sufficiency needs for replacement. In addition, the County will
need to continue repairing and replacing culverts. This has been a significant expense in the County’s road-
way maintenance program and the County will need to ensure that its distribution of resources to this pro-
gram meets its need for culvert maintenance.

Coordination with Land Use Planning

The County’s rural character is undoubtedly one of its touchstones, and a strong program of land use policy
has preserved this quality through the requirement of large residential lots (see Section 2.2.2 of this chapter).
Continuing to monitor the needs of the County’s transportation system as new development happens will be
critical to accommodating this development safely and efficiently.

The inventory section of this report suggests two principal patterns in how current transportation infrastruc-
ture is mismatched with existing development: most rural roadway design was not intended to accommodate
a largely residential population using the County’s roadway system for home-based work and home-based
shopping trips; and a lack of connectivity as residential development has continued throughout the County.

As the County continues to develop along the tenets of its land use policies, the dominant pattern of travel
will continue to be automobile use. However, the development that continues in the County can help to
strengthen the transportation system in a way that mitigates the impact of increased traffic. Current subdi-
vision development patterns, focused on cul-de-sac street patterns and single points of entry, limit options
for travel routes from new development and consequently increase traffic volumes on a small number of
roadways. The County’s effective street network (see Section and Map 2.3.1) shows that much of the land
available for development, especially for residential subdivision, is in parts of the county where the effec-
tive network is relatively sparse. Added streets and roads that contribute to the effective street network will
greatly help to distribute traffic in multiple patterns, thus allowing potentially shorter trips from selection of
the most direct route and minimizing potential traffic congestion.
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2.5.3 Vehicle Operations Needs

Accommodating Traffic

As reported in the Inventory (see Section 2.3.3), the County currently has 65 traffic signals. Many of these
are maintained and operated by GDOT as they control intersections on GDOT roads, though some signals are
controlled by local governments. This difference in responsibility in the more urbanized areas of the county,
coupled with relatively close signal spacing, increases traffic delay along these corridors and impacts travel
times. Vehicle-carrying capacity on these roadways is adequate to serve existing volumes, but traffic signal
coordination is needed to improve overall efficiency of corridor movement.

This becomes increasingly important as traffic through the county increases. According to the Atlanta re-
gional travel demand model, total daily trips generated within Fayette County are expected to increase from
863,116 in 2005 to 1,403,096 in 2030. However, few of the county’s roadways are projected to see greatly
degraded levels of service. This suggests that current transportation infrastructure is largely sufficient and
that additions as forecast in the 2030 travel demand model which are defined in the Envision6 regional
transportation plan will help to distribute trips through the county.

In spite of this increase, congestion along major roadway corridors is not forecast to be severe enough to
greatly impact overall travel speeds, implying that these roads (the only roads that the ARC travel demand
model recognizes and to which it assigns volumes) have been designed and traffic-engineered to favor move-
ments. Overall declines in free-flow speed in 2030 from 2005, presumably due to added traffic from popula-
tion and employment growth, see a slightly greater difference when congested speeds are compared. This is
detailed in Table 2.5.3A. None of these arterial travel speeds reflects failing or near-failing levels of service
per Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) standards on corridor levels of service and average travel speeds, but
the trend displayed here does suggest a greater volume in congested conditions, thus increasing delay at in-
tersections along these roads. It suggests that arterials and collectors are bearing all congestion and points
to a need for alternative routes to further distribute traffic through the county.

Table 2.5.3A Comparison of Free-Flow and Congested Speeds

FaCIIIty Type 3

Free-Flow Congested Free-Flow Congested

Principal Arterial 42.4 39.0 39.5 33.8
Minor Arterial 37.0 35.2 35.5 31.2
Major Collector 33.1 30.3 32.7 27.7
Minor Collector / Other

25.6 20.9 25.5 20.1
Local
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Local Travel Patterns

In analyzing these trips in and through Fayette County, it is important to understand the special role that
Fayetteville and Peachtree City have as the county’s primary centers of population. Tables 2.5.3C through
2.5.3E, on the opposite page, detail the distribution of trips in the County as a whole and from sub-areas of
the County composed of traffic analysis zones (TAZs) that make up Fayetteville and Peachtree City. Of note
are the proportions of trips that stay within the County and within these subareas.

Another finding of note is the change in average trip lengths in the County and its two major cities relative
to those of the entire region. As shown in Table 2.5.3B, trip lengths in the region are expected to remain
the same, even slightly decline, where they show a slight increase in Fayette County. This suggests that the
County’s residential development is expected to continue into the southern parts of the County but that em-
ployment and retail land uses that complement it are not following. To be sure, this is consistent with the
County’s land use policy for largely residential development and continued agricultural uses in this part of
the County. However, it does point to a need to explore new street connections as this part of the County
develops so that new trips have as many options for direct (and therefore shorter) trip alignments as is prac-
tical.

While on the whole Fayette County’s vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per capita is comparable to the Atlanta re-
gion’s, even slightly lower than the regional average, the per capita VMT for Peachtree City and its immediate
surrounding areas is slightly higher than the regional average and that for Fayetteville is considerably higher.
This suggests to an apparent need for Fayetteville residents to drive more per day on average, possibly due
to limited employment opportunities in Fayetteville or the location of most of Fayetteville’s community serv-
ing retail land use north of the majority of the city’s population. It may also suggest a greater geographic
distribution of jobs for Fayetteville residents. This trend is less pronounced in the 2030 model forecasts,
suggesting that added residential population in Fayetteville has been balanced with complementary commu-
nity elements (such as jobs, schools and retail areas) that may help to shorten trips and reduce demand for
driving (thus presumably reducing per capita VMT).

Table 2.5.3B Comparison of Average Trip Lengths

- Average Trip Length in Miles

2005 2030
ARC Region 12.5 12.3
Fayette County 11.6 12.1
Fayetteville 10.8 11.0
Peachtree City 10.9 11.9
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Table 2.5.3 C Comparison of Projected Trips In and Through Fayette County

County of Fayette

Originating

Fayette Fayette

All Fayette
Trips

All Fayette

Originating .
Trips

2005 2030
Trip Volumes

I-1 202,833 335,293
I-E 338,517 538,515
E-1I 321,766 529,288
Total -
Originating in 541,349 873,808
Fayette
Total - Fayette 863,116 1,403,096

Trips

Trips
2005 2005 2030 2030
Percent of Trip Volumes

37% 24% 38% 24%
63% 39% 62% 38%
- 37% - 38%

I - I: Internal-Internal Trips: those that have both trip ends within
Fayette County

I - E: Internal-External Trips: Trips begin in Fayette but ends
elsewhere

E - I: External - Internal Trips: Trips begin outside of Fayette but
end within it

Table 2.5.3 D Comparison of Projected Trips In and Through Fayetteville

Fayetteville

Originating

Fayette Fayette

All Fayette L. All Fayette
Originating

Trips Trips

2005 2030

Trip Volumes

I-1 32,786 39,783

=19 74,114 98’786

E-1I 105,680 132,046
Total -

Originating in 106,899 138,569

Fayetteville

Total -

Fayetteville 212,579 270,615

Trips Trips
2005 2005 2030 2030

Percent of Trip Volumes

31% 15% 290% 15%
69% 35% 71% 37%
- 50% - 49%

I - I: Internal-Internal Trips: those that have both trip ends within
Fayette County

I - E: Internal-External Trips: Trips begin in Fayette but ends
elsewhere

E - I: External - Internal Trips: Trips begin outside of Fayette but
end within it

Table 2.5.3 E Comparison of Projected Trips In and Through Peachtree City

Peachtree City

Originating

Fayette Fayette

All Fayette
Trips

All Fayette

Originating .
Trips

2005 2030
Trip Volumes

I-1 49,352 67,048
I-E 092,481 125,936
E-I 100,861 156,705
Total -
Originating in 141,833 192,084
Peachtree City
Total -
Peachtree City 242,694 349,689
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Trips

Trips
2005 2005 2030 2030
Percent of Trip Volumes

35% 20% 35% 19%
65% 38% 65% 36%
= 42% = 45%

I - I: Internal-Internal Trips: those that have both trip ends within
Fayette County

I - E: Internal-External Trips: Trips begin in Fayette but ends
elsewhere

E - I: External - Internal Trips: Trips begin outside of Fayette but
end within it
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2.5.4 Safety Needs

Another important concern in assessing vehicular need is safety. Data maintained by GDOT representing
accidents throughout the county for 2005, 2006 and 2007 were analyzed for major patterns and occurrences.
These data were compared to accident records maintained by the Fayette County Sheriff’s Office. In the three
consecutive years analyzed, approximately 9,600 accidents occurred in Fayette County. Data were summa-
rized for analysis by vehicle type, roadway conditions, environmental conditions, and major harmful events.
Accidents were also analyzed by severity, including any fatalities associated. The assessment of accident pat-
terns discussed in this section does not include the Fayette County data, mainly because location reporting
for this data does not allow a precise co-location of data points with those collected by GDOT.

The major roadways of Fayette County, especially those maintained by GDOT, carry far greater volumes than
the local roads throughout the County. To establish a meaningful basis for comparison between different
roadways, crash data were corrected for volume exposure to yield crash rates on each roadway segment of
the County. This correction used a methodology generally described in GDOT’s 2006 Five Percent Report,
where accidents are counted along a roadway segment and compared to that segment’s length and average
daily traffic volume. The following analysis steps were done to arrive at the crash rates for each roadway seg-
ment within the county:

1. The annual average number of crashes in each of the reported locations was calculated by
dividing the total number of crashes was divided by 3 years.

2. The crash data set was linked to GDOT’s roadway data through a GIS spatial join operation to
get an understanding of each roadway segment’s crash density, or the number of crashes per
year per roadway mile.

3. Finally, the crash rate per million vehicle miles travelled was calculated by multiplying each
segment’s crash density by 1,000,000 and dividing this by the roadway’s AADT and 365. This
is represented by the following formula:

Crash Density x 1,000,000
segment length x AADT x 365

Crash Rate =

In addition, to determine areas with potential safety issues, the calculated crash rates for the various seg-
ments within the County were compared with the average statewide crash rates reported for 2007. The
comparison was made by each segment’s roadway functional classification. Segments that have higher crash
rates compared to statewide averages were identified as segments with potential safety concerns.

As a result, as shown in Map 2.5.4A, many of the highest crash rates occur on short segments of roadway,
especially in Peachtree City. To some extent, these are outliers due to low volumes and are not a true ex-
pression that these roadways are more dangerous than the rest of the County. They do point out potential
problem locations, however, and investigating individual accident records at these locations suggests key
underlying causes.
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Maps 2.5.4B and 2.5.4C illustrate crash locations by injuries and fatalities, which help to demonstrate the
true areas of concern with regard to roadway safety. As it would be expected, the greatest concentrations of
high-injury crashes are on high-volume roads. The section of SR 54 between SR 74 and the Coweta County
line has a high number of crashes overall; it and SR 85 north of Fayetteville have the highest overall con-
centration not correcting for exposure. Major locations, when volume exposure is factored in, include the
following;:

« SR 279 and SR 314

* SR 279 and Helmer Road

« South Jeff Davis Drive and Jimmie Mayfield Boulevard (Fayetteville)
« Tyrone Road and Senoia Road (Tyrone)

« Peachtree Parkway and Loring Lane (Peachtree City)

e Quarters Road and Redwine Road

« Lees Lake Road and Lees Mill Road

One particular issue of note is that 277 percent of the crashes (2,591 out of 9,602 total) occurring in Fayette
County during this time period did not involve vehicle-vehicle collisions as the first harmful event. Nearly
half of these (1,157 out of 9,602 total) involved motorists striking deer, and approximately 300 other crashes
involved motorists leaving the roadway and colliding with trees or running aground in ditches. This rela-
tively high amount can be explained partially by Fayette County’s largely rural landscape and vegetation
cover, especially as dense tree canopies and proximity of trees to the roadway limit sight distance and place
motorists at risk when motorists are traveling at high speeds. These conditions are compounded on curving
roadway sections and roads that are not illuminated, as vehicle headlight illumination may provide limited
assistance in long-distance visibility. While roadway lighting and revised street sections would help to cor-
rect these problems, they also affect Fayette County’s rural character and commit the County to expensive
upgrading and reconstruction of roads that may be functionally acceptable. These conditions do imply a
need for conscientious posting of speeds to match the design of the roadway, as well as a need for mainte-
nance of pavement, roadway shoulders, and retroreflective pavement markings to ensure that the passable
space of the roadway is clearly visible.
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2.5.5 Bicycle and Pedestrian Needs

County citizens have expressed interest in expanding their recreational facility options, and even Fayette
residents who do not live in Peachtree City have pointed to its system of golf cart paths as an amenity for the
entire county. The large and active bicycling community in the County, which tends to prefer use of existing
roads over off-road trails and paths for long-distance cycling, also wishes to see more systematic improve-
ments to existing roadways to better delineate space for bicycles.

In addition, the potentially greater intensity of development in parts of Peachtree City and Fayetteville, es-
pecially in the vicinity of intersections already carrying high traffic volumes and experiencing vehicle delay,
suggests that improved walking and bicycling conditions could help to connect residents to shopping and
employment without driving. Public input throughout the early stages of the Fayette Forward process sug-
gested that these improvements were desired by the community.

However, past regional studies have not shown Fayette County’s roadway system to be easily amenable to
such enhancements. The Southern Regional Accessibility Study evaluated major arterial corridors (primar-
ily state routes) and classified each as having a ‘difficult’ level of bicycle suitability. The Atlanta Regional
Strategic Bicycle Corridors plan identifies four principal routes through Fayette County. These are Highway
54 from the Coweta County line east to McDonough Road, McDonough Road from Highway 54 east to the
Clayton County line, Highway 74 from Highway 54 to the Fulton County line, and Highway 85 north from
Highway 54 to the Clayton County line. As part of this plan, ARC assessed latent demand for bicycle facili-
ties and current levels of service along these roadways. Suitability was determined using a formula which
considered such characteristics as total volume, percent of trucks, and posted speed of the corridor. Gener-
ally speaking, all of these facilities are not currently desirable for bicycle travel principally due to their heavy
traffic volumes and/or high speeds.

Given this, the primary importance in establishing stronger bicycle and pedestrian connections will be uti-
lizing a more thorough range of Fayette County’s existing roadways than simply its high-capacity arterials.
While these are the most direct routes, technical analysis of previous studies as well as community prefer-
ence and feedback have both shown these to be highly challenging and potentially unsuitable roadways due
to their design and to travel speeds. Smaller, local roads through the county are not uniformly well-equipped
to handle on-street bike lanes, either. This suggests that the need for expanding bicycle options may be met
through off-road trails that would allow pedestrian use as well.

In terms of pedestrians, the large scale of much of the unincorporated county’s residential development and
its subsequent use of automobiles as a dominant travel mode suggests that sidewalks and regular connections
are not practical on all streets. Instead, the focus for sidewalks and other pedestrian connections should be
in the incorporated municipalities as well as at key locations where pedestrians are active (especially around
schools and parks).
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2.5.6 Regional Access Needs

Fayette County’s major employment centers include locations outside of the county itself, especially
Hartsfield-Jackson Airport and the business districts of central Atlanta. As a result, there is a clear
need to maintain and enhance access from the County to the north.

Access to Interstate 85

Presently, access to Interstate 85 (itself providing the most direct access to the airport) is one of the
principal concerns of north-south movement in Fayette County. State Route 74 has an interchange
with I-85 in south Fulton County and this is the primary access point for Peachtree City and much of
northern Fayette. As a result, the interchange carries heavy volumes, and the capacity of the north-
bound onramp to I-85 is exceeded in the morning peak period. Highway 74 also carries heavy vol-
umes on its approach to I-85, leading to increased delay at intersections in northern Fayette.

Fayette residents and workers use a number of other ways to reach I-85, though none is as direct
as Highway 74. One complicating issue is that Highway 92, another primary north-south corridor
through the County, does not have direct access to I-85. Motorists using Highway 92 must transi-
tion to another route, such as Highway 314 or Highway 279, or they must take an east-west route in
northern Fayette or southern Fulton Counties to reach Highway 74, using that interchange.

Access from northern Fayette County to I-85 needs to be improved so that congestion at the 74/1-85
interchange is not compounded and so that vehicle miles traveled are not unduly increased for Fay-
ette County trips. This suggests that additions to the transportation network, working in concert with
potential new access to I-85, may be needed. However, it should be noted that Fayette residents do
not uniformly share this view. Many have noted that improved I-85 access makes the county more
attractive for development, which is something they do not want. Any project concept that proposes
a solution to this issue should be well discussed with the community to achieve consensus.

Access to Interstate 75

The main access to Interstate 75 is through northeastern Fayette County on Georgia Highway 85, con-
necting through Riverdale to reach I-75 just south of the airport and I-285. Geographically speaking,
this access is relatively direct. From a traffic movement perspective, however, several intersections
along Highway 85 experience notable levels of delay in peak periods. Traffic signals are not coordi-
nated between Fayette County and Clayton County, meaning that motorists face additional delay.

Fayette also has access to I-75 east through Clayton County, most notably on Highway 54 and Mc-
Donough Road. These access routes are not as direct for trips to the Atlanta airport and the city of
Atlanta, though they are the most direct route for southbound trips along Interstate 75.
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2.5.7 Aviation Needs

Fayette County’s two airports continue to serve a primarily general aviation need, though Falcon Field is
likely to grow. According to GDOT’s Georgia Aviation System Plan Airport Summary Report, service areas
for Level III general aviation airports typically encompass a 45-minute drive time, where Level III com-
mercial airports have a 60-minute service area. Level III airports should also provide appropriate levels of
public amenities. The service area within a 45-minute drive of Falcon Field includes most of Fayette County,
especially as congested conditions on most of the county’s roads do not greatly increase travel time over free-
flow conditions. However, due to Falcon’s location along the southwest boundary of the county, the major
challenge in maintaining service for a large part of the county within this drive-time goal will be in accommo-
dating east-west movement. As the southern portion of the county continues to grow, additional east-west
network connectivity will be needed as not to add traffic volume to the existing network roads and as not to
increase trip lengths.

With this, it is important that access from Highway 74 be preserved and that potential secondary street con-
nections make the airport accessible to other parts of Peachtree City and Fayette County. Given that this air-
port serves a passenger role and is not intended to handle major freight distribution operations, heavy truck
movements are not likely to be a major need in additional connections.

The County’s residents and workers will continue to use Hartsfield-Jackson as a primary passenger facility
due to its accommodation of scheduled commercial service. The principal issue of access to Hartsfield-Jack-
son Airport is closely related to the general issue of north-south movement through Fayette County: access to
Interstate 85 is constrained and depends heavily on Highway 74. Airport access via Interstates 75 and 285 is
primarily used for cargo vehicles, though these vehicles when serving Fayette County use one of the County’s
north-south routes for access. They typically enter the county on Highways 85 or 279, regardless of their
destination within the county.

By 2030, the volume of air cargo shipped by the region is expected to increase by nearly 150 percent. This
increase will also correspond to an increase in truck traffic generated to complete delivery of the cargo. Natu-
rally, bottlenecks typically occur near or at airport access points where air cargo drayage traffic is funneled.
This is compounded when passenger traffic mixes with truck traffic at the same access points. H-JAIA traffic
is separated between a western entrance (passengers, who access the airport facility from I-85) and an east-
ern entrance (cargo vehicles, who have access from I-75 and 1-285).
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2.5.8 Transit Needs

The general land use patterns already prevalent throughout unincorporated Fayette County (and planned
to continue through adopted land use policies) do not readily support high capacity, scheduled transit ser-
vice. As shown in Section 2.2.1, projected densities for the year 2030 suggest that the highest-density areas,
located in Peachtree City and Fayetteville, will have average densities of approximately four (4) persons per
acre. Although employment and shopping destinations in the County are relatively concentrated, residential
origin areas are characterized by relatively low densities and few pedestrian facilities to connect residents to
transit stop locations.

Furthermore, Fayette’s demographic patterns, with the exception of a significant senior citizen population,
do not suggest that transit is needed to serve a large low-income population without access to vehicles. The
relatively high median household incomes and prevalence of multiple-vehicle households suggests that most
households’ transportation needs are met by privately owned vehicles.

That is not to suggest that transit has no useful role in Fayette County. Throughout the public involvement
process, Fayette County residents expressed a concern for the mobility of senior citizens, especially those
who can no longer safely or comfortably drive themselves. The services provided by Fayette Senior Services
meet some of this need, but administrators of this service have emphasized that dramatic growth in demand
for these services cannot be met with existing service levels and resources. Additionally, the Peachtree City
LCI Advisory Board expressed an interest that other alternate forms of transportation be explored to serve
not only the West Village corridor of Highway 54, but also the remainder of Peachtree City. These forms of
transportation were envisioned to include carpooling, van pools, and potential designation of existing sur-
plus parking areas within retail centers as park-and-ride lots.

As shown in Section 2.2.1, however, current and projected population and employment densities in the
County show little propensity for local transit service. Although transit is provided throughout the world in a
variety of land use contexts and intensities and common thresholds for transit feasibility do not always apply,
it is generally the case in the United States that local bus transit service on fixed routes and schedules begins
to be feasible at residential densities over seven dwelling units per acre. Given that the most dense parts of
the County are not projected to exceed seven persons per acre and given that the average household size of
Fayette County is currently and is projected to remain greater than one person, this suggests that the County
does not have the densities to support fixed-route local transit.

Although propensity for transit use within the County remains low, from the standpoints of both demograph-
ics and land use support for transit, many Fayette County residents expressed an interest in commuter-based
transit service to connect Fayette communities to major employment centers throughout the region, espe-
cially Hartsfield-Jackson Airport and Downtown and Midtown Atlanta. As proposed in Concept 3, this could
take the form of commuter rail service from Atlanta to Senoia that would offer stops at Peachtree City and
Senoia (in Coweta County). Such transit connections also potentially take the form of commuter-oriented
express bus service as currently provided by GRTA.
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