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INTRODUCTION
PROJECT PURPOSE

Coweta County developed its first Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) in 2006
and updated it in 2014. Because fransportation needs evolve and change due to
population growth, new development, and implementation of transportation projects,
Coweta County initiated another update to its CTP in 2020. This CTP update was
conducted alongside and in coordination with an update to the Coweta County
Comprehensive Plan (Comp Plan) to create a long-range vision for how transportation,
land use, housing, economic development, and community facilities all fit together.
The rapid growth in Coweta County has placed demands on both the current —and
future — transportation networks that will move people, goods, and services throughout
the County safely, reliably, and efficiently. By identifying areas likely to grow and where
trips are and will be made and ensuring the transportation network in place adapts and
grows with it, the County and its municipalities can make the requisite strategic
infrastructure investments to ensure connectivity, better manage demand, support
economic development, minimize environmental impacts, maximize safety, and
support a high quality of life for residents.

The CTP serves as a roadmap for prioritizing tfransportation infrastructure and services
investment across the County over the next 30 years. Ultimately, the CTP process
provides short, mid, and long-term project lists for implementation, as well as a set of
supporting transportation strategy recommendations. The CTP planning process
included a review of previous plans and existing conditions, an extensive public
involvement and stakeholder engagement strategy, a transportation needs
assessment, and evaluation framework which was used to develop and prioritize final
recommendations.

REPORT PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is threefold:

1. Communicate the overall planning process for the CTP effort, including the
public engagement process.

2. Summarize the technical analyses completed as part of the CTP effort including
the existing conditions, needs assessment, project identification, and evaluation
framework.

3. Document the final recommended projects and strategies, as well as
implementation actions for the CTP recommendations.

Connecting Recommendations Report | 1
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PROJECT OVERVIEW
STUDY AREA

The CTP study area, shown in Figure 1, is the entirety of Coweta County including the
seven municipalities within: Newnan, Grantville, Moreland, Sharpsburg, Turin, Senoia,
and Haralson. The project planning process also included studying the relationship of
the County and its municipalities with surrounding jurisdictions including Carroll County
to the northwest, the City of Palmetto and Fulton County to the northeast, Peachtree
City and Fayette County to the east, Heard County to the west, and Meriwether and

Troup Counties to the south.

Figure 1: Coweta County CTP Study Area
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JOINT CTP + COMPREHENSIVE PLAN PROCESS AND

APPROACH

The CTP and Comprehensive Plan were conducted in a joint planning process, that
came together at key public and stakeholder engagement points to inform one
another and establish a unified vision for Coweta County’s future. Figure 2 shows the
general planning process the two efforts followed.

Figure 2: Joint CTP and Comprehensive Plan Planning Process
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The approach to conduct a joint planning
process between the CTP and the
Comprehensive Plan updates allowed for a
coordinated public and stakeholder
engagement process to maximize
partficipation and educate the public on
how land use and transportation are
connected. The joints approach also
created opportunities for a coordinated
strategy to drive economic development,
prepare for future funding opportunities,
and position the plans for successful
implementation.
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CTP GOALS & OBJECTIVES

The transportation goals and objectives from the 2014 CTP were reviewed and
discussed with the Steering Committee to determine if they were sfill relevant. Based on
the committee’s input, the goals and objectives were refined, and additional input was
gathered from the public and stakeholders at the first public meeting and online survey.
Using this input gathered from those engagement efforts, an updated set of CTP goals
and objectives were developed.

The CTP goals and objectives are not only important in stating the general policy
direction for transportation in Coweta County, but also play a significant role in driving
the development of the most important deliverables of the CTP — the recommended
projects and strategies.

The following are the finalized goals and objectives for this CTP.

E

Improve mobility

¢ Maintain existing transportation infrastructure

¢ Improve efficiency of existing infrastructure

e Enhance east-west connectivity

¢ Improve interconnectivity and mobility between major travel corridors
e Address known safety issues

¢ Minimize conflicts between freight and non-freight trips

SN

Develop a multi-modal
transportation network

¢ Integrate additional mode choices into roadway projects as practicable
¢ Extend the network of off-road trails

¢ Expand bicycle and pedestrian connectivity

e Maintain access to regional fransit

Connecting Recommendations Report | 4
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S A
v‘:

<= Coordinate land use,
development & transportation

e Use transportation projects to encourage the type of development desired by the
community

e Leverage the development process to strategically enrich the transportation
network

e Balance land use access and mobility on key transportation corridors

e Ensure access to job centers and destinations

o Support industrial growth with safe, efficient access to freight routes

¢ Facilitate collaboration between local, regional, and state agencies on
transportation planning

@ &
o
Q\ /ﬂ Enhance community quality
through transportation

¢ Do no harm to unique natural, historic, and community resources

¢ Maintain small-town character through appropriately scaled transportation

e Preserve the character of scenic corridors

e Provide mobility options for older adults, persons with special needs, persons with
disabilities and zero car households

GROWTH STRATEGY FRAMEWORK

Coweta County has a look and feel all its own. Characterized by large tracts of rural
land, charming small fowns, and low-density suburban-style development, it is one of
the most desirable “exurban” communities in the region. This desirability, however, has
aftracted impressive growth. And while growth is good for the economy, it also strains
existing infrastructure and increases roadway congestion, impacting mobility and
quality of life.

Oftentimes, transportation investments meant to alleviate congestion and add
capacity have the unintended consequence of altering the character of the
community. To address this, the Coweta County CTP used a growth strategy framework

Connecting Recommendations Report | 5
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to guide the types and scale of tfransportation that are appropriate in different parts of
the County.

Three types of growth strategy areas were identified in the County: Rural Places, Growth
Maintenance, and Growth Priority. These three growth strategy areas grew out of the
Land Development Guidance System (LDGS) the County adopted early in 2020, which
differentiated between areas for no or very low growth, versus those that could
accommodate slightly higher density. Every parcel in unincorporated Coweta County
received a score between 1 and 15 using criteria based on proximity to existing
infrastructure/services, major roadways, subdivisions with lots of less than 1 acre, retail
centers, and employment centers. The County designated parcels with a score of 5 or
below as “Tier 1,” meaning they could only develop at the very lowest residential
densities. The CTP and Comprehensive Planning processes used the LDGS tiers along
with other considerations detailed below to refine these designations into growth
strategy areas.

The first phase of the County’s LDGS did not differentiate between areas where a little
growth could occur, versus areas where the County and the community actively
wanted to direct more growth, such as town and activity centers. Using the CTP and
Comprehensive Planning process as the next step in refining the LDGS, the County
delineated a lower growth “Growth Maintenance” area, and a more proactive
“Growth Priority” area. These areas were defined not only by their character, but by an
overall strategy for directing future infrastructure investments to targeted growth areas.

The goal of using the growth strategy framework for the CTP was to align the scale and
level of transportation investment with the land use vision of the community. It is
deployed throughout the planning process to help distinguish the transportation needs
across these different areas and will serve as an important part of evaluating potential
transportation projects. Ultimately, the intent is for the land use vision to drive
fransportation investments to be proactive.

The Growth Strategy Framework is shown in Figure 3 and further described in Table 1.

Connecting Recommendations Report | 6
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Figure 2: Growth Strategy Framework
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strengthen, diversify

Infrastructure approach
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PUBLIC & STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT

From December 2020 to Septemlber 2021, extensive stakeholder and public
involvement was conducted to support the development of the CTP. The outreach
program consisted of a variety of techniques designed to educate the community on
the CTP update process and the technical work completed, and solicit informed
opinions on issues, needs, opportunities and desires for the tfransportation network, as
well as draft recommendations. This summary provides an overview of the techniques
employed, the depth and breadth of the stakeholder and the public involvement, and
the themes that emerged from the feedback received.

ENGAGEMENT TECHNIQUES

Several engagement techniques were used to reach the wide array of stakeholders
involved in the CTP process. These techniques spanned across virtual and in-person
offerings and are detailed below.

) Project Website 1.4k Total users since
12/2020 - present November 2020

80 Mailing list sign-ups

A project website was launched in December 2020 as a hub for project information,
surveys and activities, meeting and milestone announcements, recordings of public
meetings, and a document repository. The website included a mechanism for visitors to
sign up for the project mailing list.

° Steering Committee -
P 12/15/20, 3/25, 6/24, 15 Participants

A 5

A Steering Committee was convened with membership approved by the Coweta
County Board of Commissioners including County staff from various departments,
resident representatives, business development organizations, the school system,
regional planning agencies and others. The initial Steering Committee meeting was
held in December 2020 to introduce the project and to present and solicit input on the
growth strategy framework. The second meeting was held in March 2021 to brief on
outreach results and collect feedback on CTP objectives. A third meeting was held in
June 2021 to present the CTP's Needs Assessment key findings, an overview of the
project evaluation framework and results from the corridor studies workshops. A fourth
and final meeting was held in July 2021 to present an update on the process and

Connecting Recommendations Report | 8
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details of the final public involvement opportunities for the review and comment on the
draft recommendations.

e Kick-Off Open House -
. 2/11/2] 34 Participants
=]

A virtual Public Kick-Off Open House was hosted in February 2021 via Zoom. An in-
person participation option was offered at the County Commission Chambers.
Attendees received an overview of the CTP update process and invited to offer
feedback on needs for each of the growth strategy areas via breakout rooms. The
team collected input on a variety of topics including roadway and intersection
improvements, bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, Growth Strategy Framework,
commercial vehicles, and transit.

Corridor Studies Workshops
5/17, 5/24, and 6/1/2021

75 Participants

Following the kick-off open house, a series of five virftual Commission District Workshops
was hosted in each of the commission districts during February and March 2021. In-
person options were also made available at locations within each district. The
workshops offered participants an opportunity to discuss on a more detailed level,
district-specific fransportation needs, issues, and opportunities.

Commission District

\ Transportation Workshops -
/\ 2/18, 2/22, 2/24 2/25, 70 Participants
and 3/2/2021

A series of online workshops was hosted in May and June 2021to demonstrate how land
use and transportation work together. The workshops looked at three important
example corridors to educate on the integrated planning process and gather the
public’'s opinions on a future long-range vision for each corridor. The corridors were
Newnan Crossing Bypass, Madras Connector and US 29 from Grantville to Moreland.

The workshops were hosted in two parts on the same day via Zoom. The daytime
meeting included a presentation and an interactive survey for the participants to

Connecting Recommendations Report | 9
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provide their ideas for a combined transportation and land use vision. The evening
meeting presented the draft concept for the corridor based on the daytime meeting'’s
input and collected further comment on proposed ideas. An in-person option for all
meetings was offered at the County Commission Chambers.

9 Public Survey+ Interactive
2

Mapping Exercise ‘ i
X 2511 -3/19/21 40 Mapping Participants

158 Survey Participants

An online Public Survey and Interactive Mapping Exercise were launched together and
hosted on the project website from February to March 2021. The launch coincided with
the kick-off open house. The survey collected feedback from residents regarding their
thoughts on transportation strategies for the rural conservation, growth maintenance
and growth priority areas. The interactive map allowed users to drop a pin at a specific
location in the County and indicate their thoughts on issues and necessary
improvements.

Stakeholder Interviews

- . 1st round:
2012, 2/18, 2/21,2}22, 2/24, o
TR 225 38 318 ina 311972 [ohcian s
2nd round:

7/28, 7/29, and 8/4/21

An initial round of stakeholder interviews was conducted via Zoom during the months of
February and March 2021 to connect with organizations that have a transportation
interest in the County. The objectives of the interviews were to better understand the
relationship with Coweta County; hear first-hand about any projects, policies, or
strategies of the organization that could affect transportation; needs of the
organization that the CTP could support; and any other relevant information.

A second round of interviews was held via Zoom during July and August of 2021. The
focus of this second round was to follow-up on previous conversations with GDOT,
Coweta’s municipalities, and Fayette County and Peachtree City to refine details of the
draft recommendations.

Connecting Recommendations Report | 10
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o Virtual Final O H
irtual Final Open House 380 e
- 9/8 —-9/22/21
Il&&& 18 Comment Forums

In September 2021, a virtual open house was hosted to present a summary of the CTP
update process, technical work completed, and draft recommendations for the
public's feedback. The virtual open house included a pre-recorded presentation;
informational boards; a draft project list with accompanying maps; and a comment
form. The public could access the virtual open house any time between September 8th
and September 2279; all materials were “on-demand” with no live presentation or
discussion. For in-person viewing, displays of the online materials were available at the
Coweta County Community Development office during normal County business hours
during the two-week comment period.

ENGAGEMENT INPUT THEMES

Feedback from all the engagement activities were consolidated and analyzed to
determine the most prominent feedback trends and highlights as pertaining to
transportation in Coweta County. The input received from the engagement techniques
centered around several major themes identified below:

e General Thoughts
o The County is a great partner on local, regional, and state levels for
transportation planning and project implementation
o General consensus on using growth strategy framework for CTP
o Funding of improvements is an important consideration
o General public approval of process and draft recommendations
¢ Maintenance of Infrastructure
o Improve/maintain existing roads and bridges through basic updates such
as striping
o Invest in additional safety measures along existing corridors such as
lighting
o Examine existing bicycle routes and look for opportunities to increase
safety and connectivity
¢ Needed Improvements
o Right-sized transportation solutions that incorporate context
o Look for ways to more effectively use existing roadway capacity to
address congestion and safety issues
o Enhance connectivity within the County and destinations beyond,
especially east-west

Connecting Recommendations Report | 11
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e Future Investment and Preservation

o Plan forinvestment along key corridors earmarked for development and
protect the areas that are not expected to receive development

o Consider types of development, the impact on the transportation
infrastructure and the potential conflicts, i.e., residential vs. industrial vs.
commercial

o Multi-modal investments in the future will be needed to accommodate
growth

In additional to these general themes, any comments received on specific locations,
policies or programs were considered in the development of recommendations using
technical analysis, public input and current state and County projects, policies, and
programs.

Connecting Recommendations Report | 12
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EXISTING CONDITIONS & NEEDS
ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

Early in the CTP planning process existing and future conditions related to fransportation
in Coweta County were inventoried and assessed to identify needs and opportunities
and set the foundation for development of potential projects and strategies to address
those needs. These were documented in a detailed Existing Conditions and Needs
Assessment Report. Key findings are summarized in this section.

Figure 3: CTP Process: Existing Conditions & Needs Assessment Steps

Identify

Needs/ Recommendations +
Community Prioritization
Assessment

Existing +
Future
Conditions

Technical Work

INFORM INFORM

Steering Steering Steering
Committee Committee Committee

Public Public Public

Stakeholders Stakeholders Stakeholders

Engagement

Elected Officials Elected Officials Elected Officials

POPULATION & EMPLOYMENT

Upon review of the Aflanta Regional Commission’s (ARC) Activity-Based Model (ABM)
data, which is a travel demand forecasting tool, Coweta’s 2020 population (146,476)
grew by 6.3% from 2015 to 2020, averaging 1.3% growth per year.

Coweta County's population is projected to grow at a rate of approximately 1.5% per
year resulting in nearly 68,000 new residents by 2050. Existing and projected population
density shows that Coweta County is primarily low density in nature with isolated
pockets of density, except for the central and northeast portion of the County as shown
in Figure 5.
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In tfransportation planning, it is important to pay close attention to the populations who
are more likely to have mobility challenges due to age, disability, access to a vehicle,
or income. These transportation disadvantaged populations may rely on public
transportation, walking, and bicycling to get to work, school, or access medical
services. The transportation disadvantaged population is made-up of the following
population subgroups: zero-car households, individuals with disabilities, low-income
population (income below the poverty line), and the senior population (ages 65+).

Figure 5: Population Density, 2050 (ARC ABM)
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The transportation disadvantaged population density for Coweta County is shown in
Figure 6. The highest portion of the transportation disadvantaged population in Coweta
County is made up of the senior population (ages 65+) at 36% followed closely by the
low-income population (30%), and individuals with a disability (29%). The smallest
portion of the transportation disadvantaged population is households with no vehicles
(4%).
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Figure 6: Transportation Disadvantaged Population Density
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Employment growth in Coweta County outpaced population growth from 2015 to 2020
with an average growth rate of 2.3% per year. Employment gains from 2020 to 2050 are
expected to be slow, but still outpace the Atlanta region’s average growth of 1.0% per
year. Existing employment density is mostly focused near the center of the County and

is expected to follow that frend into the year 2050 as shown in Figure 7.
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Figure 7: 2050 Employment Density (ARC ABM)
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LAND USE & DEVELOPMENT

Despite recent growth, the majority of Coweta County is rural. More urbanized land
uses such as commercial and suburban residential are clustered around Newnan and
smaller population centers such as Senoia. Industrial uses are focused primarily along
the I-85 corridor.

Maintaining the rural character of unincorporated Coweta County is a major priority
based on review of previous plans and land use planning efforts. All transportation
improvements will need to be mindful of rural character and be scaled appropriately

Individually, the new low-density residential developments occurring in Coweta County
do not generate large impacts to transportation infrastructure. But over time, as more
and more land transitions to low-density residential uses, there will be increasing
pressure on the roadway network. Additionally, more homes generate demand for
businesses and services, which could spur an additional need for upgraded
infrastructure and prompt re-zonings. Areas to monitor for this include:

Gordon Road

Tommy Lee Cook Road

Happy Valley Circle

SR 54 near Gordon Road

Smokey Road near Dr Bruce Jackson Road

Currently, new subdivisions are required to have sidewalks within them; in rural areas,
these will not be connected to a broader system of sidewalks unless more proactive
planning occurs to build pedestrian/bicycle infrastructure along key corridors.
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Figure 8: Areas of Recent and Anticipated Land Use Change
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Large transportation projects that create new
corridors — like the planned Madras Connector
and the Newnan Bypass — can often spur land
use changes. Land use policy and regulations
need to be in place ahead of fime to ensure
that future changes align with the community’s
long-term land use vision.

Industrial uses naturally occur close to the
interstate to serve their distribution needs; as
these areas continue to grow, extra attention will
be needed to address additional wear and tear
from trucks on the local roadways required for
access.

Connecting
COWETA

Priority Land Use &
Development Needs:

e Maintaining the rural
character of
unincorporated Coweta
County is a major priority
Monitor specific areas with
targeted growth
especially industrial) for
potential fransportation
infrastructure upgrades
Monitor large
fransportation projects
currently or soon to be
under way for spurred land
use changes
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TRAVEL TRENDS

Coweta County commuters are Figure 9: Coweta County Travel Mode Split

moving from place to place 2050 25.26%
using a variety of travel modes

such as driving along, shared &
ride (such as carpooling), transit,

walking, and bicycling. Figure 9 69%
shows that driving alone makes ﬁ\
up 61% of morning commute .
trips, followed by shared ride Alone
trips at 34%. Automobile travel is

expected to make up 95% of

Coweta County frips even into

2050.

Shared
Ride

mﬂansitd%
@

S0k 1o

As shown in Figure 10, over half of Figure 10: Coweta Commuting Patterns

commute trips made in Coweta
County are residents who live in

Coweta County but commute /
outside the County for to reach their _>
jobs. About 25% of commute trip
are those coming info Coweta
County from neighboring
jurisdictions. The remaining 20% of
commute frips are made by those

who both live and work in Coweta
County.

48,086

COMMUTING OUT
55%

22,161

COMMUTING IN
25%

17,460

COMMUTING
WITHIN

These frends show a high reliance 20%

on roadway infrastrucutre to move

people in, around, and through
Coweta County.

87,707

TOTAL
COMMUTERS
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TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE
PAVEMENT & BRIDGES

There are over 1,580 miles of roadways in Coweta County and 166 bridges. Maintaining
all this infrastructure is critical to providing mobility and safe conditions. Pavement
condition as tracked by the Coweta County Department of Public Works is shown in
Figure 11. Overall, Coweta County successfully maintains its roadway pavement
conditions with over 82% of roadways having pavement conditions of fair or better.

Bridge conditions are usually

X S Figure 11: Pavement Condition Matrix
measured using sufficiency

ratings, which indicates 7 of Pavement
9 . . Roadways Condition Description Example Photo
whether a bridge is in good
conqh’non or should be No cracking,
repaired or replaced, and 19 New rutting, or base
are on a scale of 100 (best) to failure

0 (worst) based on both the

physical condition of the

bridge and the amount and Micrcioeking
type of automobile and truck 43 Good only
traffic that relies on it. Figure

12 shows all 166 bridges in

Coweta County and their

sufficiency ratings. 70 bridges 0 Fair " s than 0%
have sufficiency ratings of less base failure
than 80, which suggests a

potential need for repairs; 19

of these bridges have ratings Moderate fo severe
of less than 50, which 15 Poor cracking, 20455
L . basefailure, few
indicates a potential need to

. patches
replace the bridge
altogether. Severe cracking,
3 Very rutting, patches,
Poor over 35% base
failure
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Figure 12: Bridge Sufficiency Ratings
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Priority Pavement & Bridge Needs:

Restripe rural roads where existing striping is
faded or no longer visible

Address bridges with poor condition ratings
Address roadways with poor and very poor
pavement conditions
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SAFETY

Crash data from GDOT's Georgia Electronic Accident Reporting System (GEARS) shows
that between 2015 and 2019, there were 22,133 crashes reported in Coweta County.

™ p— goout
/e 059556 .57 E
of crashes resulted in of crashes resultedin a of all crashes involved

atleast one injury fatality over the past fiveyears  bicycles or pedestrians

about

The crash heat map in Figure 13 shows that the highest concentration of crashes in
Coweta County occurred in the vicinity of SR 34, US 29, and US 27, particularly in and
around the City of Newnan. There are other areas of high concentration at the |-85
ramps that connect to US 27, on SR 54 leading to Peachtree City, and in Senoia.

Figure 13: Crash Heat Map
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The crash rates for major corridors in Coweta County were calculated using 2019 crash
and volume data. Calculating crash rates helps to identify low volume, high crash risk
locations that do not necessarily experience a high total number of crashes.

Shown in Figure 14, the highest crash rates are concentrated in and near downtown
Newnan, key access roads to -85, Fischer Road and SR 54 near SR 34, Gordon Road in
Haralson, and Henry Bryant Road in the Sargent area.

Figure 14: 2019 Crash Rate Map
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Connecting
COWETA

Haralson L2

Priority Safety Needs:

Address high crash rates areas in and around downtown

Newnan and along rural roadways
Address unsafe access to some commercial areas on

major arterials
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CONGESTION

Level of Service (LOS) is measured as the amount of traffic on a road versus the amount
of traffic the roadway was designed to support. LOS is categorized as letters A through
Fwith LOS A, B, and C indicating traffic is light and stable. LOS D means there are longer
delays and more congestion but is generally considered acceptable while LOS E or F
are considered unacceptable and represent extreme congestion and delay. At LOS F,
traffic has officially exceeded the roadways capacity. Figure 15 shows Coweta County
roadways with LOS D, E, and F in 2050. Most roadways will see an acceptable LOS with
SR 16 north of Newnan standing out as a corridor with LOS E and F.

Figure 45: 2050 AM Level of Service

AM 2050 LOS
=== C or Better (V/C <= 0.70)
D (0.70 < V/C <= 0.85)
E (0.85 < V/C <= 1.00)
e F (V/C > 1.00)

~+ Railroad

0 Lakes and Ponds
[0 City/Town

=3 County Boundary

Congested roadway segments paint only a partial picture of where congestion is an
issue — it is also important to examine intersections with higher congestion levels. Travel
Time Index (TTl) is the ratio of the travel tfime during the peak period to the time required
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to make the same trip at free-flow speeds. Intersections with the highest (worst) TTI
score include:

Jefferson St/SR 34 at Clark St

Old Corinth Rd at Earl North Rd

Pylant St at Seavy St

SR 54/Sharpsburg McCollum Rd at Freestone Dr
SR 34 Bypass at Millard Farmer Industrial Blvd
Thompson St at E Broad St

Weldon Rd at SR 14/US 29

Priority Congestion Needs:

Address congested roadways with LOS E/F or those that have a TTI greater than
2.5

Identify upgrades o existing roadways or new roadway locations to improve
connectivity to Fayette County and general east-west mobility

Explore intersection, signal timing, and other operational improvements over
widening roads to reduce congestion and improve travel time reliability,
particularly in rural areas

New roadway connections can provide alternative routes around congested
areas

GOODS MOVEMENT

The movement of goods (freight) is an important part of the Coweta County economy
— manufacturers, retailers, and customers all rely on trucks, trains, boats, and airplanes
to get goods from producers to consumers. With the rapid growth of industry,
particularly along I-85 in Coweta County, it is important to safely and efficiently
accommodate freight while protecting communities from potential impacts. Figure 16
shows current roadways that are designated fruck routes, along with the commercial
and industrial uses that are typically attracting truck trips.

Centers with most notable concentrations of freight can be found on:

SR 34 near I-85 including Amlajack Blvd

SR 34 near Newnan Crossing Bypass

SR 154 near 1-85

An emerging node at US 27 south of Newnan near I-85 and the Newnan-Coweta
County Airport
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Figure 16: Designated Freight Routes & Freight Related Land Use

Freight Related Land Use

B Commercial

B Industrial / Commercial
Industrial
Institutional Intensive

B Quarries

|__Ryel]

B Urban - Other

—— Railroad

I Lakes and Ponds

I City/Town

=3 County Boundary

og31 2 3
| mm  —

Source: ARC Tond Fro

Coweta
-l

-
Moreland

»
lg

i L
3

A
s
>
" ‘ Grantvil
-

v

Truck congestion was reviewed in the same manner as other congestion throughout
the County, through Level of Service (LOS). Like other Countywide congestion, tfruck
LOS ratings are worse along SR 16 and SR 154 by the year 2050.

Coweta County also has two Class | railroads that run through it: CSX Transportation
(CSX) and Norfolk Southern Corporation (NS). The County has little influence over how
CSX and Norfolk Southern operate, however railroad crossings are areas where
improvements for safety can be coordinated with the railroads.

There are a total of 99 rail crossings in Coweta County. All but 18 of the rail crossings
occur af-grade, meaning that there is no separate space for cars versus trains via
bridges. This increases the likelihood of both crashes and traffic delays. Most of these at-
grade crossings occur on minor roads and do not pose significant issues, but some
intersect key truck routes and are more problematic.
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Priority Goods Movement Needs:

Address at-grade rail crossings that impact fruck routes: SR 34/Newnan Bypass
at Norfolk Southern; Franklin Road/SR 34 Business at Norfolk Southern, and
Weldon Road at CSX

Weldon Road between Collinsworth Rd and US 29 is too narrow and does not
have adequate shoulders to accommodate increased truck traffic
Coordinate new industry with the right infrastructure for truck travel as to not
negatively impact the community

Monitor fruck congestion issues on SR 16

Raymond Hill Road and Collinsworth Road provide connectivity from and to
freight land uses and are seeing increases in truck traffic

TRANSIT

The mode split in Coweta County shows that Coweta County residents and commuters
primarily fravel by personal vehicles. However, there are local fransit services available
within Coweta County and regional fransit services available for commuters traveling to
Atlanta for work. Transit data for these local and regional services were analyzed from
2019 in a “pre-COVID" time period to examine a typical year of service.

Coweta County offers a Dial-A-Ride transit service

known as Coweta County Transit. Coweta County Transit ﬁcowgn COUNTY
performed 27,000-34,000 trips annually from July 2009 to

January 2019. As shown in Figure 17, 56% of those ftrips T RAN S I T
were taking people to jobs or
educational opportunities, while
the remaining trips were seniors,
medical, and a small number of q

social trips. This shows that o = Medical
Coweta County Transit is serving
a critical transportation need for
those who may not own or be

able to operate a personal
vehicle.

Figure 17: Coweta County Transit Trip Purpose, 2019

m Senior Trips
= Employment/Education

m Other (Social, Personal):

Regional transit options are

offered through the Atlanta-Region Transit Link Authority’s (the ATL) Xpress bus service
via Route 453 from the Newnan park & ride lot off I-85 on SR 34 to downftown and
midtown Atlanta. Route 453 had over 72,000 in ridership in 2019.
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The ATL also operates a regional vanpool program. In 2019, across all vanpool routes
from Coweta County, there were over 300,000 total passenger trips. Most of these trips
were used for commuting purposes to employment areas like Atlanta, the Hartsfield-
Jackson Atlanta International Airport area, other Fulton County destinations, and Cobb
County. There are also a handful of trips to areas south of Coweta County including the
Columbus area and Houston County.

Throughout the CTP public engagement process, it was clear that current fransit
services were meeting the existing demand within the Coweta County. As Coweta
County’s population grows, the type and amount of federal funding to support local
transit operations
and capitall Priority Transit Needs:
improvements may

change and possibly Existing fransit options provide needed service

As Coweta County continues to grow and become more

require a greater suburban and urban, the types and amounts of federal
local funding match. funding to support local transit service could change. This
Coweta County will could impact the amount of local and state funding
need to further needed fo continue operations of Coweta County Transit

explore options and services. The County needs to further evaluate and prepare

develop a transit

for potential changes in transit data reporting and funding
strategies for local fransit.

data reporting and As demand grows for commuter transit options from
funding strategy that Coweta County to Aflanta and other regional job centers,
ensures Coweta there may be a need to explore a second park & ride lof

location along |-85 to support commuter bus services and
fransit rider amenities such boarding areas, shelters, seating,
and parking.

County Transit can
continue to provide
cost effective
mobility options.

BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN INFRASTRUCTURE

Sidewalks in Coweta County are concentrated within incorporated areas, particularly
in and near Newnan and other city and town centers, as well as scattered across a mix
of residential neighborhoods. Countywide, there is limited connectivity between
sidewalk systems.

Shown in Figure 18, there are three main types of bicycle facilities in Coweta County:
signed routes, in-street facilities (such as bike lanes), and off-street multi-use paths. There
are seven County-designated bicycle routes and four State bicycle routes in the
County. Many of these routes are along roadways with minimal shoulders or wide lanes
to provide space between bicycles and cars. In recent years, bike lanes have been
included on SR 34 Newnan Bypass/Millard Farmer Industrial Blvd from Bullslboro Dr to
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Hospital Rd and Poplar Road between Newnan Crossing Bypass (west of I-85) and
Newnan Crossing Boulevard. The first phases of the LINC multi-use trail system in
Newnan have also been constructed, including a bridge across |-85.

Figure 18: Existing Bicycle Infrastructure
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While bicycle facilities exist in Coweta County, there are limited connections between
them. There are plans, however, for a much larger system of bicycle facilities. Both the
2007 Coweta County Greenways Plan and the more recent LINC Master Plan show a
large system of multi-use paths across Coweta County. CTP public and stakeholder
engagement showed a strong desire for expansion of bicycle facilities, with a particular
focus on connecting existing facilities to one another.

Connecting Recommendations Report | 29
COWETA



COWETA COUNTY CTP -

Additionally, safety of cyclists and pedestrians is of utmost importance as the County
moves forward with planning of large-scale transportation infrastructure and
implementation of more bicycle and pedestrian facilities. There were 101 reported
crashes involving bicycles and pedestrians between 2015 and 2019 in Coweta County.
When a crash involves a pedestrian or bicyclists, the likelihood that it will result in injury or
death is higher than crashes only involving vehicles. 80 of those crashes resulted in non-
fatal injuries and eight (8) resulted in fatalities.

Priority Bicycle & Pedestrian Needs:

Very few wide shoulders on roadways to accommodate bikes

Connectivity between signed biked routes and existing and planned bike lanes and multi-
use paths is needed to help create a network

There is a strong desire for off-street, multi-use bicycle paths

There are gaps in the proposed bicycle path network and existing sidewalk infrastructure
Current Coweta County regulations do not uniformly mandate sidewalks on publicly
funded roadway projects; however, it does coordinate with GDOT on including sidewalks
and other pedestrian safety improvements on state routes, particularly in more
developed parts of the County. Each municipality has its own sidewalk regulations.
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SPECIAL CORRIDOR STUDIES

A special focus of the joint CTP and Comprehensive Plan process was to examine three
key corridors in greater detail:

e US 29 between Grantville and Moreland
¢ Newnan Crossing Bypass
e Madras Connector

The County selected corridors for further study based on four general criteria:

1. Areas experiencing growth pressure or with high potential for change

2. Corridors with major infrastructure projects already planned

3. Geographic equity

4. Representation of different Growth Framework Areas (Rural Places, Growth
Maintenance, and Growth Priority)

Figure 19: Special Corridor Studies Locations
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The intent of these special corridor studies was to take a deeper dive into linking
fransportation investments with more precise visions for land use. In effect, these studies
asked the following questions: How does the community want the corridor to change?
What should be kept the same?2 And how can transportation investments support these
visions?

The corridors were evaluated using existing data and site visits. The ARC ABM was used
to assess traffic volumes (vehicles per day) along the corridor for both current (2020)
and future years (2050). An essential part of the process was a one-day virtual public
workshop held for each corridor. During these virtual sessions, the community provided
input on a vision for land use and the highest priority mobility needs.

US 29 BETWEEN GRANTVILLE AND MORELAND

The first of the three corridor studies examined was US 29 from Lone Oak Road in
Grantville to the US 27 split in Moreland including the I-85 Interchange and
unincorporated Coweta County. This corridor was selected for special study because it
represents the challenge of maintaining rural character while still serving the
community’s mobility needs.

EXISTING CONDITIONS Figure 20: US 29 Corridor Study Area

Much of the US 29 corridor is
undeveloped with the exceptions of ' o nd
nodes near Grantville, at 1-85, and in Y. ] Noge
Moreland. Because of this relatively Y 4 %5

limited level of current development,
US-29 is a low-volume traffic corridor.
However, the LOS analysis indicates
potential congestion challenges west
of I-85 in both existing and future
conditions.

Safety is also an issue. Crashes along 'S;‘”"'V‘"‘e,‘u- —=
US 29 cluster around the I-85 .y O

Interchange with one fatality on the

west. Similarly, the Lone Oak Road

intersection has multiple crashes going into Grantville with a fatality crash at the
intersection. US 29 going into Moreland has a scattering of crashes with more significant
crashes along US 27 and a fatality crash off Main Street.
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CHANGE AND PRESERVE

Workshop participants noted the following components for change and preservation:

¢ In Moreland, the community indicated that the area should be preserved as a
single-family residential node.

e Around the I-85 interchange, the community indicated some limited desire for
changes for more commercial land uses serving local residents. Elements of
preservation were related to keeping traffic moving.

e At Lone Oak the workshop participants wanted to preserve the historic housing in
the area. Elements of change included a need for vehicular safety
improvements at the intersection.

CORRIDOR CONCEPT

Moreland Node
Preservation of the Moreland node was emphasized, with an upcoming GDOT
roundabout improvement being the only effective change desired.

1-85 Node

The 1-85 node incorporates more opportunity for subtle changes including several
transportation options (streetscaping along Griffin Street, studying interchange safety
and operations) and addressing land use by developing a gateway/mixed use
concept into Grantville to the west.

Long Oak Road Node

At the Lone Oak Road node, emphasis was also put on maintaining the existing scale of
development and land uses while opportunities to improve safety at Lone Oak Rd were
identified

Infrastructure Considerations
Four transportation projects emerged from the US 29 corridor study:

Lone Oak Road Traffic Safety Study

[-85 Ramps Traffic Study

Griffin Street streetscape improvements and operational upgrades
US-29 multi-use trail

NEWNAN CROSSING BYPASS

The second special corridor study was the Newnan Crossing Bypass, stretching from
Mclintosh Parkway in the north to SR 16 in the south. This relatively new corridor was
completed in November 2016 and is already experiencing growth pressures from
Developments of Regional Impact (DRIs) and rezoning application requests.
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

There is significant commercial development at Ashley Park at the northern end of the
corridor which may limit opportunities for additional commercial development to be
successful. While large portions of the corridor are currently undeveloped, there are
significant commercial land uses in the northern end at Ashley Park. Further south, the
corridor is experiencing development pressure for warehousing/distribution uses.

Traffic volumes are relatively low for a four-lane roadway, due in part to -85 running
closely in parallel and

limited land use Figure 21: Newnan Crossing Bypass Corridor Study Area
development along the
corridor. Current and
projected congestion
levels are also
comparatively low. Active
transportation modes like
walking are currently not
viable because of a lack
of pedestrian
infrastructure, but this is
changing--the multiuse
LINC trail currently has @
section along Mclintosh
Parkway that connects to
a new pedestrian bridge
over |-85. A broader
overall vision for LINC trail
includes further
connections towards
Newnan to the west and
further east info
unincorporated Coweta
County.

CHANGE AND PRESERVE

Workshop participants noted the following components for change and preservation:

e At MclIntosh Parkway, preserve urban landscaping, trees, walkability, quality
development choices, and keep the Bypass uncongested. Elements to change
Parkway include providing better traffic operations, more vegetation, and golf
cart access to Highlands/Madison Park area. Poplar Road Node
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e At Poplar Road and I-85, mobility, trees/landscaping, and access management
should be preserved. Elements of change include providing better quality
development/building type, developing Commercial/Office/Retail/Restaurant
land uses, and excluding Industrial and Warehousing land uses.

e At the SR 16 node commercial development should be supported, as well as
limiting access to the Bypass, and limiting building heights. Elements to change
adding a gateway/landscaping feature, creating a transition from industrial land
uses towards a town center along US 27, and widening SR 16 to decrease current
and future congestion.

CORRIDOR CONCEPT

The overall concept envisions three distinct segments along the corridor anchored by
major nodes of activity at McIntosh Parkway, Poplar Road, and SR 16. The first segment
south of Mclintosh Parkway incorporates a mixed-use vision to complement the
commercial oriented developments at and around Ashley Park. Further south, a
segment anchored by Poplar Road considers opportunities for additional mixed use
while also specifically incorporating office and medical uses consistent with nearby
Piedmont Hospital. The southernmost segment is envisioned as more residentially and
suburban oriented with a smaller mixed-use node at SR 16. Key mobility enhancements
include formalizing access management along the Bypass; adding a parallel roadway
for shorter, local trips; enhancing signal timing; and expanding pedestrian and bicycle
infrastructure.

Mcintosh Parkway Node
Future development at Mcintosh Parkway is envisioned to support walkability, urban
landscaping, and proactively limiting congestion on the Bypass.

Poplar Road Node

Development at Poplar Road will preserve mobility, trees and landscaping, and access
management on the Bypass, while incorporating new mixed use and medically
oriented development and a potential expansion of the LINC frail.

SR 16 Node
SR 16 future development will support limited commercial development with single
family residential envisioned to the north.

Infrastructure Considerations
Three transportation initiatives emerged from the Newnan Crossing Bypass corridor
study:

¢ Newnan Crossing Bypass Multi-Use Trail (LINC extension)
e Poplar Road Multi-Use Trail (LINC extension)
¢ Newnan Crossing Bypass Access Road Network
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MADRAS CONNECTOR

The third and final special corridor study was unigue in that it proactively plans for a
network of new roadways that are planned but do not yet exist. The Madras Connector
projects are located north of Newnan in unincorporated Coweta County, and are
anchored by a planned new interchange. This inferchange will be constructed
between existing inferchanges at SR 34 and SR 154 along I-85; Phase 1 is anticipated to
open to traffic in 2024.

The northern boundary is at US 29 and is relatively undeveloped in terms of land use. The
southern extent, SR 34, ties into an established corridor at Holtz Parkway. The planned
new interchange with |-85 is currently undeveloped.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Because the corridor is not yet
built, the existing land use is
majority forest with some ;
residential, PNy e
industrial/commercial, and - A o T

institutional throughout the : ; s
proposed corridor. This is ' S~ P
expected to change with the
construction of the new _ %
interchange and planned g AR st
roadway network. " £ :

Figure 22: Madras Connector Corridor Study Area
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The main Madras Connector
does not exist in 2020, but a full
constructed facility would serve
over 20,000 vehicles a day by
the year 2050. From a
congestion standpoint, the roads surrounding the corridor currently operate with an LOS
of A-B. In 2050, the new interchange will likely attract enough traffic so that the
southbound off-ramp will experience notable congestion.

CHANGE AND PRESERVE

Workshop participants noted the following components for change and preservation:

e At US 29, neighborhood preservation was cited as important as road expansion
takes place by creating a buffer using nature/ tfrees, wetlands, and more green
space to maintain the existing rural character.
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* Near the new I-85 inferchange, the community voiced that there should be as
much nature, green space, and frees as possible to preserved; keeping future
development nodal will help to conserve the local forest. The Amlajack/Coweta
Industrial connection should be a top priority element to change with more
mixed residential/commercial/ light industrial at I-85. Appropriate tractor trailer
access needs to coexist with cars and improved traffic flow with ease on and off
the interstate to the North part of the County.

* At SR 34, community voiced a preference to preserve transit access (from the
GRTA park and ride), inter-parcel connectivity, high quality commercial
development, the Whitlock Sports Complex, and the free canopy. More green
space and pocket parks are desired from the community with roads having
good access in and out of buildings. Several participants expressed a desire for
more mixed-use oriented development in this area.

CORRIDOR CONCEPT

The overall concept for the Madras Connector is anchored by three nodes at US 29, I-
85, and SR 34. Key overall components include an expanded parks and green space
system, new multi-use trails, and adding new local roadways for better network
connectivity.

US 29 Node
The US 29 area would develop primarily as residential, reflecting a general desire to
retain the existing rural character.

1-85 Node
[-85 and the interchange would anchor an industrial node, reflecting both the existing
industrial developments to the north and the south, as well as the economic

development and employment base opportunities afforded by easy access on and off
[-85.

SR 34 Node

At SR 34, a commercial node would expand the suburban-style commercial
development in place today along SR 34.

Infrastructure Considerations
Four transportation initiatives emerged from the Madras Connector study:

The Lakes Trail Multi-Use Path

New roadway connection at Herring Road
New roadway connection at International Park
New roadway connection at Hammock Road
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PROJECT IDENTIFICATION &
PRIORITIZATION

After the existing conditions, needs assessment, special corridor studies, and rounds of
public and stakeholder engagement, the next step in the CTP process was to bring
together all the analysis and information to begin developing, evaluating, and
prioritizing recommendations.

Figure 23: CTP Process: Project Prioritization & Recommendations Step
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The “universe of projects” list is the master list of candidate projects to be considered
and evaluated for inclusion in the CTP. Candidate projects were compiled from
multiple sources including:

Previous 2014 Coweta County CTP

ARC Regional Transportation Plan/Transportation Improvement Plan (RTP/TIP)
Coweta County 2013 and 2019 SPLOST Transportation Projects

Unfunded Coweta County 2019 TSPLOST proposed projects

Projects identified through the needs assessment and public engagement

This universe of projects was run through an extensive evaluation process which was
developed and outlined in the Evaluation Framework memo.
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PROJECT EVALUATION PROCESS
EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

Using the updated CTP goals and objectives as a guide, a three-tiered evaluation
framework was developed to help determine how well projects were able to address
identified needs and aide in the prioritization of those projects.

Figure 24: Project Evaluation Framework

*Universe of projects from the Coweta County 2014 CTP, current
SPLOST, unapproved 2019 TSPLOST referendum, current ARC RTP/TIP
projects, projects identified from the Needs Assessment technical
analysis

*Growth Strategy Framework Alignment - How well each project aligns
with transportation strategies of the Growth Strategy Area it's located
in

*Technical Evaluation - How well each project supports the updated
CTP goals and objectives, based on a defined set of performance
measures

*Deliverability Assessment - Implementation feasibility of each project
based on considerations such as public support, constructability
(environmental constraints), and identified funding
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EVALUATION RESULTS

After being run through the three fiers of evaluation, each project received an overall
score. The final overall score for each project was used to help prioritize which projects
should be in the short, mid, or long-term phases of the plan and which projects should
not be included. A project that received a high score across all three evaluation fiers
would be a higher priority project and was likely included in the short- and mid-term
recommendations. A project that received a lower overall score across all three
evaluation tiers will be a lower priority project and may be included in the long-term
recommendations or not recommended for inclusion in the CTP at all.

Growth
Strategy

Tehnical
Analysis
Score

Deliverability Final Project
Evaluation Score Score

Score

QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT

Once projects were evaluated and scored throughout the more quantitative process
of the evaluation framework outlined, there was still some narrowing down to
complete. Just because a project scored well in the evaluation process, did not mean
it was ultimately included in the recommended project list. Other more qualitative
assumptions were made to determine the final recommended projects list. These
assumptions are listed below.

e If a project was already programmed in the RTP/TIP, it was assumed as part of
the final project recommendations list whether it scored highly in the evaluation
process or not.

e Projects already programmed and paired with identified funding in the County’s
SPLOST program were also assumed as part of the final project list (short term)
whether they scored highly in the evaluation process or not.

e Projects that were derived from the CTP public and stakeholder engagement
process were reviewed with considerable care and professional judgement
beyond the scoring process of the evaluation framework.
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FUNDING

As part of the CTP development process, a funding evaluation was completed to
understand likely revenue sources that will be available through the plan’s horizon year
of 2050. Transportation needs and a universe of projects were identified, but it is
uncommon that there is enough available funding for all the projects that are needed.
The revenue projections were paired with the results of the project evaluation to
support development of prioritized recommendations into short-, mid-, and long-term
phases.

EXISTING FUNDING SOURCES

Transportation funding for projects in Coweta County comes from multiple sources
including local County and cities revenues, state, and federal sources. At the local
level, the majority of revenue comes from the SPLOST. The one cent sales tax has been
in place since for roughly 35 years, since 1986, and has provide valuable funding for
transportation, public safety, recreation, and buildings. The cities also get a portion of
the SPLOST revenues that can be used for city and town projects, many of which have
been transportation projects. The current SPLOST program that was approved by
Coweta County voters estimated $140M in collections over the é-year period of 2019-
2024. Additionally, local funding comes from impact fees, general funds, transit farebox
revenues, and partnerships with other governmental agencies and the private sector.

Federal funding comes from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the
Federal Transit Administration (FTA). The federal funds are administered by state and
regional transportation partners including GDOT, the ATL, and ARC. They make funding
recommendations for specific categories of federal funding and coordinate the
programming of those funds into the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and
Transportation Improvement Program. State funding sources include the state motor
fuel tax, bond packages, and other sources such as alternative fuel and heavy vehicle
taxes, rideshare taxes, hotel lodging taxes, and the general fund. GDOT, SRTA, and the
ATL allocate these funds and coordinates with ARC for inclusion in the RTP/TIP.

POTENTIAL FUNDING SOURCES

Developing funding projections is a necessary step in the CTP process to determine
realistic funding levels available for future transportation projects. Several local funding
sources and options were considered for this CTP update however the continuation of
the current SPLOST program formed the foundation for future local fransportation
revenue projections through 2050. For the purposes of estimation, a continuation of the
current allocation was assumed, which includes 66.65% of all funds going to Coweta
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County (with the remaining 33.35% going to the cities and towns) and roughly 80% of
those County-specific funds going to transportation. SPLOST funding have been used
primarily to complete smaller, short-term local projects and to match feder