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Dougherty County
REVISED PROJECT CONCEPT REPORT

Need and Purpose:

Corridor Background :

This section of SR 300/SR520/Clark Avenue between Turner Field and SR 62/Cordele Road currently is
a 4-lane section of road with a center turn lane that has a total traffic volume of 24,250 vehicles per day
(VPD) in the year 2009. SR 520/SR 300 is also known as the Georgia-Florida Pkwy and is a vital
component of the Albany Metropolitan area’s transportation system. This section of Clark Avenue is not
part of State designated bike route; however the DARTS (Dougherty Area Regional Study) 2035
Transportation Plan identified this section of Clark Avenue as part of the locally proposed bicycle and
pedestrian network. The DARTS 2035 Transportation Plan proposes an on-street bike corridor along the
section of Clark Avenue between SR 62 and Blaylock Street. The 2035 plan also proposes extending the
existing sidewalk at the Clark Avenue interchange to Mock Road.

The project was programmed June 2001 and is identified and included in the DARTS 2035 Long Range
Transportation Plan which was adopted December 2009. It is also shown in the DARTS FY 2010-13
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) as project H/R-95-8.

Land Use and Community Issues

Land use immediately along the project limits is mix of residential and commercial use areas.
Commercial use is concentrated north of this section of SR300/Clark Avenue while residential use is
concentrated on the south side of SR 300/Clark Avenue/

According to the 2000 census, in the city of Albany, 65% of the residents were classified by the census as
African American. In the state of Georgia, the 2000 census reported 34.9% of the residence was
classified as minorities. Approximately 76% residents of census tract 103.01, which is where the project
is located, were classified by 2000 census as African Americans. The population of Dougherty County
has decrease 0.5% from 96,354 residents in 2000 to 95,859 residents in 2009. Because they make up the
greater portion of residents, many of the African American residents in the immediate project area would
benefit from this project.

Safety

This section of SR 300 (from Turner Field Road to SR 62) is functionally classified as an Urban Principal
Arterial. Table 1 provides a comparison of the crash rates on this section of the road with the state average
for the similar functionally classified road for the year 2007-2009.
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Table 1: Crash Data along Clark Ave (SR 520/SR 300)

The crash rates are not higher that the Georgia statewide average. However, the injury rate is higher than
the statewide average in 2007 and 2009 for the section analyzed. There were no fatalities recorded.

Slightly more than half of all accidents identified each year were rear end crashes. Angle crashes were
the second most common.

e 2: e of Cra 2007-2009

18y,

SR e RN £
1 L) 13 14 ’
Pirrs

1/2%

9/21% 21/49% 7/16%
4/11%

2009 | 6/17% 16/45% 3/8%

Travel Demand and Operational Conditions
The volume of traffic on this section of SR 520/SR 300 has been steady over the past three years
averaging just over 22,000 vpd. Table 3 lists current and future traffic.
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Table 3: Cugrent & Future Trafﬂ

SR 300 from Tumer
Field Rd to SR 62

Level of Service (LOS) is defined as a qualitative measure describing operational conditions within a
traffic streams. There are six defined LOS tiers at which a roadway can operate. Each of the six tiers are
identified by a letter, “A” represents the best operating conditions and LOS “F” represents the worst. If a
roadway is operating at LOS “A”, “B”, or “C”, that is considered acceptable operating conditions. If no
improvements are made, the intersection of SR 300 will be operating at LOS “D” by the year 2030.

Logical Termini

The western terminus of this widening project is at Turner Field Road and the eastern Terminus is at SR
62/Cordele Road. The western Terminus is logical because traffic volumes drop by approximately 13%
at Turner Field Road, and this project complements and adjacent project along Clark Avenue PI #
422560, which is the reconstruction of the liberty Expressway interchange at SR 300/Clark Avenue. The
interchange reconstruction project will not add east-west through capacity to SR 300 under the
interchange, however, the reconstructed interchange will add turn lanes that will provide a transition from
the capacity being added via PI # 0002409 (the interchange reconstruction has independent utility from
the SR 300 widening). The eastern terminus is logical due to the traffic volumes drop by approximately
42% at SR 62.

Projects in the Area
The following project is located within the area and is programmed in the Department’s Construction
Work Program and DARTS Long Range Plan.

pE-Authotd-mss o
422560 Turn Lanes/ Albany ROW-Authorized-2006
CST-LR
Need and Purpose

The need exists to alleviate future traffic congestion to maintain a LOS C and reduce crash frequency on
SR 520/SR300/ Clark Avenue and SR 62/Cordele Road. The injury rates for 2007 and 2009 along this
section of SR 520/SR 300 exceed the statewide average for similar facilities, furthermore, with no added
capacity, this section of SR 520/SR 300 is projected to operate at a future unacceptable LOS D. Traffic
along this corridor is projected to grow at a rate of one percent (1%) over the next 20 years.
Consequently, by the 2029 the proposed project corridor is expected to operate at a LOS D with 33,150
vehicles per day (VPD).
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Project location: :
The project is located along SR 300/ SR 520/US 82/Clark Avenue beginning at the intersection
of Turner Field Road (Mile Post 8.81) and ending at the intersection of SR 62/SR 300/Cordele
Road/Georgia-Florida Parkway (Mile Post 9.51). The work will extend east past the intersection
of SR 62/SR 300 approximately one-half mile to tie the proposed typical section into the existing
typical section at the intersection of North Cherokee Drive (Mile Post 10.06). The total length of
project is 1.25 miles and is located 100% within the 2™ United States Congressional District of
the State of Georgia and 100% within the City of Albany, Dougherty County.

Description of the approved concept

The proposed project would widen and reconstruct SR 300/SR 520/U’S 82/Clark Avenue from
the intersection with Turner Field Road (Mile Post 8.81) eastward past the intersection with SR
62/SR300/Cordele Road/Georgia-Florida Parkway (Mile Post 9.51) to the intersection with
North Cherokee Drive (Mile Post 10.06), a total length of 1.25 miles. The work would
reconstruct the existing five-lane urban section (two, 12-foot travel lanes in each direction with a
14-foot Two-way, Left-turn Lane and curb-and-gutter only on 12-foot wide shoulders along both
sides of the roadway) to a six-lane urban section (three, 12-foot travel lanes in each direction
separated by a 20-foot raised median) with four-foot bike lanes, curb-and-gutter, and 16-foot
shoulders along both sides of the roadway. An eight-foot sidewalk would be constructed on the
eastbound shoulder; a five-foot sidewalk would be constructed on the westbound shoulder. To
minimize impacts on developed property adjacent to the project corridor, the widening would
occur to the north of the existing roadway at the western project limits, shift to the south side of
the existing roadway to avoid impacts to an existing water tower located on the Miller Brewing
Company property near the middle of the project, then shift back north to occur symmetrically
about the existing roadway at the intersection of SR 62/SR 300/Cordele Road/Georgia-Florida
Parkway near the eastern project limits.

PDP Classification: Major X Minor
Federal Oversight: Full Oversight ( ),  Exempt(X), State Funded( ),  or Other ( )
Functional Classification: Urban Principal Arterial

U. S. Route Number(s): US 82/Clark Avenue State Route Number(s):
SR 300/SR 520/Clark Avenue
SR 62/SR 300 /Cordele Road/
Georgia-Florida Parkway

Traffic (AADT) as shown in the approved concept:
Base Year 2010: 32.000 Design Year (2030): 50,500

Updated traffic data (AADT):
Base Year (2015-No Build): 28.279 Design Year (2035 - No Build):34.503
(2015- Build): 29,345 (2035 - Build): 41,730
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Approved Programmed/Schedule:

P.E. 2002 (Authorized) R/W: 2013/2012 Construction: 2016

VE Study Required: Yes (X) No () Implementation letter Date: 02/17/2004

Benefit /Cost Ratio: 0.01

Is the project located in an Ozone Non-attainment area? Yes() No(X)
Is the project located in a PM2.5 Non-Attainment area? Yes() No(X)
Approve Features: Proposed Features:
Clark Avenue

Three, 12-foot wide travel lanes in each direction. | Clark Avenue
No Build Alternative
A 20-foot wide raised median.

4-foot wide bicycle lane in each direction along
Clark Avenue

Pavement cross slope 2.0%.

A new installation traffic signal is proposed at the
intersection of School Street and Clark Avenue.

Cordele Road
One, 12-foot wide left-turn lane on northbound | Cordele Road
approach. No Build Alternative

Two, 12-foot wide right-turn lanes on southbound
approach

A 14-foot wide flush median.
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Reason for Change:
Clark Avenue/Cordele Road

The updated traffic data submitted by the Office of Planning shows a significant drop in traffic
volumes along the SR 300/SR 520/US 82/Clark Avenue corridor. An analysis of the 2035 no-
build traffic with the no-build alternative has resulted in a Level of Service of B during the am
peak traffic period and C during the pm peak traffic period for all intersections.

An analysis of the vehicle-crash data along the project corridor obtained from the GDOT
Accident Information System (AIS) for years 2007, 2008, and 2009 (see attachment table 4-1)
indicates that crash rates for 2007 and 2008 are above state wide average. Table 4-1 also shows
that injury rates for the corridor are above state wide average for the 3 years. Further
investigation into the crash data presented in table 4-1 was conducted by reviewing the actual
police reports for the reported vehicle crashes. The findings revealed that some of the reported
crashes were recorded incorrectly and did not occur within the limits of the proposed project
corridor (see attachment). Based on actual police reports, vehicle crashes, crash rates, and
injury rates for years 2007 through 2009 along the project corridor are as shown on table 4-2.
The data indicates crash rates along the project corridor are below state wide average while
injury rates are above state wide averages for the three-year period. The review of the actual
police reports shows that none of the crashes and associated injuries along the project corridor
were attributed to roadway geometrics.

Potential Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Revision: No anticipated environmental
impacts.

Has the Proposed Revision Been Reviewed By Environmental Staff? (X) Yes ( ) No

Environmental Responsibilities (Studies/Documents/Permits): GDOT

Updated Cost Estimate

Base Construction Cost $0.00

Engineering and Inspection | $ 0.00

Total Construction Cost $0.00
Right of Way $0.00
Utility (Reimbursable) $0.00
Utility Contingencies $0.00

Environmental Mitigation $ 0.00
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Recommendation: Recommend that the proposed revision to the concept be approved for
implementation.

Attachments:
1. Location Sketch Map
2. Traffic Analysis Summaries
e Summary 2030 traffic (7/11/2005)
e Summary 2035 traffic (1/25/2011)
3. Traffic Diagrams
o 2015/2035
Traffic Analysis — HCS Report
B/C Ratio
Vehicle Crash/Injury/Fatality Data
VE Study Implementation Letter
( /f"’ M L /W V=) /s )

Director of Engineering /)

Approve: Qow'mcar‘ a [C-il- 20l

Chief Engineer Date

SO

1

Concur:
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LOCATION SKETCH MAP
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Traffic Analysis
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CLARK AVE - 0002409 - INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE

TRAFFIC ANALYSIS USING HCS2000 PROGRAM

July 11, 2005
2030 No Build - Using Projected Traffic Calculations

AM PM
Intersection Level of Service | Intersection Delay'(s) Level of Service |Intersection Delay (s)
Signalized - With existing alignment '
Clark Ave & Turner Field Road F 133.2 F 101.4
Clark Ave & School Road E 1513 F 151.8
Clark Ave & Mock Road F 109.8 F 118.3
Clark Ave & SR 62 F 198.9 F 234

2030 Build - Using Projected Traffic Calculations '

AM PM

_|Intersection Level of Service Intersection Delay (s) Level of Service  |Intersection Delay (s)

Signalized -~ Proposed alignment
Clark Ave & Turner Field Road C 35 C. 269
Clark Ave & School Road C 25.8 C 25.7
Clark Ave & Mock Road C 20.3 C 244
Clark Ave & SR 62 c 315 C 35




CLARK AVENUE - 0002409 INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE
TRAFFIC ANALYSIS USING HCS+ PROGRAM
Tuesday, January 25, 2011
TURNER FIELD ROAD
AR e SRR R P B R RS R R S e

Existing Configuration:

2 2035 No Build - Using Projected Traffic Counts - Existing Configuration
5 AM PM
§‘ , Level of | Intersection Delay Level of intersection Delay
E i e Intersection . .
: Service (s) Service (s)
P / \ _cuamk avewue Clark Ave & Turner Field Rd C 27.1 C 29.9

2035 Build - Using Projected Traffic Counts - Existing Configuration

AM PM
g \ Level of | Intersection Delay Level of intersection Delay
= Intersection . .
= Service (s) Service (s)
H Clark Ave & Turner Field Rd C 34.4 C 34

Proposed Configuration:

2035 Build - Using Projected Traffic Counts - Proposed Configuration
AM PM
. Level of | Intersection Delay Level of Intersection Delay
Intersection . .
. Service (s) Service (s)
SLang Averme Clark Ave & Turner Field Rd B 19.2 B 19.1

-~ s ——
T S = G

i

-
—',.h.-““t‘.-,"}—""‘

_,__
A

)
:




Exstig Conf_igtion |

CLARK AVENUE - 0002409 INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE
TRAFFIC ANALYSIS USING HCS+ PROGRAM

Tuesday, January 25, 2011
NORTH MOCK ROAD

NORTH MOCK RO,

— et e

——————

2035 No Build - Using Projected Traffic Counts - Existing Configuration
CLARK AVENUE AM PM
o - -
T Inte ion Leve! of | Intersection Delay Leve! of Intersection Delay |.
£ Service (s) Service (s)
e ~[_Clark Ave & North Mock Rd A 9.9 A 9.5
, 2035 Build - Using Projected Traffic Counts - Existing Configuration
S| .
8 AM _ PM
§_ : . Level of | Intersection Delay Level of Intersection Delay
x| Intersection . .
=l ¢ Service {s) Service (s)
gl Clark Ave & North Mock Rd B 12 B 125
Proposed Configuration:
2035 Build - Using Projected Traffic Counts - Proposed Configuration
AM PM
CLARK AVENUE = -
— N . Level of | Intersection Delay Level of Intersection Delay
———————————————————— = Intersection . .
R Service (s) Service (s)
.-;1;'_.?.‘.‘ Clark Ave & North Mack Rd A 8.7 8.8 A




Existln Conﬁurat

CLARK AVENUE - 0002409 INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE

ion:

TRAFFIC ANALYSIS USING HCS+ PROGRAM

Tuesday, January 25, 2011
CORDELE ROAD

2035 No Build - Using Projected Traffic Counts - Existing Configuration

AM PM
: . Level of | Intersection Delay Level of Intersection Delay
Intersection . .
Service {s) Service (s)
CLARK AVENUE CLARK AVENUE Clark Ave & Cordele Rd C 26 C 29.3
2035 Build - Using Projected Traffic Counts - Existing Configuration
AM PM
. Level of | Intersection Delay Level of Intersection Delay
Intersection . .
Service (s) Service {s)
Clark Ave & Cordele Rd C 31.1 C 34.6
2035 Build - Using Projected Traffic Counts - Proposed Configuration
AM PM
Intersection Leve! of | Intersection Delay Leve! of Intersection Delay
Service {s) Service {s)
Clark Ave & Cordele Rd B 19.4 B 19.9




Traffic Diagrams
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Short Report Page 1 of 1
SHORT REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst Rishee Shah intersection Clark Ave & Tumer Fisld Rd
e e Soomart AvaTypo  Althoraroes
Time Period  No Build AM Analysis Year 2035
Voiume and Timing input
EB WB NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT .
Number of Lanes 1 2 0 1 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
Lane Group L TR L T R L TR L TR
Volume (vph) 87 | 981 |177 | 45 |[1145 | 118 | 109 (203 } 32 | 105 127 | 67
% Heavy Vehicles 2 23 2 2 23 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
PHF 092 {092 |092 (092 (092 |092 |0.92 |0.92 |0.92 |0.92 }0.92 |0.92
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 20 |20 20 |20 |20 |20 (20 20 |20
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 | 2.0 20 |20 20 |20 20 2.0 20
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 30 |30 30 |30 |30 (30 |30 30 |30
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Width 12.0 }12.0 12.0 | 120 | 12.0 | 120 | 12.0 12,0 | 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left | EW Perm 03 04 Excl. Left | NS Perm 07 08
Timing G=70 G= 600 |G= G= G= 70 G= 200 |G= G=
Y= 4 Y= 4 Y = Y= Y= 4 Y= 4 Y = Y =
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle Length c= 1100
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination
EB wB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 95 |12%8 49 |12 128 |118 |256 114|211
Lane Group Capacity 248 |1610 244 [1604 11022 |54q 1332 205 |321
v/c Ratio 0.38 [0.78 020 [0.78 [0.13 |0.49 [0.77 lo.s6 |0.66
Green Ratio 0.65 [0.55 loes loss loes lo.2s lo.18 0.28 |0.18
Uniform Delay d, 12.1 |19.8 114 |19.7 |7.5 |31.1 428 31.4 |41.8
Delay Factor k 0.11 [0.33 0.11 10.33 |0.11 [0.11 }0.32 0.15 (0.23
Incremental Delay d, 1.0 |26 04 |25 |01 |16 [106 33 |49
PF Factor 1.000 [1.000 1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000 {1.000 1.000 [1.000
Control Delay 13.1 224 11.9 |222 [ 7.6 |32.7 |53.5 34.8 |46.7
Lane Group LOS B C B C A C D C D
Approach Delay 21.7 20.5 46.9 42.5
Approach LOS C C D D
Intersection Deiay 25.9 Intersection LOS C
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Short Report Page 1 of 1
SHORT REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst Rishee Shah intersection Clark Ave & Tumer Fisld Rd
AL Ty Al aroes
Time Period  No Build PM Analysis Year 2035
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH | RT | LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 1 2 0 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 0
Lane Group L R L T R L TR L TR
Volume (vph) 44 1189 | 92 12 [1298 | 115 | 137 {144 15 | 112 101 [123
% Heavy Vehicles 2 23 2 2 23 2 2 2 2 2 2
PHF 092 1092 |092 092 092 092 092 1092 {092 {092 §0.92 |0.92
Pratimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 20 | 20 20 |20 (20 |20 |20 20 |20
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 20 20 2.0 20 20 2.0 20 20
Arrival Type - 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 30 |30 30 |30 |30 |30 |30 3a |30
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Width ) 12,0 | 12.0 120 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 120 | 12.0 12.0 | 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left | EW Perm 03 ‘04 Excl. Left | NS Perm 07 08
Timing G=70 G= 600 |G= G= G= 7.0 G=200 |G= G=
Y= 4 Y= 4 Y= Y = Y= 4 Y= 4 Y = Y
Duration of Analysis {hrs) = 0.25 Cycle LengthC= 110.0
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination i
EB - wB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 48 |1392 13 |M17 |125 149 |173 122|244
Lane Group Capacity 207 |1697 211 |1604 |1022 1515 |334 271|311
v/c Ratio 0.23 10.87 lo.o6 [0.88 {0.12 [0.69 |0.52 0.45 [0.78
Green Ratlo 0.65 [0.55 loss loss loes lo2s Jo1s 0.28 |0.18
Uniform Delay d, 13.5 |21.5 12.5 |21.8 |75 357 |406 30.9 [|42.9
Delay Factor k 0.11  ]0.40 0.11 |041 [0.11 J0.26 [0.12 0.11 10.33
Incremental Delay d, 0.6 5.3 0.1 6.0 01 9.2 1.4 1.2 |124
PF Factor 1.000 |1.000 1.000 [1.000 |1.000 [1.000 |1.000 1.000 [1.000
Controf Detay 14.1 |26.8 126 [27.8 | 7.6 [44.9 [421 32.1 |554
Lane Group LOS B C B (o] A D D C E
Approach Deiay 26.4 26.1 43.4 47.6
Approach LOS c C D D
Intersection Delay 29.9 Intersection LOS C
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Short Report Page 1 of 1
SHORT REPORT
General Information Site information
Analyst Rishee Shah Intersection  Clark Ave & Tumer Field Rd
s S0t NeaType  Alther aress
Time Period  Build AM Ex18V Analysis Year 2035
Volume and Timing input
EB W8 NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 1 2 0 1 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
Lane Group L R L T R L R L TR
Voiume (vph) 118 |1317 1200 | 48 |1389 | 127 | 123 |218 | 35 | 113 |137 75
% Heavy Vehicles 2 23 2 2 23 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
PHF 092 1092 |0.92 092 (092 |092 (092 |0.92 |092 (092 }0.92 [0.92
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 20 120 . 20 120 |20 |20 |20 20 |20
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 2.0 20 20
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 30 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Width 12.0 | 12.0 12,0 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 120 | 12.0 12.0 | 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N | N 0 N N 0 N
ParklnalHour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 32 3.2 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left | EW Perm 03 04 Excl. Left | NS Perm 07 08
Timing G=170 G= 650 |G= G = G=7.0 G= 220 |G= G=
Y=3 Y= 3 Y = Y= Y=3 Y= 3 Y= Y=
| Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle LengthC = _173.0
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination
EB wB NB S8
Adjusted Flow Rate 128 |1648 52 |1579 1438 |134 |275 123|231
Lane Group Capacity 195 |169 176 |1692 |1051 257 |35 194 |343
v/c Ratio 0.66 0.97 0.30 089 [0.13 |0.59 [0.77 0.63 [0.67
Green Ratio 0.66 |0.58 0.66 |o.58 lo66 [0.28 Jo.19 0.28 l0.19
Uniform Delay d, 17.4 |23.1 17.1 1209 7.0 |32.3 [43.1 32.5 [42.2
Delay Factor k 0.23 [0.48 j0.11 jo.42 {011 [o.18 [0.32 0.21 |0.25
Incremental Delay d, 7.8 1187 0.9 6.5 101 |40 10.3 6.6 5.1
PF Factor 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 }1.000 |1.000 }|1.000 1.000 |1.000
Control Delay 25.2 389 180 |274 | 7.1 |363 |53.4 39.2 |47.3
Lane Group LOS C D B C A D D D D
Approach Delay 37.9 25.5 47.8 44.5
Approach LOS D C D D
Intersection Delay 34.4 Intersection LOS C
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Short Report Page 1 of 1

SHORT REPORT
General Information Site information
ﬁnalyst o gisi(z)e.’e_a Shah Intersection Clark Ave & Tumer Fisid Rd
Date Performed 1/2_0/2011 froa ipo  Allotherarsas
Time Period Build PM EZAT Analysis Year 2035
Volume and Timing Input
£B WB NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 1 2 0 1 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
Lane Group L TR L T R L TR L R
Volume (vph) 55 |1583 (1186 | 12 |1517 [ 124 | 155 }156 17 | 120 |109 | 139
% Heavy Vehicles 2 23 2 | 2 23 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
PHF 092 1092 (092 092 |092 }0.92 092 [092 |092 |0.92 |0.92 |0.92
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 120 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 20
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 2.0 20 2.0
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 30 |30 30 |30 30 |30 |30 30 |30
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 75 0 0 75 0 0 5 o0 | o0 75
Lane Width 12.0 | 12.0 12,0 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 120 | 12.0 12.0 | 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour ] '
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestran Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left | EW Perm 03 04 Excl. Left | NS Perm 07 08
Timing G= 6.0 G= 700 G= G= G= 70 G= 19.0 G= G=
Y=3 Y= 3 Y= Y = Y= 3 Y= 3 Y = Y=
Duration of Analysls (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle lengthC= 114.0
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination B
EB wB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 60 |17%4 13 |199 |s3 |168 |181 130 |188
Lane Group Capacity 172 1807 158 1606 | 1111 223 307 229 1293
v/c Ratlo 0.35 10.98 0.08 [0.91 [0.05 [0.75 [0.59 |o.67 10.64
Green Ratio 0.69 10.61 loso lo6r 070 lo2s [o17 lo25 |o.17
Uniform Delay d, 14.9 |[21.2 154 |19.3 |52 |[|404 [43.9 34.8 144.3
Delay Factor k 0.11 0.48 lo.11 {043 1011 (031 ]0.18 lo.16 }0.22
Incremental Delay d, 1.2 |15.9 0.2 7.6 0.0 |(13.5 3.0 3.3 4.7
PF Factor 1.000 11.000 1.000 {1.000 |1.000 }1.000 |1.000 1.000 {1.000
Control Delay 16.1 |37.1 156 }26.9 | 53 |539 |46.9 38.1 |49.0
Lane Group LOS 8 D B (o] A D D D D
Approach Delay 36.4 26.2 50.3 44.5
Approach LOS D C D D
Intersection Delay 34.0 Intersection LOS C
Copyright © 2008 University of Florida, All Rights Resarved HCS+™™ version 5.4 Generated: 1/25/2011 11:38 AM
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Short Report Page 1 of 1
SHORT REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst Rishoo Shah Intersection  Clark Ave & Tumoer Field Rd
Dato Performed 112072011 AreaType  Allolher aroas
Time Period  Build AM Propese? Analysis Year 2035
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
. T JTHIRT T U T WHIRT [ LT T WIRT ] LT T TH]RT
Number of Lanes 1 3 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Lane Group L T R L T R L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 118 |1317 | 200 48 1389 | 127 | 123 |218 35 113 137 75
. | % Heavy Vehicles 2 23 2 2 23 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
PHF 0.92 |092 (092 |092 [0.92 |092 (092 092 [092 |0.92 1092 }0.92
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 20 20 20 2.0 20 20 20 20 20 2.0 20 2.0
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 | 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 20 |20 2.0 20
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 30 30 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 30 3.0
Ped/Blke/RTOR Volume 0 0 50 0 0 35 0 0 10 0 0 20
Lane Width 120 [12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0 {120 | 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 |1 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestran Time 3.2 32 3.2 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left EW Perm 03 04 Excl. Left NS Perm 07 08
Timing G= 7.0 G= 50.0 G= G= G= 70 G= 20.0 G= G=
Y=3 Y= 3 Y= Y= Y=3 Y=3 Y = Y=
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle Leng_t!_\_ C= 96.0
Lane Group Capaclty, Control Delay, and LOS Determination
EB wB NB sB
Adjusted Flow Rate 128 |12 463 |52 |"570 |100 |134 |237 |27 123 |149 |60
Lane Group Capacity 230 |2192 |og9 244 [2192 logo |336 388 |495 1265 |388 405
v/c Ratio 0.56 [0.66 (0.16 |0.21 [0.69 [0.10 |0.40 [0.61 [0.05 [0.46 |0.38 {0.12
Green Ratio 0.63 [0.52 10.63 [0.63 J0.52 [0.63 lo.31 0.21 |0.31 0.31 |0.21 [0.31
Uniform Delay d, 111 116.7 |7.5 9.2 |[17.2 |72 |248 {345 1231 |25.2 |327 {23.6
' Delay Factor k 0.15 1023 o011 l0.71 lo26 |0.11 lo.11 |0.20 |[0.11 |0.11 |0.11 JO.91
Incrementai Delay d, 3.0 0.7 0.1 0.4 0.9 00 |08 2.8 0.0 1.3 0.6 0.1
PF Factor 1.000 |1.000 |1.000 {1.000 {1.000 |1.000 [1.000 |1.000 {1.000 1{1.000 |1.000 |1.000
Controf Delay 141 (174 | 7.6 96 181 |73 |25.6 |37.3 |23.1 |26.4 |33.3 |237
Lane Group LOS B B A A B A C D (o C c C
Approach Delay 16.2 17.2 324 29.0
Approach LOS B B C Cc
Intersection Delay 19.2 Intersection LOS B
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Short Report Page 1 of |
SHORT REPORT
General information Slte Information
Analyst Rishee Shah Intersection Clark Ave & Tumer Field Rd
e oot MeaTypo  Alhorarvas
Time Period  Bulld PM Progesed Analysis Year 2035
| Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT | TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 1 3 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Lane Group L T R L T R L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 55 |1583 | 115 | 12 (1517 | 124 | 155 |155 17 | 120 |109 | 139
% Heavy Vehicles 2 23 2 2 23 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
PHF 0.92 1092 10.92 |092 |0.92 [0.92 |0.92 |0.92 |0.92 {0.92 |0.92 }[0.92
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 20 120 120 |20 |20 |20 |20 |20 |20 |20 j20 |20
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 20 20 2.0 20 20 |20
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 30 |30 |30 |30 |30 (30 |30 |30 |30 30 |30 }30
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 30 0 0 30 0 0 5 0 0 40
Lane Width 120 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0 {120 | 120 | 12.0 | 120 |12.0 | 120 | 120 | 120
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 32
Phasing Excl. Left | EWPerm 03 04 Excl. Left | NS Perm 07 08
Timing G= 6.0 G= 550 |G= G= G= 70 G=19.0 |G= G=
Y=3 Y=3 Y = Y = Y=3 Y=3 Y = Y =
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 CycleLengthC = 99.0
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination ~
EB wB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 6o |72 o2 |13 |"% |102 |168 |168 |13 130 [118 |108
Lane Group Capacity 200 |?338 |1039 l,g9 |2338 11039 |535 |358 |448 |204 [358 |44s
v/c Ratio 0.30 [0.74 [0.09 0.07 [0.71 |0.10 [0.50 [0.47 10.03 i0.44 0.33 10.24
Green Ratio 065 lo56 lo.66 |o.65 lo.56 [0.66 [0.29 lo.19 |o.28 lo29 lo19 10.28
Uniform Delay d, 9.7 165 |6.2 193 |161 6.2 |29.0 |355 257 |27.1 |34.5 |27.3
Delay Factor k 0.11 1029 lo.11 lo.11 Jo.27 lo.11 “fo11 o171 Jo.11 o171 o171 o1t
Incremental Delay d, 08 113 100 |02 |10 |00 |12 1.0 00 |11 |05 |03
PF Factor 1.000 [1.000 11.000 |1.000 }1.000 [1.000 [1.000 |1.000 |1.000 }1.000 {1.000 }1.000
Contro! Delay 10.5 |17.8 | 6.2 |94 [17.1 163 |30.2 |36.5 257 |[28.2 |350 |27.6
Lane Group LOS B B A A B A C D c c D C
- | Approach Delay 17.0 16.4 33.0 30.3
Approach LOS B B C C
Intersection Delay 19.1 Intersection LOS B
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General nformatfon Site Information
Analyst Rishee Shah Intersection Clark Ave & N. Mock Rd
Agency or Co. GDOT Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 7/25/2011 Jurisdiction
Time Period  No Build AM Analysis Year 2035
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT | TH RT LT TH | RT LT TH RT | LT | TH | RT
Number of Lanes 2 0 1 2 1 1
Lane Group TR L T . L R
Volume {vph) 962 97 117 1152 155 42
% Heavy Vehicles 2 2 2 2 2 2
PHF 092 (092 092 ]092 0.92 0.92
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) - A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 2.0 20 20 20 2.0
Extension of Effective Green 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 20
Arrivat Type 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extenslon 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 10 0 0
Lane Width 12.0 120 | 12.0 12.0 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N o N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0
Minlmum Pedestrian Time 32 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing WB Only | EW Perm 03 04 NB Only 06 o7 08
Timing G= 100 |G=500 |G= G= G= 150 |G= G= G=
Y= 4 Y=4 Y= Y= Y= 4 Y= Y= Y=
ggnigﬂon of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle Lenthh C= 870
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination
EB wB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 1124 127 |12%2 168 35
Lane Group Capacity 2017 399 2699 305 528
vic Ratio 0.56 0.32 [0.48 {0.55 0.07
Green Ratio 0.57 0.74 10.74 0.17 0.33
Uniform Delay d, 11.6 58 |47 32.9 19.8
Delay Factor k 0.15 0.11 0.11 0.15 0.11
Incremental Delay d, 03 05 | o1 2.1 0.1
PF Factor 1.000 1.000 {1.000 1.000 1.000
Control Delay 11.9 63 | 48 35.1 19.8
Lane Group LOS B A A D B
Approach Delay 11.9 5.0 324
Approach LOS B A C
Intersection Delay 9.9 Intersection LOS A
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SHORT REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst Rishee Shah Intersection Clark Ave & N. Mock Rd
Agency or Co. GDOT Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 1/26/2011 Jurisdiction
Time Period  No Build PM Analysis Year 2035
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT | TH RT LT TH | RT LT TH RT | LT | TH | RT
Number of Lanes 2 0 1 2 1 1
Lane Group R L T L R
Volume (vph) 1236 | 96 97 |1210 204 109
% Heavy Vehicles 2 2 2 2 2 2
PHF 092 |092 092 |0.92 0.92 0.92
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 2.0 2.0 20 20 2.0
Extension of Effective Green 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 20
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 (/] 25 1] 0 0 0 30 0 0
Lane Width 12.0 120 | 12.0 12.0 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour Y 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 32
[Phasing__| WB Only__| EW Perm 03 04 NB Only 06 07 08
Timing G= 5.0 G= 500 |G= G= G= 150 |G= G= G=
Y=3 Y= 3 Y = Y = Y=3 Y= Y= Y=
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle LengthC = 79.0
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination j
EB WB NB S8
Adjusted Flow Rate 1420 105 |1915 222 86
Lane Group Capacity 2221 256 . 336 461
v/c Ratlo 0.64 0.41 ]0.50 0.66 0.19
Green Ratio 0.63 0.73 10.73 0.19 0.29
Uniform Delay d, 8.9 6.8 |44 29.6 21.0
Delay Factor k 0.22 lo.11 |o.11 0.24 0.11
Incremental Delay d, 0.6 1.1 |02 4.8 0.2
PF Factor 1.000 1.000 |1.000 1.000 - |1.000
Control Delay 9.5 7.8 | 46 34.4 21.2
Lane Group LOS A A A C o
Approach Deiay 9.5 48 30.7
Approach LOS A A C
Intersection Delay 9.5 Intersection LOS A
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General Information Site Information .
Analyst Rishee Shah Intersection Clark Ave & N. Mock Rd
Agency or Co. GDOT Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 1/25/2011 | Jurisdiction
Time Period  Build AM Exur. Analysis Year 2035
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT | TH RT LT TH | RT LT TH RT J LT | TH | RT
Number of Lanes 2 0 1 2 1 1
Lane Group R L T L R
Volume (vph) 1289 | 110 | 126 |1383 175 46
% Heavy Vehicles 2 2 2 2 2 2
PHF 0.92 |092 092 |0.92 0.92 0.92
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 20 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green 20 20 20 2.0 2.0
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 30 |30 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 31 0 0 0 0 32 0 0
Lane Width 12.0 120 | 12.0 12.0 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour -
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing WB Only | EWPerm 03 04 NB Only 06 07 08
Timing G= 100 |G= 500 |G= G= G= 150 |G= G= G=
Y=4 Y= 4 Y = Y = Y= 4 Y = Y = Y =
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle LengthC = _87.0
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination
EB wB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 1487 137 |1993 190 15 '
Lane Group Capacity 2021 300 2609 305 528
- | vic Ratio 0.74 lo.46 jo.58 0.62 0.03
Green Ratio 0.57 0.74 |0.74 lo17 [0.33
Uniform Delay d, 13.6 11.2 |53 33.4 19.5
Delay Factor k 0.29 0.11 10.17 0.21 0.11
Incremental Delay d, 1.4 1.1 03 3.9 0.0
PF Factor 1.000 1.000 11.000 1.000 1.000
Control Delay 15.1 123 | 56 37.3 19.5
Lane Group LOS B B A D B
Approach Delay 15.1 6.2 36.0
Approach LOS B A D
Intersection Delay 12.0 Intersection LOS B
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General information Site Information
Analyst Rishee Shah Intersection Clark Ave & N. Mock Rd
Agency or Co. GDOT Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 1/25/2011 . Jurisdiction
Time Period  Build PM Sx st Analysis Year 2035
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT { TH RT LT TH | RT LT TH RT LT | TH | RT
Number of Lanes 2 0 1 2 1 1
Lane Group R L T L R
Volume (vph) 1622 | 115 | 105 |1408 231 117
% Heavy Vehicles 2 2 2 2 2 2
PHF 092 |092 |0.92 |0.92 0.92 0.92
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 20 2.0 2.0 20 20
Extension of Effective Green 2.0 20 2.0 2.0 20
Aurival Type 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 31 0 0 0 0 32 0 0
Lane Width 12.0 12.0 | 12.0 12,0 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
_{Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing WB Only | EW Perm 03 04 NB Only 06 07 08
Timing G= 6.0 G= 500 |G= G= G= 160 |G= G= G=
Y= 3 Y= 3 Y = Y = Y=3 Y = Y= Y=
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle Length C=_79.0
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination
EB W8 NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 1854 114 |[15%0 251 92
Lane Group Capacity 2228 207 |2604 336 461
v/c Ratio 0.83 0.55 10.59 0.75 0.20
Green Ratio 0.63 0.73 |0.73 0.19 0.29
Uniform Delay d, 11.2 134 |49 30.2 21.1
Delay Factor k 0.37 0.15 |0.18 0.30 0.11
Incremental Delay d, 28 31 |04 8.9 0.2
PF Factor 1.000 1.000 [1.000 1.000 1.000
Control Delay 14.1 16.5 | 6.3 39.1 21.3
Lane Group LOS B8 B A D C
Approach Delay 14.1 6.0 34.3
Approach LOS B8 A c
Intersection Delay 12.6 Intersection LOS B
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Short Report Page 1 of 1
SHORT REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst Rishee Shah Intersection Clark Ave & N. Mock Rd
Agency or Co. GDOT Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 1/25/2011 Jurisdiction
Time Period  Build AM Cops «} Analysls Year 2035
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT | TH RT LT | TH { RT
Number of Lanes 3 1 1 3 1 1
Lane Group T R L T L R
Voiume (vph) 1289 § 110 | 126 |1383 175 46
% Heavy Vehicles 2 2 2 2 2 2
PHF 092 |092 |092 |0.92 0.92 0.92
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 20 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 20
Extension of Effective Green 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2,0
Arcival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 |30 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 31 0 0 0 0 32 0 0
Lane Width 12.0 | 12.0 | 120 | 12.0 12.0 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
-Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 32 3.2 32 3.2
Phasing WB Only | EW Perm 03 04 NB Only 08 07 08
Timing G= 6.0 G= 500 |G= G= G= 200 |G= G= G=
Y=3 Y=3 Y = Y = Y=3 Y= Y = Y =
| Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle LengthC = 84.0
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination
EB wB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 1401 1 g6 137 |1903 190 15
Lane Group Capacity 3020 11376 |55 |3503 421 528
v/c Ratio 0.46 [0.06 l0.52 [0.43 0.45 l0.03
Green Ratio 0.60 |0.87 0.69 [0.69 0.24 0.33
Uniform Delay d, 95 |08 |62 |&67 27.3 18.8
Delay Factor k 0.11 |0.11 10.13 |0.11 0.11 0.11
Incrementai Delay d, 0.1 00 119 |o01 08 00
PF Factor 1.000 }1.000 |1.000 ]1.000 1.000 1.000
Control Delay 96 |08 |81 58 28.1 18.9
Lane Group LOS A A A A C B
Approach Delay 9.1 6.0 27.4
Approach LOS A A Cc
Intersection Delay 87 intersection LOS A
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SHORT REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst Rishee Shah Intersection Clark Ave & N. Mock Rd
Agency or Co. GDOT Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 1/25/2011 Jurisdiction
Time Period  Build PM Propesed Analysis Year 2035
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT | TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT | TH | RT
Number of Lanes 3 1 1 3 1 1
Lane Group T. R L T L R
Volume (vph) 1622 | 115 | 105 |1408 231 117
% Hseavy Vehicles 2 2 2 2 2 2
PHF 092 1092 |092 (092 0.92 0.92
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 20 20 20 | 20 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green 20 20 2.0 20 2.0 2.0
Artival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 31 0 0 0 0 32 0 0
Lane Width 120 |} 12.0 | 120 | 12.0 12.0 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N a N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing WB Only EW Perm 03 04 NB Only 06 07 08
Timing G= 5.0 G= 500 |G= G= G= 150 |G= G= G=
Y=3 Y= 3 Y= Y = Y=3 Y= Y= Y=
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle Length C= 79.0
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination
EB ws NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 1763 191|114 [15% 251 92
Lane Group Capacity 3211 11363 217 3725 336 461
vic Ratio 0.55 10.07 {0.53 [0.41 0.75 0.20
Green Ratio 0.63 |0.86 [0.73 |0.73 0.19 0.29
Uniform Delay d, 82 |os8 |64 |40 30.2 21.1
Delay Factor k 0.156 |[0.11 0.13 |0.11 0.30 0.11
Incremental Delay d, 02 {00 |24 |O1 8.9 02
PF Factor 1.000 }1.000 }1.000 |1.000 1.000 1.000
Control Delay 84 108 |87 |41 39.1 21.3
Lane Group LOS A A A A D C
Approach Delay 8.0 4.4 34.3
Approach LOS A A o]
Intersection Delay 8.8 Intersection LOS A
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Short Report Page 1 of 1
SHORT REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst Rishee Shah Intersection Clark Ave & Cordele Rd
Agency or Co. GDOT Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 1/20/2011 Jurisdiction
Time Period  No Build AM Analysls Year 2035
Volume and Timing input
EB WB NB SB
LT TH | RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 1 2 0 1 2 1 2 2 1 1 2 1
Lane Group L TR L T R L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 315 468 |224 | 41 {700 24 103 | 77 12 38 |201 |455
% Heavy Vehicles 2 23 2 2 23 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
PHF 0.92 1092 (092 |0.92 |092 |0.92 [0.92 |092 092 |[0.92 |0.92 }0.92
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 20 |20 20 120 |20 20 |20 20 |20 |20 |20
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 | 2.0 20 |20 |20 |20 |20 |20 |20 |20 |20
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 K] 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 30 |30 30 |30 |30 |30 |30 j30 |30 (30 |30
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 60 0 0 7. 0 0 3 0 0 100
Lane Width 120 | 12.0 12.0 | 120 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 120 [ 12.0 | 12.0 | 120 | 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N- N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0o -| 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing Excl, Left | EW Perm 03 04 Excl. Left | NS Perm 07 08
Timing G=150 |G=400 |G= G= G= 70 G= 250 |G= G=
Y=4 Y= 4 Y= Y= Y=4 Y= 4 Y = Y=
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle LengthC= 103.0
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination B
EB wB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 342 687 45 |761 18 |112 |84 10 41 218 386
Lane Group Capacity 429 |1199 457 |11%2 784 |s56 |e61 676 |462 |ss1 |e76
v/c Ratlo 0.80 10.60 0.10 [0.67 [0.02 [0.20 [0.10 |o.07 [0.09 [0.25 [0.57
Green Ratlo 0.57 10.39 los7 lo39 loso loss lo24 lo43 lo3s Jo.24 Jo.43
Uniform Delay d, 14.8 [25.1 10.9 |26.0 (133 22.7 [30.3 |17.0 [22.3 3156 1223
Delay Factor k 0.34 [0.19 lo11 024 Jo.11 (011 |o.11 lo.11 |0.11 (0.11 [0.17
Incremental Delay d, 10.1 | 0.9 01 |15 |00 |02 {00 00 |01 jO2 |12
PF Factor 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 }1.000 |1.000 |1.000 }1.000 {1.000 |1.000 }1.000
Control Delay 250 |26.0 11.0 |27.5 |13.3 |22.9 |30.3 |170 |224 |31.6 ]235
Lane Group LOS c C B C B C Cc B c (o] C
Approach Delay 25.6 26.3 25.6 26.2
Approach LOS C C C C
Intersection Delay 26.0 Intersection LOS Cc

Copyright © 2008 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved

HCS+™™ Version 5.4

file://C:\Documents and Seftings\rshah\Local Settings\Temp\s2kF12.tmp

Generated: 1/25/2011 3:24 PM

1/25/2011




Short Report Page 1 of 1
SHORT REPORT
General Information Site information
Analyst Rishee Shah intersection Clark Ave & Cordele Rd
Agency or Co. GDOT Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 1/20/2011 Jurisdiction
Time Period  No Build PM Analysis Year 2035
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB S8
LT TH | RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH | RT
Number of Lanes 1 2 0 1 2. 1 2 2 1 1 2 1
Lane Group L R L T R L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 351 (773 |174 | 18 |494 37 |395 |242 33 29 |162 | 381
% Heavy Vehicles 2 23 2 2 23 21| 2 2 2 2 2 2
PHF 092 |0.92 1092 }0.92 092 092 092 (092 |092 |0.92 {092 |0.92
Prelimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green| 20 | 2.0 20 |20 |20 |20 20 |20 20 |20 2.0
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 |30 30 |30 |30 |30 |30 |30 |30 |30 |30
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Width 12.0 | 12.0 120 | 120 | 120 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 120 | 120 | 12.0 | 120
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour :
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left | EWPerm 03 04 Excl. Left NS Perm 07 08
Timing G= 60 G = 40.0 G= G= G= 70 G= 26.0 G= G=
Y= 4 Y= 4 Y = Y = Y= 4 Y=4 Y = Y=
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle Length C =_95.0
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination
EB ws NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate g2 |1029 20 |537 |40 |420 l263 |36 |32 176 |414
Lane Group Capacity 412 1243 224 |18 lgs0 le7z lor1 leoo |410 |o71 600
v/c Ratio 0.93 0.83 jo.o9 j043 [0.05 ]0.63 [0.27 |0.06 {0.08 [0.18 [0.69
Green Ratio 0.53 [0.42 losa lo42 loss o390 Jo27 o038 Joso (027 [o.38
Uniform Delay d, 26.7 124.4 13.8 1195 [105 |25.1 |27.1 |18.7 {18.2 |26.4 |24.8
Delay Factor k 0.44 10.37 0.11 lo.11 |o.11 |0.27 jo.11 |0.11 [0.11 |0.11 [0.26
incremental Delay d, 27.0 | 48 02 |02 oo |19 02 |00 |01 |01 |34
PF Factor 1.000 11.000 1.000 {1.000 |1.000 [1.000 ]1.000 [1.000 [1.000 }1.000 |1.000
Controi Delay 53.7 |29.2 14.0 }19.7 |10.5 |27.1 |27.2 {188 |183 [265 }28.2
Lane Group LOS D C B B B Cc Cc B B C C
Approach Delay 35.9 18.9 26.7 27.2
Approach LOS D B C C
Intersection Delay 29.3 intersection LOS (03
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General Information Site Information
Analyst Rishee Shah Intersection Clark Ave & Cordele Rd
Agency or Co. GDOT Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 7/20/2011 Jurisdiction
Time .Perlod Build AM st Analysis Year 2035
Volume and Timing Input
EB wB NB S8
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 1 2 0 1 2 1 2 2 1 1 2 1
Lane Group L TR L T R L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 376 |711 |252 | 44 |872 23 115 | 83 12 41 217 }510
% Heavy Vehicles 2 23 2 2 23 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
PHF 092 1092 |0.92 [0.92 j0.92 |092 092 (092 |092 092 |0.92 |0.92
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 20 |20 20 |20 2.0 20 |20 |20 |20 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 | 2.0 20 |20 2.0 20 |20 (20 |20 {20 |20
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension ' 30 |30 30 |30 3.0 30 |30 |30:-}130 |30 |30
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 68 0 0 6 0 0 3 0 0 139
Lane Width 120 | 12.0 120 {12.0 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left | EW Perm 03 04 Excl. Left | NS Perm 07 08
Timing G= 160 |G= 550 |G= G= G= 70 G=250 |G= G=
Y=3 Y=3 Y = Y = Y=3 Y= 3 Y = Y =
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle LengthC = 115.0
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination B
EB WB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 408 1973 48 |948 18 125 |90 10 45 |236 |[403
Lane Group Capacity 417 |1413 4090 |97 laos lase |771 leos |sss 771|606
v/c Ratio 0.98 10.69 0.12 [0.67 [0.02 [0.27 [0.12 |0.02 [0.11 [0.31 [0.67
Green Ratio 0.64 [0.48 0.64 [0.48 [0.57 0.30 lo22 l038 |30 lo22 |o3s
Uniform Delay d, 21.4 |23.3 10.2 1231 {11.0 |29.1 |36.1 |22.1 |28.6 |37.7 |29.4
Delay Factor k 0.48 0.26 011 0.25 (0.11 |0.11 o.11 |0.11 [0.11 |0.11 |0.24
Incremental Delay d, 383 | 14 01 {13 |00 |03 o1 |00 JO1 (02 |28
PF Factor 1.000 |1.000 1.000 {1.000 |1.000 |1.000 }1.000 |1.000 }1.000 [1.000 {1.000
Control Delay . |59.6 |24.8 10.3 |24.4 |11.0 |29.4 |36.2 |22.1 }28.7 {380 |32.2
Lane Group LCS E (o] B (o] B C D (o] C D (o]
Approach Delay 35.1 23.5 31.8 33.9
Approach LOS D . C Cc C
Intersection Delay 31.1 Intersection LOS Cc
Copyright © 2008 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+™ version 5.4 Generated: 1/25/2011 3:31 PM

file://C:\Documents and Settings\rshah\Local Settings\Temp\s2kF42.tmp 1/25/2011
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SHORT REPORT
General Information Site Information
Analyst Rishee Shah Intersection Clark Ave & Cordels Rd
Agency or Co. GDOT Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 1/20/2011 Jurisdiction
Time Period  Build PM Ex ST Analysis Year 2035
Volume and Timing Input
EB WB NB SB
LT TH RT | LT | TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 1 2 0 1 2 1 2 2 1 1 2 1
Lane Group L R L T R L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 400 |1080 |205 | 19 |595 40 | 446 |261 36 32 |174 | 430
% Heavy Vehicles 2 23 2 2 23 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
PHF 092 |0.92 |0.92 |0.92 092 |092 |0.92 |0.92 |0.92 |0.92 |0.92 |0.92
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 20 |20 20 |20 |20 |20 |20 |20 |20 J20 |20
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 20 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 20 2.0
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extenslon 30 |30 30 |30 30 |30 |30 |30 30 {30 |30
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 56 0 0 11 0 0 10 0 0 117
Lane Width 12.0 | 12.0 120 | 12,0 | 120 | 120 | 120 {12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 o |o o |o | o 0 |]o |o
Minimum Pedestdan Time 3.2 3.2 32 3.2
Phasing Excl. Left | EWPerm 03 04 Excl. Left | NS Perm 07 08
Timing G=70 G= 650 |G= G= G= 150 |G=20.0 |G= G_=
Y= 3 Y=3 Y= Y = Y= 3 Y= 3 Y= Y =
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle Leng._]th C= 119.0
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination
EB wB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 435 |13%6 21 lea7 |32 485 |284 |28 |35 [189 340
Lane Group Capacity 457 |1611 211 |1606 |1104 ls47 506 390 |350 |596 |399
vi/c Ratio 0.95 [0.83 0.10 10.40 }0.03 J0.76 [0.48 ]0.07 [0.10 [0.32 0.85
Green Ratio 0.63 |0.55 o63 lo55 lo7o [o32 lo.17 o025 Jos2 |o17 |o.2s
Uniform Delay d, 29.0 |22.4 13.5 [16.7 156 |32.3 448 [33.9 |285 |435 |424
Delay Factor k 0.46 |0.37 0.11 lo.11 lo.11 loso lo11 lo11 fo11 lo11 |03
Incrementat Delay d,, 30.1 | 3.8 02 |02 oo |49 o6 |o1 {01 |03 |16.1
PF Factor 1.000 {1.000 1.000 |1.000 |1.006 |1.000 ]1.000 |1.000 [1.000 {1.000 [1.000
Control Delay 59.1 |26.2 13.7 |159 | 56 |37.2 |454 |340 |286 |43.8 |585
Lane Group LOS E C B8 B A D D C C D E
Approach Delay 34.3 15.3 40.0 51.7
Approach LOS C B D D
Intersection Delay 34.6 Intersection LOS C
Copyright © 2008 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+™ version 5.4 Generated: 1/26/2011  3:26 PM
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Short Report Page 1 of |
SHORT REPORT
General information Site Information
Analyst Rishee Shah Intersection Clark Ave & Cordele Rd
Agency or Co. GDOT Area Type Al other areas
Date Performed 7/20/2011 Jurisdiction
Time Period  Bulld AM ?me osed Analysis Year 2035
Volume and Timing input
EB WB NB SB
LT | TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 2 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 1
Lane Group L T R L T R L T R L T R
Volume {vph) 375 | 711 252 | 44 |872 23 | 115 | 83 12 41 217 {5610
% Heavy Vehicles 2 23 2 2 23 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
PHF 092 1092 {092 1092 (092 |0.92 092 |0.92 |0.92 |092 |0.92 |0.92
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 20 20
Extension of Effective Green] 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 2.0 20 20 |20 2.0 20 20
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 30 |30 |30 |30 |30 |30 |30 |30 |30 |30 {30 |30
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 68 0 0 6 0 0 3 0 0 139
Lane Width 12.0 | 120 {120 | 120 | 12.0 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 120 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 120
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
ParkingMour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (4}
Minimum Pedestrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 32
Phasing Excl. Left | EW Perm 03 04 _Excl. Left | NS Perm 07 08
Timing G= 7.0 G= 400 |G= G= G=70 G= 210 |G= G=
Y=3 Y=3 Y = Y = Y= 3 Y=3 Y= Y=
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle LengthC = 87.0
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination ]
EB WB NB SB
Adjusted Flow Rate 408 |773 |200 |48 |948 |18 125 |90 10 45 |236 403
Lane Group Capacity 746 |13%2 oo less |7392 |o10 |s78 |ese |se4 746 |es6 |s64
v/c Ratio 0.55 [0.67 [0.22 {0.07 [0.70 [0.02 [0.22 |0.11 [0.02 |0.06 [0.28 |0.71
Green Ratio 0.57 046 los7 lo57 o4 lo57 |o.36 024 036 036 Jo.24 |o3s
Uniform Delay d, 114 172 (9.0 |91 187 |80 |189 |257 |18.1 |183 |26.8 |24.2
Delay Factork 0.15 [0.17 o.11 o711 fo.27 lo.11 o.11 o171 lo.11 Jo.11 o711 |o.28
Incremental Delay d, 09 |06 |01 |00 16 }00 |02 01 100 |00 |02 |43
PF Factor 1.000 [1.000 [1.000 [1.000 [1.000 [1.000 |1.000 {1.000 |1.000 |1.000 [1.000 |1.000
Controi Delay 123 |17.8 | 9.1 |91 |204 |80 |19.0 [25.7 [182 |183 |27.0 |[28.5
Lane Group LOS B B A A C A 8 C B B Cc C
Approach Delay 14.9 19.6 21.7 27.3
Approach LOS B B (o] (o]
Intersection Delay 19.4 Intersection LOS B

Copyright © 2008 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved
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Short Report Page 1 of 1
SHORT REPORT
General iInformation Site Information
Anaiyst Rishee Shah intersection Clark Ave & Cordele Rd
Agency or Co. GDOT Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 1/20/2011 Jurisdiction
Time Period Build PM me\s((} Analysis Year 2035
Volume and Timing Input
EB wB NB SB
LT TH RT | LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Number of Lanes 2 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 1
Lane Group L T R L T R L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 400 |1080 | 205 19 |595 40 | 446 | 261 36 32 |174 | 430
% Heavy Vehicles 2 23 2 2 23 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
PHF 092 |0.92 1092 (092 10.92 092 [0.92 |092 |0.92 092 |0.92 |0.92
Pretimed/Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup Lost Time 20 |20 |20 |20 |20 |20 |20 |20 |20 |20 }[20 |20
Extension of Effective Green| 2.0 20 2.0 2.0 20 |20 2.0 20 20 |20 2.0 20
Arrival Type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 30 |30 |30 |30 30 |30 |30 |30 |30 |30 |30 |30
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 50 0 0 10 0 0 10 0 0 100
Lane Width 120 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0 |12.0 | 12.0 {120 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/Hour
Bus Stops/Hour 0 | o o |o o |o o Jo |o Jo Jo o
Minimum Pedesfrian Time 3.2 3.2 3.2 32
Phasing Exci. Left | EW Perm 03 04 Excl. Left | NS Perm 07 08
Timing G=60 G= 350 |G= G= G= 6.0 G= 140 |G= G=
Y= 3 Y=3 Y = Y= Y=3 Y=3 Y = Y=
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle LengthC = 73.0
Lane Group Capacity, Control Delay, and LOS Determination )
EB wB NB SB
Adjusted Fiow Rale 435 |117% l168 J21 647 |33 |45 l2ss |28 |35 |[189 |359
Lane Group Capacity 714 |1410 loss |o17 |70 losa 612 |eso |499 634 |es0 499
v/c Ratlo 0.61 0.83 |0.18 |0.02 (0.46 {0.03 [0.79 [0.42 [0.06 [0.06 [0.28 [0.72
Green Ratio o.60 lo4s lo6o loeo 048 Joso Jos2 fo19 o2 lo32 Jor9 |o.32
Uniform Delay d, 75 165 |64 |85 |127 }59 |246 |259 |17.4 |17.5 |[26.2 |22.1
Delay Factor k 0.20 10.37 lo.11 lo.11 Jo.11 |0.11 |0.34 |o.11 (011 |0.11 j0.11 |0.28
Incrementai Delay d, 1.5 |44 o1 00 |02 |00 |7.1 04 100 {00 |02 |50
PF Factor 1.000 [1.000 }1.000 [1.000 |1.000 [1.000 |1.000 11.000 |1.000 |1.000 }1.000 }1.000
Control Delay 80 1209 |65 |85 |129 |59 |31.6 |263 |17.5 |1756 |254 |27.1
Lane Group LOS A C A A 8 A C Cc 8 B C C
Approach Delay 16.6 12.5 29.2 26.0
Approach LOS 8 B C C
Intersection Delay 19.9 Intersection LOS B
Copyright © 2008 Univarsity of Florida, All Rights Reserved HCS+™  version 5.4 Generated: 1/25/2011 11:35 AM
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

INTERDEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

OFFICE: Planning
DATE: May 2", 2011

FROM Cin%:ﬁ %anﬁymm%;taﬁon Planning Administrator '

TO Bobby Hilliard, P.E., Transportation Engineering Administrator
ATTN Albert Shelby, Project Manager

SUBJECT Benefit/Cost Calculation for Concept Report— SR520/Clarke Ave from
CS1060/Turner Field Rd to Cordele Rd -~ Pl 0002409

The Office of Planning is providing the Benefit/Cost Calculation for Project ID No.
0002409 as requested and in accordance with the Plan Development Process
Manual of Guidance. Based on the May 2, 2011 review, the Benefit/Cost for this
project is 0.01, as calculated in the attached documentation.

Please note that this B/C ratio is provided for incorporation into the project’s concept
report. The B/C ratio should not be used to determine the project’s importance or
need. A project's need is articulated in the need and purpose statement. A project’s
importance can be determined based on the project’s schedule in theConstruction
Work Program and/or STIP.

If any changes occur to the proposed concept, please notify this office immediately. If
you have any questions, please callMarco Trigueros at (404) 631-1780.

CLV:mat

cc: Genetha Rice-Singleton

Enclosure




GDOT Benefit-Cost Equations

1. Annualized Cost
i
A= Px

vrhere

A annualized cost

P total cost (PE + ROW + CST)
n design life

i discount rats

2. Auto Delay Savings
DC 4 = (VHT yp — VHT 3 )x (1 - T )x Value ,

where
DC, auto delay cost savings
VHT, s vehicle hours traveled in 2035 - no build

VHTg vehicle hours of travel in 2035 - build

T percent of traffic consisting of trucks
Value,  value of lime for aulos

‘ 3. Truck Delay Savings
DCy = (VHT 3 — VHT 3 )x T x Value »

where
DCy truck delay cast savings
VHT,s  vehicle hours traveled in 2035 - no build

VHTg vehicle hours of travelin 2035 - build

T percent of traffic consisting of trucks
Value,  Valus of time for trucks

4. Fuel Cost Savinas

Fuel Price
FC = (VMT ., - VMT, )x(m)
where
FC fuel cost savings
VMT g vehicle hours of travel in 2035 - no buid

VMTg vehicle hours of travel in 2035 - build

5. Change in gross state product
GSP = (DC 4 x0.0000071) + (DCy x.0000701)

where

GSP Change in GSP

DG, auto delay cost savings
bBCy truck delay cost savings

6.a Benefits with no GSP component
Beneﬁts = DCA+DC,' + F7C

where

DC, auto dalay cost savings
DCy truck delay cost savings
FC fuel cost savings

6.b. Bensfits with G SP componant
Beneflis = 0.7x(FC 4+ DC )+ GSP

where
FCa auto fuel cost savings
DC, auto delay cost savings

7. Benefit-Cost Ratio
Benefits
AnnsallizedCost

BiIC=




GDOT Benefit-Cost Calculator
enter information in green cells

Project Information
ID
Description

Cost Estimate
Date of estimate
PE cost

ROW cost
UTILITY cost
CST cost

Traffic in 2035

Source of traffic data

Without project (nobuild)
Annual VMT
Annual VHT

Average speed (mph)

With project (build)
Annual VMT
Annual VHT
Average speed (mph)

Parameters

FE cons

T ey
\RalySIsin,

Analysis year

Discount rate

Design fife (years)

Base year of cost estimate
Current CST program year
Fuel price ($/gallon)

Fuel economy (mpg)
Value of auto travel ($/hr)
Value of truck travel ($/hr)

AU T
PGl B s s T4
RRo3he

Percent trucks 12% ¢

Include GSP benefits

2010
2015

322
18.03
13.75
72.65

23%

No

Costs
Total cost
Annualized cost

Auto Delay Costs
Nobuild
Build
Auto delay savings

Truck Delay Costs
Nobuild

Build .
Truck delay savings

Fuel Costs
Nobuild
Build
Fuel cost savings

Change in GSP
Auto delay cost adjustment
* Truck delay cost adjustment
Fuel cost adjustment
Total benefit adjustment

Benefits in 2035

Benefit-Cost Ratio

14,426,306
810,135

936,464
972,674

@ N

1,477,985

1,535,102

0l

477,780
471,000

@

6,779

NA




Crash Data Analysis
for the year
2007, 2008, and 2009



Crash Data along Clark Avenue - SR 300

Dougherty County
MP 8.81 - MP 10.06.

Crash Data as presented in GDOT
Accident Information System (AIS)

Table 4-1
2007 2008 2009
Urban Principal Arterial SR 300 State SR 300 State SR 300 State
Crashes 42 41 32
Crash Rate 467 445 456 430 367 461
Injuries 22 12 24
Injury Rate 244 113 133 108 275 119
Fatalities 0 0 0
Fatality Rate 0 1.49 0 1.33 0 1.25
Crash Data based on the actual crashes
within the project corridor from review of accident reports
Table 4-2
2007 2008 2009
Urban Principal Arterial SR 300 State SR 300 State SR 300 State
Crashes 22 32 22
Crash Rate 244 445 356 430 244 461
Injuries 10 12 17
Injury Rate 111 113 133 108 189 119
Fatalities 0 0 0
Fatality Rate 0 1.49 0 1.33 0 1.25




GDOT ADTSEC_print

Page 1 of 1

ACCIDENT RATE CALCULATION for year(s) 2007,2008,2009

'IYear County ||Rt Typel|{Route Num|[Low MileloQ'High Milelogl AD'ﬂ Distance|Vehicle Milesl

[2007||Dougherty|| 1 052000 8.81 9.19  |22,870 038 8,601 |
[2007|[Dougherty]] 1] 052000 9.19 9.6  Jl24,250] o0.41 9,943

"2007“D0ug}_1e£§" 1 ! 052000 9.6 I 10.06 |13,090 '0.46 6,021 I

Total Vehicle Miles: 24,654

Total Accidents: 42

Accident Rate: 467

Average ADT: 19,724

Total Injuries: 22

Injury Rate: 244

Length in Miles; 1.25

Total Fatalities: 0

Fatality Rate: 0.00

NOTE: Rates are per 100 Million Vehicle Miles

County lRt Type"Route Num"Low Mileloé] High Milelog|| ADT jiDistancel[Vehicle Miles

2008[Doughertyl 1 || 052000 ||

881 || 9.19

22,870) 0.38 8,691

[2008][Dougherty] 1 || 052000

919 [ 96

24,2500 0.41 9,943

[2008|[Dougherty]| 1 052000 |

Total Vehicle Miles: 24,654

96 || 1006 [l13,090] 0.46

Total Accidents: 41

6,021 I

Accident Rate: 456

Average ADT: 19,724

Total Injuries: 12

Injury Rate: 133

Length in Miles: 1.25

Total Fatalities: 0

Fatality Rate: 0.00

NOTE: Rates are per 100 Million Vehicle Miles

IYear" County IRt Type|[Route Num|{Low Milelog |High Milelogl ADT |Distance}jVehicle Miles;

[2009][Doughertyl] 1 ][ 052000

881 || 9.19

22,184 0.38 8,430

[2009]Dougherty]] 1 ][ 052000 919 | 96 23,522 041 9,644
Rooo|Dougherty]l 1 ][ 052000 ][ 96 || 1006 12,697 046 | 5841 |

Totai Vehicle Miles: 23,915

Total Accidents: 32

Accident Rate: 367

Average ADT: 19,132

Total Injuries: 24

Injury Rate: 275

Length in Miles: 1.25

Total Fatalities: 0

Fatality Rate: 0.00

NOTE: Rates are per 100 Million Vehicle Miles

http://tomcatl/GDOT_Verl.1/GDOT_ADTSEC_print.cfm?acc_add=115&inj_add=58&fatal_add=0 6/24/2011
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Engineer's Computation Pad

e No.937 811E

2 SAEDTLER

VMT = PDT x (Sectin Length) x Wo 4 Aoy in frmt poneont)

Crach Rate & Jnfury RAT  Calectleliars

R = A R= Crashrele
VM T A = /\/M/yuﬁ,a-y ﬁ‘% 7466/;&44/'

VYMT = VC/M,&C ~ M/ZQ t_t/ /,/Zm? o il ond
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GDOT Page7a VehAnalysis! print
* Accidud notm e pryfed=

Total Accldents: 115

Accldentld

76030081

¥ 11250187

N 23290251

Y 2120156

12710554

- 12710497
k70410682

http://tomcatl/GDOT_Verl. 1/GDOT_Page7a_VehAnalysis 1_print.cfm?RequestTimeout=300&acc_add...

Date Thue County %‘,

Rt No

Total Vehleles: 240

Analysis

Repeort t

Total Injuries: 58

Accldent Analysis Report 1

mile "YR* raterRt Ramp Inj Fatal Coltision

12/03/2007 07:50:PM Dougherty State 052000 8.81

02/05/2007 08:37:AM Dougherty State

12/03/2007 07:51:AM Dougherty State
08/09/2007 07:52:AM Dougherty State
07/06/2007 08:57:AM Doughesty State

04/27/2007 11:36:AM Dougherty State
01/07/2007 12:07:PM Dougherty Stato

07/30/2007 09:27:AM Dougherty State
12/07/2007 01:25:;PM Dougherty State
10/13/2007 02:13:PM Dougherty State
06/18/2007 02:01:PM Dougherty State
11/03/2007 03:22:AM Dougherty Stats

05/17/2007 09:20:AM Doughesty State
01/05/2007 04:00:_PM Dougherty State

10/28/2007 08:35:PM Dougherty State

11/30/2007 08:28:PM Dougherty State
12/14/2007 06:25:AM Dougherty State

06/03/2007 09:27:AM Dovgherty Stats
09/14/2007 02:27:PM Dougherty State
03/24/2007 09:17:AM Doughesty State
021612007 10:15:PM Dougherty State
12/16/2007 06:59:PM Dougherty State
08/02/2007 06:30:PM Dougherty State

08/09/2007 01:21:PM Doughesty State
11/06/2007 06:35:PM Dougherty Stats

09/25/2007 01:10:PM Dougherty State
10/23/2007 03:22:PM Dougherty State
05/11/2007 08:28:AM Dougherty State

01/28/2007 05:41:PM Dougherty State

052000

052000
052000
052000

052000
052000

052000
052000
052000
052000
052000

052000
052000

052000

052000
052000

052000
052000
052000
052000
052000
052000

052000
052000

052000
052000
052000

052000

8.90
9.05
9.12

9.17
2.17

9.17
9.17
9.17
9.17
9.18

9.18
9.18
9.. 18
9.32
9.36

9.42
943
9.43
9.43
9.43
9.43

9.44
9.56

9.57
9.57
9.57

9.57

3 106001 5 0
3 106001 4 0
o 0

0 0

o 0

3 noa NP 5 o
3 120201 1o
Nop 0o o
o o

o o

3 om0 Mep ® o
o o

Neop o o
0 0

o 0

o o

0o o

NoP 3 Mo
o 0

Nof 0, o
3 120000 0o o
3 12000 MF o o
3 NP o o
Nof’ o o
o o

o o

o 0

1

sos200P o o

Noy

0.0

1-Angle

4-
Sideswipe -
Sam

3-Rear End
3-Rear End
t-Angle

1-Angle

4.
Sideswipe -
Sam

3-Rear End
3-Rear End
3:Rear End
1-Angle
1-Angle

3-Rear End

4-
Sideswipe -
Sam
3-Rear End

3-Rear End

1-Angle

6-NotA
Collision

3-Rear End
3-Rear End
{-Angle
1-Angle
1-Angle
3-Rear End
3-Rear End

6-Not A
Collision

3-Rear End
1-Angle

3-Rear End

Total Fatalitles: 0

Loce
Impact
1-On
Roadway

1-On
Roadway

1-On
Roadway
1-On
Roadway
2-On
Shoulder
1-On
Roadway

1-On
Roadway

1-On
Roadway
1-On
Roadway
1-On
Roadway
1-On
Roadway
1-On
Roadway
1-On
Roadway

1-On
Roadway

1-On
Roadway

1-On
Roadway

1-On
Roadway

1-On
Roadway
1-On
Roadway
1-On
Roadway
1-On
Roadway
1-On |
Roadway
1-On
Roadway

1-On
Roadway

1-On
Roadway

2-0n
Shoulder
1-On
Roadway
1-On
Roadway

1-On
Roadway

Harmful
Event

11-Motor
Vehicle in

11-Motor
Vehicle in

11-Motor
Vehicle in
11-Motor
Vehicle in

11-Motor
Vehicle in

11-Motor
Vehicle in

11-Motor
Vehicle in

11-Motor
Vehicle in

1 1-Motor
Vehicle in

11-Motor
Vehicle in

11-Motor
Vehicls in

11-Motor
Vehicle in

11-Motor
Vehicle in

11-Motor
Vehicle in

{1-Motor
Vehicle in
11-Motor
Vehicle in

11-Motor
Vehicle in

01-Overtum

11-Motor
Vehicte in

11-Motor
Vehicle in
1{-Motor
Vehicle in

11-Motor
Vehicle in

11-Motor
Vehicle in

11-Motor
Vehicle in

11-Motor
Vehicle in

25-Utitity-
Pole

11-Motor
Vehicle in

11-Motor
Vehicle in

11-Motor
Vehicle in

Light

4-Dark-
Lighted
1-
Daylight
1.
Daylight
1-
Daylight
3-Dawn

1-
Daylight
1-
Daylight
1-
Daylight
1-
Daylight
1-
Daylight
i-
Daylight
4-Dark-
Lighted

1-
Daylight

1-
Daylight
4-Dark-
Lighted
4.Dark-
Lighted

5-Dark-
Not

Lighte

1-
Daylight
1-
Daylight
1-
Daylight
4-Dark-
Lighted
4-Dark-
Lighted
i-
Daylight
1-
Daylight
5-Dark-
Not
Lighte
1-
Daylight
1-
Daytight
1-
Daylight
1-
Daylight

Page 1 of 4

Sorf DI D2 VM1 VM2
Dy E W 06 0!
Dy W 8§ 05 O
Wet W W 05 04
Dy W W 05 05
Dy E E 05 05
Dy E § 05 05
Wet W W 01 0s
Dy W W 05 01
Dry E E 05 04
Dy E E 05 05
Dy N W 05 02
Dy W W 11 06
Dy W W 05 04
Wet W W 06 05
Dy B E 05 05
Dy E E 05 04
Dy E W 05 05
Dy S,
Dy E E 05 05
Dy W W 05 04
Dy S E 01 05
Dy W E 01 05
Dy N E 02 05
Dy E E 05 04
Dy E E 05 Os
Diy N 01
Doy W W 05 04
Dry E § 05 05
Dy W W 05 04
7/8/2011




GDOT Page7a VehAnalysis] print

Page 2 of 4

Accldent Analysls Report 1
Accidentld  Date  Time  County ot RtNo Mile "N fterRt Ramp Inj Fatal Collision I,:‘;:ct flarmil  Light Surf DI D2 VMI VM2
£ 24390651 0972572007 03:31:PM Dougherty State 052000 9.60 NOF 0 0 i-Angle l‘{g‘my ootor ,')'ay"gm Dy E E 06 05
- 21250182 04242007 12529 Doughery Stte 052000 960 or 0 0 Il-Anglk I‘m‘:"my U Metor l‘)’ay“gm Dy WW 02 05
S 75240355 11/22/2007 05:41:PM Dougherty State 052000 961 Nep 0 0 3-RearEnd !‘{fagmy A1-Motor l‘)‘ay"m Dy WW 05 05
36 73810521 08/08/2007 02:11:PM Dougherty Suto 052000 9.77 V4P @. o srearknd [0 T Datign Wt B B 05 04
75740331 12/09/2007 11:16:PM Dougherty State 052000 9.82 0 0 3-RearEnd :io?"(;way 1 Motor i}m Dy E E 05
73820017 08/17/2007 10:28:PM Dougherty Statc 052000 9.83 0 0 3-RearEnd :{'g';w‘y LLtotor t‘s’h‘t’:‘d Wet E E 01 Ol
& . 1om  Il-Motor I
22720068 06/07/2007 01:37:PM Dougherty State 052000 983 1 030000 0 0 g;:elswlpe- Roadway Vehiclein Daylight Diy s 8§ 02 02
O 15240310 12/12/2007 04:38PM Dougherty Stte 052000 943 1 030000 0 0 3RearEnd S-Ramp 1Mot })’ay“gm Dy WWwW @2 02
75740424 12/182007 08:39:PM Dougherty State 052000 9.83 1 030000 0 0 I-Angle lllgndway Vvotor E}?ﬂ‘é Dy W § 05 0§
S 75740287 1200372007 10:12:AM Dougherty State 052000 985 1 030000 ¥%P o 0 3.RearEnd Nowbway Veidem Dayiign DY S S 05 04
25240499 1212672007 O7:12PM Dougherty State 052000 984  A2F @ 0 3RewEud sRamp g K we N N 2 @
s 3810401 . 08/05/2007 02:42:PM Dougherty State 052000 9.87 Nof 0 0 l-Ange ,'{‘g'(‘my Vot ll)-aylight Dy E W O 05
H-TIBI0530 OB102007 06:31:PM Dougherty Staio 052000 1006 3 086001 M ® o 1ange l‘{ggmy {,‘e’hﬁ‘c‘}f{n ]‘)'ay"gm Dy BE E 0l 05
80270221 01/15/2008 06:48:AM Dougherty State 052000 8.81 I, 0 3-RearEnd m‘; way {,‘e'h“i‘c‘;e“’ig 2Dusk Dy B E 05 05
82470604 06/2072008 03:34:PM Dougherty State 052000 8.81 0 0 3-RearEnd lltggway L1-Motor t'iayngm Dy W W 05 04
81680482 04/17/2008 08:50:PM Dougherty State 052000 881 3 106001 1, 0 lAngle I‘{o‘:“dway etotor fim Dy S W 05 05
81440279 100472008 06:05:PM Dougherty State 052000 881 3 106001 0 0 3-RearEnd l‘{g""my ot B gig DY W N 04 10
82470535 06/11/2008 01:46:PM Dougherty State 052000 881 3 106001 0 0 Il-Anglk ;fa';way Yopotor ll).aylight Dy E W 0 05
- 1On  -Motor oDak
81140571 03/01/2008 06:14:AM Dougherty State 052000 8.81 3 106001 4.0 lavge L0 edem g:h o Dys Woos s
2470520 06/09/2008 07:47:AM Dougherty Statc 052000 8,82 0 0 3-RearEnd I‘{S‘smy Vomaier l‘;ay“ g DY W W s
83310193 07/19/2008 04:52:PM Dougherty Stats 052000 8,82 3.0 3-RearEnd l'io?"(;w 1 Motor ll)-aylight Dy W W 05 05
81150052 03/24/2008 09:19:AM Dougherty State 052000 8.82 0 o S-Mer.]l{g'&way Neetor {,‘ay“gm Dy W W 05 05
81140755 03/22/2008 04:00:PM Dougherty State 052000 8.83 0 0 3RearEnd l'{g';my Nehotor ]')'ayﬁgm Dy W W 05 05
20800432 02/14/2008 02:53:PM Dougherty State 052000 8.87 0 0 3-RearEnd ;{'g‘; sy et l‘).aylight Dy W W 05 05
4 . 1-On ‘II-Motor i- )
85000051 11/14/2008 08:03:AM Dougherty State 052000 906 3 087901 O O Suoswipo- polin Vendein Daylign Wet B E @2 05
84440368 10/15/2008 05:13:PM Dougherty Stato 052000 9.08 10 Ei?:swipe- }tggmy g:;,a,c),m gayngm Dy WW 09 05
% 83310214 07212008 10:40:AM Dougherty State 052000 9.41 Nop’ o o éiclineswipe- Febway Voem  Deytigy D B E 06 05
85570202 127112008 O1:47:PM Dougherty State 052000 9.42 170 3RearEnd ,‘{"g";my aﬁg‘g‘o I')'ayﬁgm Wet E E 05 04
- 80800343 022472008 06:20:PM Dougherty State 052000 943 3 120201 ¥ 0 0 gld;s“dpe- ;{f’a‘;my Lot ,‘J'ay"gm Dy E E 05 03 .
~81140664 OM11/2008 05:46:PM Dougherty State 052000 943 3 120001 7 0 0 1-angle Rosiway Venlclem  Dagtignt Wet W E 0105
3¢ 81140655 03/1172008 05:41:PM Dougherty State 052000 9.43  MYP? 0 0 3ReerEnd o 1 -Motor 1~ Wet E E 05 04

http://tomcatl/GDOT_Verl.1/GDOT_Page7a_VehAnalysisl_print.cfm?RequestTimeout=300&acc_add... 7/8/2011




GDOT Page7a VehAnalysisl print

Page 3 of 4

Accldent Analysis Report 1
Accidentld  Date  Time County po RtNo Mile " InterRt Ramp Inj Fatal Collision [;‘;:“ Harml  wight  Surf DI D2 VMI VM2
Roadway Vehiclein  Daylight
83310119 07/08/2008 06:05:AM Dougherty State 052000 9.43 0 3-Rear End {‘ggmy g,&““e&o :_'i:;t':; Dy WW 06 04
85570264 12/17/2008 11:33:PM Dougherty State 052000 9.43 1. GlotA ~ rom y {,‘e:fc‘;fl; :ig::& Dy E E 05
21090276 09/05/2008 06:00:PM Dougherty State 052000 943 3 120201 0 1-Angle l'm‘;;way el ]l)-aylight Dy N BE 02 05
85000141 11/27/2008 12:15:PM Dougherty State 052000 9.45 0 1-Angle l'{z“dmy 1 Mawor I‘J‘w“gm Dy N W 01 05
' . 4 . I
W81630498 04/182008 05:41:PM Dougherty State 052000 9.46Msp 0 g;d:mm- ,‘,ﬁﬁmy {,‘e,f{’c‘;?fn Dayllght DY E E 06 05
- 84990516 1140672008 06:53:AM Dougherty State 052000 9.48 VP 0 3.Rear End l‘{'o‘:“my Vool 3Dawn Dy W W 05 04
£1990512 111052008 07:23:PM Dougherty Stato 052000 9.54 0 1-Angle ;;‘?‘“dway il 3Dawn ky W W 05 04
£3310118 077082008 06:28:AM Dougherty State 052000 9.59 0 ‘3-Rear End l‘(’g“my or l‘)'ay“gm Dy W W 05 04
80800290 02/29/2008 10:15:PM Dougherty State 052000 9.66 0 l-Amgle 1O way sMotor {,g;’c‘; Dy E W 05 O
B1630149 04/04/2008 05:05:PM Dougherty State 052000 9.78 0 1-Angle ;gnm y 11-Motor })‘ay“m Dy E B 06 05
81680333 04/02/2008 08:35:AM Dougherty State 052000 9.80 0 3 Rear End lll-o(;ndway 11 Motor ]‘:;ay“gm Dy E E 05 05
81630463 04/15/2008 07:29:AM Dougherty State 052000 9.81 0 .3-Rear End ,‘;gﬁmy Voetor I‘;ay“sm Dy W W 05 05
80800424 02/15/2008 08:27:PM Dougherty State 052000 9.83 0 3-Rear End x:my. L Motor 1}2;;: Dy BE E 05 05
' & Lo IlMotor -
816380475 04/16/2008 09:11:PM Dougherty State 052006 9.83 | 030000 0 g:adne‘s\wpe- Roadway Vehiclein Daylight Dy N § Ot 05
21140728 03/20/2008 06:11:PM Dougherty State 052000 9.83 1 030000 0 3-Rear End ;fagmy 1 Motor l‘)'ay"gm Dy E E 05 05
23470389 08/22/2008 07:39:PM Dougherty State 052000 9.83 0 3-Rear End ;fagmy o l‘)'ay“gm Wet B E 05 05
84000255 09/09/2008 06:40:AM Dougherty State 052000 9.83 1 030000 0 3ReacBd LN \eMolof  3Dewn Dy E E 04
3 83570148 12302008 07:15:AM Dougherty State 052000 983 1 030000N2P o 1-Angle ]'{g"dmy L Notor. ]')’ay“ g DY S W 0s
85570105 12/01/2008 06:15FM Dougherty Stats 052000 9.83 1 030000 0 1-Angle l'{n‘:“;my 11 Motor ‘L}m Dy S W 0s
83310246 0772672008 11:16:PM Dougherty State 052000 9.83 | 030000 0 2-Head On ,‘zﬁ"dwﬂy T ﬁgﬁ Wet E W 0 05
82100329 05/21/2008 06:28:PM Dougherty State 052000 9.95 0 3-Rear End ;‘:"my aj‘:‘c':‘(;,o })'ay“gm Dy W W 05 o4
%-80800345 02/23/2008 1243:PM Dougherty State 052000 1005 N 0 1-Angle l‘{g"dmy Lot :).aylighl Dy W W 06 05
ELIS009T 03/31/2008 OL:37:PM Dougherty State 052000 10.06 MHop 0 3-Rear End l'{::"‘my Ll I')'ay“ g DY W W 05 05
070287 ON/T372009 10:37:AM Dougherty State 052000 851 0 3RearERd 5 00ier  VehT ll)-aylight Dy E BE 05 05
90790107 02/1472009 03:26:PM Dougherty State 052000 8.81 3 106001 4 1-Angle ;zmway o oot l])-aylight Wet E N Ol 05
g 92370§21 05/13/2009 12:56PM Dougherty Statc 052000 881 3 10600t NP () 1-Angle }('g"dway ootor l!).aylight By W N 05 05
94120028 09/22/2009 08:53:AM Dougherty State 052000 881 3 106001 2 3RearEnd pon way a‘j‘;’c“:&o })'ay"sm Dy W W 05 05
94120227 09/20/2009 06:04:AM Dougherty State 052000 8.81 3 10600t 1 go;:;swipc- ;'g;way :,ldl;fct;;o; t}m 'Wet S BE 05 05
94940161 10/29/2009 01:26:PM Dougherty State 052000 8.81 ) 3-Rear End l'{g'(;my 1 Mator ]')'ay"gm Dy W W 05 05
91190357 03/17/2009 08:02:AM Dougherty State 052000 8.82 0 3-Rear End l'{ggway L1-Motor ;).ayligh! Wet W W 05
92760295 06/07/2009 12:38:PM Dougherty State 052000 8.82 0 3-Rear End }‘o‘zgw A Motor ann gw DY W W05
http://tomcat]/GDOT_Verl.1/GDOT _Page7a_VehAnalysisl_print.cfm?RequestTimeout=300&acc_add... 7/8/2011
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AccldentId

Date Time County .¥; Rt No

Accldent Analysis Report 1

94120193 09/30/2009 03:44:PM Dougherty State 052000 882

94940179

23200448

3 90790018

¥ LN
¥ 0570135
% 24210162

- 22350348
- 93200192

http://tomcatl/GDOT_Verl.1/GDOT_Page7a_VehAnalysisl_print.cfm?RequestTimeout=300&acc_add... 7/8/2011

10/27/2009 08:04:AM Dougherty State 052000
10/27/2009 12:01:AM Dougherty State 052000
07/03/2009 04:33:PM Dougherty State 052000
07/11/2009 12:52:PM Dougherty State 052000
10/27/2009 08:20:AM Dougherty State 052000
10/30/2009 04:05:PM Dougherty State 052000

07/17/2009 03:34;PM Dougheity State 052000

07/11/2009 03:03:PM Dougherty State 052000
07/15/2009 11:42:PM Dougherty State 052000

02/25/2009 06:48:PM Dougherty State 052000

09/152009 05:33:PM Dougherty State 052000
09/04/2009 05:20:PM Dougherty State 052000
07/22/2009 05:31:PM Dougherty State 052000
09/30/2009 10:33:AM Dougherty State 052000
02/19/2009 12:35:PM Dougherty State 052000
05/01/2009 07:18:PM Dougherty State 052000
03/02/2009 03:17:PM Dougherty Stats 052000
0112572009 07:52:PM Dougherty Stato 052000
10/29/2009 08:51:AM Dougherty State 052000
10/01/2009 10:03:AM Dougherty State 052000
0512772009 08:05:AM Dougherty State 052000
07/2012009 01:37:PM Dougherty State 052000

09/26/2009 12:20:PM Dougherty State 052000

Mile "R* yoterRt Ramp Inj Fatal Collislon Tt
4
o 0 g;«::swipe- :{-xg:;way
982 1 0 3-RearEnd lll.o(:gway
884 0 0 'lAngle U8
885 0 0 3-RearEnd ,’lg‘;my
906 3 087901 2 0 l-Angle ll{o(::;way
906 3 087901 0 0 3RearEnd :{g'l}my
9.42 1 0 3-ReaEnd ,'{g“dway
943 0 0 3RearBnd ;ﬁ“dw
5
943 3 120200 ABP 0 0 f)ig;mpe‘ ll{-o?igway
oa3 MoP 6 0 3-RearEnd :zg"mny
4.
o040 NP @ 0 giaﬁswipe- lltgaway
952 3 088301 2 0 3RearEnd ;:;“dw
9.62 0 0 3-RearEnd xl{g'&way
976 0 0 3RearEnd hon
981 0 0 l-Angle ll!-o(:lc:way
932 1 0 3-RearEnd {aﬁﬁw
o2 2 0 3-RearEnd mmy
9.82 Nop o o golﬁ?:iﬁn ;c'o(:ndway
983 NOP 0 0 3-RearBnd :{‘gnmy
983 1 030000 £kp 0 O Il-Anglo k?;%my
983 1 030000 1 0 1-Ange ,'{;(:“My
983 1 030000 Nop Q 0 l-Angle llkfa?lway
986 NP (D 0 3-Rear End ll(o-oandway
1002 Mep 0 0 3ReawrEnd JOP

Roadway
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Event

11-Motor
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11-Motor
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i1-Motor
Vehicle in
11-Motor
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11-Motor
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13-Other
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11-Motor
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11-Motor
Vehicle in

11-Motor
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11-Motor
Vehicle in

11-Motor
Vehicle in

11-Motor
Vehicle in
10-Parked
Motor Veh
13-Other
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13-Other
Object (No
11-Motor
Vehicle in
11-Motor
Vehicle in
13-Other
Object (No
11-Motor
Vehicle in
11-Motor
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11-Motor
Vehicle in
13.Other
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11-Motor
Vehicle in
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1-
Daylight

1-
Daylight

1-
Daylight

ll)-aylight
llJ-aylight
})-aylight
ll)-ayl ight
11)-ayl ight
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S-Dark-
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1-
Daylight
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Daylight
1-
Daylight
1-
Daylight

1-
Daylight
4-Dark-
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ll)-aylight
Itaylight
ll)-aylight
%)-aylight
:;ayligm
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Dry

w

Wet W

Wet

Dry

Wet
Dry

Wet

Dry

Wet

Wet

. Dry

Dry

Dry

Dry

Dry

g ¥

Dry

v
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

STATE OF GEORGIA

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

STP00-0002-00(409) Déugherty

OFFICE: Engineering Services

February 17, 2011

FILE:
NHO000-0006-02(056)
P.I. Nos:: 0002409 & 422560
SR 520/Clark Ave. and Ramp Improvements DATE:
FROM:  Ronald E. Wishon, State Project Review Engineer Z £ &’
TO: Bobby K. Hilliard, PE, State Program Delivery Engineer
Attn.: Albert Shelby
SUBJECT:

IMPLEMENTATION OF VALUE ENGINEERING STUDY ALTERNATIVES

The VE Study for the above projects was held November 14, 1010. Responses were received on

February 16, 2011,

Recommendations for implementation of Value Engineering Study

Alternatives are indicated in the table' below, The Project Manager shall incorporate the VE
alternativés récotfhmended for implementation to the extent reasonable in the design of the

project
|ALT # Description &I:iom‘ia,l CI_- ¢ | Implement C‘ments
! ' If the milt and inlay aiternative is
_ ; implemented, the  rehabbed
Eﬁgﬂlﬁep& pavement would be 47% under-
A-1 | rehabilitate and resutface | $1,126,000 Ny [fcdesed The mill ang infay
existing pavement where would béva tomporary. ticatment
feasible. not & long-term solution. The
existing pavement would not Jast
until the next rehab cycle.
Remove full depth :
: pavement under raised The pavement under the proposed
A-2 | concreté median and use $670,000 No median will be used for staging
' raised grass medxan traffic during construction..
instead
The constructability concerns and
the expense of implementing a
shallower median section in
Reduce full depth between two full depth sections
A-2.1 | pavement thickness undér | §$177,000 No would negate any naterials
median savings shown by the VE Team.
The pavement under the proposed
| median will be used for staging
traffic,
; Reduce depth of Traffic counts indicated a high
i l‘f:;;“;i‘;ﬁ;::’;’“ - 35,000 Mo 24-Hou truck percentage of 22%.




STP00-0002-00(409) & NH000-0006-02(056) Dougherty
Implementation of Value Engineering Study Alternatives

P.I. Nos. 0002409 & 422560
Page2

of detention ponds

Reduce depth of This will be done, pending
A-7 | pavement section on $269,000 Yes approval by the Pavement Design
Cordele Road Committee.
' Due to adjustment to the roadway
) profile grade, 56% of the existing |
i pavement (Sta. 411450 to Sta,
ATl Implement mill and inlay g Yes, phrially 422+50) will be milled end
" | on Cordele Road Actial= TP Loverlaid.  The  remaining
$374.640 pavement (44%) will be full
s depth. The savings have been
adjusted accordingly.
The 16 ft wide shoulder is
required to provide adequate
width for an 8 ft wide shared use
path and for utility relocations.
There are several utilities
: ' (Bellsouth, Alltel, Albany Water,
By (U= Odelaon | sg00 No | Gas and Light, Georgia Power,
' 5 Distribution, @ Mega  Power
transmission and * Mediacom)
along the corridor. Note:
Sections of the shoulder on the
north side will be reduced by the
_{ implementation of B-6
The proposed alignment provides
- Millér Brewing Company with
: fﬁg‘:g‘zﬁﬁlﬁﬂ:‘::& b adequatesaccess for their vehicles
B-4, visinity of the water $273,000 No to enter the property to access the
tow water tower and eliminates the
poss:ble cost to cure for loss of
parkmg_
Implement niral section
an north side of Clark : : ig
B-6 Ave, from Sta. 28+00 to $486,000 Yes This will be done.
Sta. 93+00
Eliminate 6 inch GAB
C.3. | extension beyond the $35,000 Yes This will be done.
curb and gutter '
Use spillways in lieu of
D-1 | catchbasins in areas with $75,100 Yes This will be done.
ditches i
Use roadside
D-2 | ditches/bioswales in lieu $101,400 Yes "This will be done.




STP00-0002-00(409) & NH000-0006-02(056) Dougherty
Implementation of Value Engineering Study Alternatives

P.I1. Nos. 0002409 & 422560
Page 3

D-4

Use modified rural
section in select area

$121,000

No

The VE recommendation
assumed that permarient easement
would be converted to ROW at

the same cost. Using more

accurate cost figures, and better
calculations of clear zone, this
recommendation would require a
minimum of 6 relocations, along |
with additionat ROW and
easement. These additional costs
would mnegate the proposed
savings.

E-1

Reduce the median width
from 16 feet to 6 feet

$510,000

‘No

The 16 ft wide median provides
enough width to develop the left-
turn lanes at the intersection
approaches. Based on the design
speed of 45 mph, projected traffic
volume and 24 hour tuck
percentage, the 16 ft wide median
provides better separation of |
opposing traffic.

G-1

Eliminate the sidewalk on
the north side

$159,000

Yes

This will be done.  Rural
shoulders will be implemented on
the nerth side of the project in
accordance with recommendation
B-6. There are two landowners |
along this section of the project
(C&J Investments and Miller
Brewing Company), and there are
no plans to develop the property. |
Sidewalk will be provided along
the south side of the roadway.

G2

- Use asphalt sidewalk in

lieu of concrete

$263,000

No

Due to long term maintenance
costs and the need to provide
uniform concrete sidewalks along
the corridor, this recommendation
will not be implemented.

G4

Use alfernate detail for
under-bridge pier
protection

$111,000

Yes

This will be done,

The Office of Engineering Services concurs with the Project Manager’s responses. The Project
Manager has indicated that the.applicable offices (OMR andfor Roadway Design) have concurred
with his responses.

Approved:

(LeOMilen,

Date: H L8120y

Gerald M. Ross, PE, Chief Engineer




STP00-0002-00(409) & NH000-0006-02(056) Dougherty P.I, Nos. 0002409 & 422560
Implementation of Value Engineering Study Alternatives Page d

REW/LLM

Attachments

e Ben Buchan
Bobby Hilliard/Stanley HﬂlfAlbert Shelby
Russell MeMurry/Chuck Hasty/Neil O’Brien/Rishee Shah/Peter Eze
Amber Phillips
Joe Sheffield/Tony Cravey/Scott Chambers/Geno Hasty
Brent Thomas/Bill Cooper/Tim Warren/V an Mason
Ken Werho
‘Lisa Myers
Matit Sanders



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
STATE OF GEORGIA

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

re  NH-006-2(56), Dougherty County orrice Program Delivery
SR 3/Liberty Expressway @ Clark AV — Ramps & Tum Lanes
STP(0-0002-00(409), Dougherty County
Clark Avenue from Turner Field Road to Cordele Road :
P.I. Numbers 422560 & 0002409 pare February 14, 2011

FROM

Babby K. Hxlhard, P.E., State Program Deivers Bagineer. £

sussect Value Engineering Study Report Responses

This. Office has received and reviewed the Value Engineering Study Final Report dated
November 16, 2010. The study has developed eighteen altemnatives. The following are the
alternatives with Program Delivery’s recommendations for each after consultation with the
Subject Matter Expert offices. If there are questions or concerns, please contact the Project
Manager, Albert Shelby, at 404-631-1758.

Section A — AC Pavi

A-1: Re-use existing pavement

(Coordinated with OMR)

No, will not implement.

The preferred full-depth:section is 9.5 inches and not 10.5 inches, which will reduce the savings

of the mill-and-inlay altermative.

~ Also, if the mill-and-inlay alternative is selected, the rehabbed pavement will be about 47%

under-designed. The VE Team uses the implied assumption that the currently existing

pavement will not significantly deteriorate anymoré and will be suitable to rehab 3 more times.
That doesn’t seem to be a realistic assumption, The argument that an aged road that is already

in poor condition, 47% under-designed, and with 14% Trucks will last at least another 30 years

seems 1o be difficult to defend. The mill-and-inlay is just.a temporary treatment, not a long-

term solution. The existing pavement probably will rot last until the next rehab and

reconstruction will be required at that time, which will create two different mainténance cycles

because the inside and outside lanes will have two different structures.



P.1. Nos. 0002409 & 422560 VE responses

A-2: Remove full depth pavement section under the median
No, will not implement. The miedian needs to be used for staging traffic during construction.

A-2.1: Reduce full depth pavement thickness under the median

(Coordinated with OMR and Roadway Design) _

No, will not implement. The constructability concems and expense of implementing a
shallower median section in-between two full depth sections would negate any materials
savings shown by the VE team. The median pavement will be used for staging traffic. When
constructing the asphalt layers that would be the maintenance of traffic pavement, the shoutder
will be removed and paved over. Separate slivers of pavement depths will require different
excavation depths, causing the median section to be shored to remain standing and then shoring
removal for the layers to be placed.

A-4: Reduce depth of pavement section on ramp shoulder

f? w?f‘iwe'd “ﬁ““““ﬁ”‘ﬁ‘}g’m ck £22% ding to the
No, will not implement due to high 24-hour truck percentage of 22% according to the
De;;mber 2010 traffic counts received.

A-7: Reduce depth of pavement section on Cordele Road
(Coordinated with OMR and Roadway Design)
Yes, will inplement, pending pavement design approval.

A-7.1: Implement mill and inlay on Cordele Road

(Coordinated with Roadway Design)

Yes, will implement partially. Due to the adjustment to the roadway profile grade, 56% of the
existing pavement (sta. 411+50 to sta. 422+50) will be milled and overlaid as recommended.
The rest of the pavement (44%) will be full depth. The 56% implementation amounts to a
savings of $374,640.00.

B-1: Narrow the shoulder to 12 feet

(Coordinated with Roadway Design) _ :

No, will not implement. The 16-foot wide shoulder is required to grr;vide adequate width for
an 8-foot wide shared use path and utility relocations. (Note: The positive response to
recommendation B-6 will eliminate the 16-foot wide urban shoulder on the north side of Clark
Avenue.) The utilities are Bellsouth: Alltel: Albany Water, Gas and Light; Georgia Power
Distribution; Mega Power transmission and Mediacom.

B-4: Shift Clark Ave. alignment north near water tower

(Coordinated with Roadway Design) :

No, will not implement. GDOT is trying to provide Miller Brewing Company with adequate
access for their vehicles to ingress and egress the property to access the water tower and to
eliminate possible cost to cure for loss of parking,

B-6: Implement rural section on north side of Clark Ave. Sta. 28+00 te 93+00
(Coardinated with Roadway Design) :
Yes, will implement.



P.I. Nos. 0002409 & 422560 VE responses

n C ~ Aporesate

C-3: Eliminate the 6 inch graded base extension
(Coordinated with Roadway Design)
Yes, will implement.

Section D — Storin Drainage

D-1: _U'ae-spmﬁay.s; in lien of catch basins in areas of ditches
(Coordinated with Roadway Design)
Yes, will implement.

D-2: Use roadside ditches / bioswales in licu of detention ponds

(Coordinated with Roadway Design)
Yes, will implement.

D-4: Use modified rural section in select area

(Coordinated with Roadway Design)

No, will ot implement. The VE recommendation in the report assumed that the permanent
easement would be converted to required right of way and that the cost for each is the samie,
The permanent easement cost estimate submitted to the VE team used a price per square foot
cost that is half of the price per square foot of required right of way. The additional cost to.
convert permanent easement to required right of way is $35,903.05. The VE report
recommendation did not provide dimensions for the modified rural section. This office
assumes the modified rural section will meet clear zone distanice requirements, This office
developed a typical seetion for the modified rural section (see attachment). The modified rutal
section will require 43 feet of right of way from the edge of pavement and additional 10-foot of
easement to tie in the slopes. Using this typical section will require additional required right of
way and easement at a cost of $69,400.07. It will also require the relocation of a minimum of 6
mbile homes at a cost of $240,000. The additional cost for right of way and relocation of
trailers will be $309,400.07. This cost is higher than the proposed savings in the VE Report
recommendation. : :

_ E-1: Reduee median width from 16 ft. to 6 ft.
(Coordinated with Roadway Design)

No, will not implement. The 16-foot wide median provides enough width to develop the lefi-
turn lane at the intersection approaches, The 6-foot wide median would have to be tapered out
to a sufficient width to develop the left-turn lanic at the approaches of each intersection. Based
on the design speed of 45 mph, projected traffic volume, and 24 hour truck percentage, the 16-
foot wide median provides better separation of opposing traffic and a consistent roadway
corridor width.

Section G - Concrete Sidewalk
G-1: Eliminate the sidewalk on the north side

(Coordinated with Roadway Design)
Yes, will implement, in conjunction with B-6.



P.I. Nos. 0002409 & 422560 VE responses

G-2; Use asphalt sidewalks in licu of concrete

(Coordinated with Roadway Design and District 4 Area Construction)

No, will not implement due to long term maintenance costs and the need to provide uniform
concrete sidewalks along the corridor.

The District recommends that the sidewalks on this project should be constructed with concrete
Constructability: Asphalt sidewalks would require multiple operations (GAB,asphalt) and
‘would require specialized equipment to pave such a narrow width and would increase the cost
and decrease any potential savings. _ :
Aesthetics: Concrete sidewalks would be consistent with surrounding sidewalks.
G-4: Use alternate detail for under —bridge pier proteetwn

g?oardmated with Roadway Design)
es, will implement.

5,4
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