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Project Justification Statement: 

Poplar Road @ 1-85 Interchange 

Project Number: CSNHS-0009-00(323) 

P.l. Number: 0009323, 
Coweta County 

P.I. Number 0009323 

Poplar Road (CR 103) is a vital east /west thoroughfare located in central Coweta County that provides 

connectivity between SR16, just west of Sharpsburg, and US29/27 /SR14, just south of the City of 

Newnan. Poplar Road crosses over 1-85 midway between interchanges at SR 34 (Exit 47) to the north and 

US 29/27/SR 14 (Exit 41) to the south. PI 0009323 is locally sponsored by Coweta County and was 

programmed for PE by GDOT and the Atlanta Regional Commission in the 2008-2013 TIP and then 

updated for PE, ROW, & CST in the 2012-2017 TIP. In April of 2009 the GDOT Office of Planning 

requested that the project be added to the Construction Work Program. The Poplar Road @ 1-85 

Interchange project was programmed to address increasing congestion and travel times and to provide 

roadway network flexibility for the surrounding area. 

An Interchange Justification Report (IJR), project INTCH-0007-00(074), was submitted in 2005 and 

conditionally approved by FHWA in 2008. PI 0009323 is included in the Atlanta Regional Transportation 

Plan (RTP) "Plan 2040". The corridor is not identified in the Coweta County Joint Comprehensive 

Transportation Plan as a designated bicycle route. 

Existing Conditions 

This section of Poplar Road is functionally classified as an Urban Minor Arterial to the west of 1-85 and a 

Rural Minor Arterial to the east of 1-85. Poplar Road has a rural two-lane cross section from Newnan 

Crossing Bypass to Newnan Crossing Boulevard, including the bridge carrying Poplar Road over 1-85. 

Existing and Projected Traffic Volumes 

The existing (2011) Average Daily Traffic (ADT) on Poplar Road is 7,000 at Newnan Crossing Bypass (the 

westerly project limit) and 7,000 at the intersection of Poplar Road and Newnan Crossing Boulevard (the 

easterly project limit). The design year (2040) ADT traffic volumes range from 24,400 at the westerly 

limit to 19,500 at the easterly limit. The (2040) ADT approximate to the 1-85 overpass is 25,500. The 

existing ADT traffic on 1-85 in the area of the Poplar Road overpass is 26,000 for the NB direction and 

26,000 in the SB direction. The design year ADT on 1-85 through the project area is 61,680 for 

southbound and 60,720 for northbound. The existing and projected Level of Service (LOS) and ADT 

volumes for all of the intersections are shown below in Table 1. 
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Table 1. Traffic Volumes and Level of Service for Roadway Segments Existing (2010) and Future (2040) 

Build/No Build 

Location 2010 2010 2040 (No Build) 2040 (No 2040 (Build) 2040 (Build) 
ADT LOS ADT Build) LOS ADT LOS 

Poplar Road at 
Newnan Crossing 7000 B n/a n/a n/a 

Boulevard 
(Unsignalized) 

Poplar Road at 
Newnan Crossing 

n/a n/a 11,860 D 19,500 
Boulevard 

(Signalized) 

Poplar Road at 
Newnan Crossing 7000 B 16,400 B 24,400 

Bypass 

1-85 Southbound 26,000 B 61,680 D 60,810 

1-85 Northbound 26,000 B 60,720 c 59,790 

Crash Data 

The crash rates for Poplar Road were collected for years 2007 to 2009. These crash rates were compared 

to statewide crash rates for roadways with the same functional classification. Table 2 provides the data 

for the comparison. 

Year 

2007 

2008 

2009 

Table 2. Accident Rates per 100 Million Vehicle Miles 

Poplar Road (CR 103) 
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For this 3 year period Poplar Road has "Accidents" rates significantly higher than the statewide average 

for Rural Minor Arterials. Rates for "Accidents with injuries" are close to the statewide average for 2006 

and 2007. "Accidents with injuries" rates spiked significantly higher for 2009. No fatalities have been 

recorded on Poplar Road in the three years researched. 
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Data has been compiled and presented in the attachments for Crash Summaries that have occurred 

within or in proximity to the proposed project limits. The accidents occurring within the proposed 

project limits are highlighted. Between 2007 and 2009 a total of eleven accidents have occurred within 

the proposed project limits. The majority (55%) of the accidents were rear end collisions that occurred 

when one vehicle was attempting to turn left on to a side road or driveway and the other vehicle failed 

to stop. The rear end collisions can be attributed to the lack of a left turn lane at the accident locations. 

Other accident types included vehicles leaving the roadway and angled collisions at intersections. The 

project is expected to help reduce rear end collisions associated with turning vehicles due to the 

construction of separate left turn lanes and the elimination and consolidation of access points between 

Newnan Crossing Bypass and the western Piedmont Newnan Hospital entrance. The construction of a 

separate access point that combines multiple residential driveways located between the Newnan 

Crossing Boulevard and 1-85, incorporation of an urban typical section, and the addition of street lights 

will improve channelization and visibility to reduce the frequency and severity of traffic accidents on 

Poplar Road. 

Proposed Project Limits 

The western terminus is suitable because of a substantial decline of approximately 48% in through 

traffic occurring at the intersection at Newnan Crossing Bypass. The intersection at Newnan Crossing 

Bypass provides a point of significant traffic directional distribution for access to the north and south. 

Newnan Crossing Bypass provides connectivity and access to commercial I light industrial/professional 

facilities and land uses to the north, and commercial I light industrial I educational I aviation facilities 

and land uses to the south. 

The eastern terminus at the intersection with Newnan Crossing Boulevard I eastern Piedmont Newnan 

Hospital entrance is suitable because of a reduction of approximately 30% in eastbound traffic just 

beyond the intersection to a level at which a two lane road meets the LOS requirements. The 

intersection at Newnan Crossing Boulevard provides a point of significant traffic directional distribution 

to the north. Newnan Crossing Boulevard provides connectivity and access to residential I commercial 

facilities and land uses to the north. The Piedmont Newnan Hospital entrance at the southerly approach 

to this intersection and is the primary access to the hospital. 

Project Goal 

The goal of this proposed action is to address the lowering levels of service and relieve congestion 

within the SR 34 corridor in proximity to the interchange with 1-85 (Exit 47), and to provide an additional 

access option between the surface transportation network in central Coweta County and 1-85. The 

proposed action will improve regional system capacity and functionality, and enhance access to the 

Piedmont Newnan Hospital and other surrounding land uses in central Coweta County and the City of 

Newnan. 

Description of Proposed Project 
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Project CSNHS-0009-00(323) proposes to construct a new interstate access point along 1-85 at Poplar 

Road just east of the City of Newnan in central Coweta County, Georgia. The project would include the 

construction of a fully directional interchange with entrance and exit ramps, removal and replacement 

of the existing Poplar Road overpass, and the widening and reconstruction of Poplar Road approaching 

and departing the proposed interchange. The typical cross section of Poplar Road would include four 11-

foot wide lanes (two in each direction) separated by a raised 20-foot wide median with urban shoulder 

sections. The proposed cross section would incorporate pedestrian friendly streetscape facilities and 

amenities including 5-foot wide sidewalks illuminated by overhead street lights. The typical cross section 

of the interchange ramps will consist of a 16-foot wide travel lane with a six-foot wide (4-foot paved) 

inside shoulder and an 8-foot wide (6-foot paved) outside shoulder. The posted speed limit along this 

section of Poplar Road is currently 40 mph from just west of the bridge over 1-85 to the west and 50 mph 

from the bridge over 1-85 to the east. The project would begin at the existing intersection with the 

Newnan Crossing Bypass extending easterly to just east of the Newnan Crossing Boulevard intersection 

for a project length of approximately 1.2 miles along Poplar Road. Additionally, the project will construct 

a new location access road that ties into Newnan Crossing Bypass at the intersection with Lakeshore 

Parkway north of the intersection with Poplar Road. This local rural section road will have 11-foot lanes 

and 6-foot shoulders and will be constructed to replace loss of access for residences along Poplar Road 

whose access was loss due to limited access requirements at the interchange. 

Federal Oversight: Full Oversighte8:], ExemptD, State Funded0, or Other D 

MPO: ON/A 

Regional Commission: D N/A 

Congressional District(s): District 3 

U.S. Route Number(s): Poplar Rd (n/a), 1-85 

Traffic (AADT): Current Year (2012) 

Poplar Road: 7,000 

1-85: 52,000 

C8:] MPO- Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC) 
MPO Project TIP# CW-AR-003 

C8:] RC- Atlanta Regional Commission 
RC Project ID # CW-AR-003 

State Route Number(s): Poplar Road (n/a), 1-85 (SR 403) 

Open Year (2020) Design Year (2040) 

Poplar Road: (19,300) Poplar Road: 25,500 

1-85: (68,490) 1-85: 121,400 

Functional Classification: Poplar Road- Urban Minor Arterial from westerly project limit to 1-85 

Rural Minor Arterial from 1-85 to easterly project limit 

1-85- Interstate Principal Arterial 

Is this project on a designated bike route? 

Is this project located on a pedestrian plan? 

Is this project located on or part of a transit network? 

DYes 

DYes 

DYes 
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Context Sensitive Solutions 

Issues of Concern 

P.I. Number 0009323 

Application of Context Sensitive Solution practices suggests that the collaborative project development 

efforts apply a balance of safety and mobility with community needs and environmental preservation. 

Construction of the Poplar Road at 1-85 interchange will address accessibility and support mobility travel 

needs of the local community by providing a direct point of access between the local transportation 

network and the interstate. From an environmental preservation standpoint, the affected project area is 

being evaluated for historic, archaeological, environmental, socio-economic and ecological resources. 

Preliminary investigations indicate that the area of effect contains only one historic resource (Central of 

Georgia I Norfolk Southern Railroad) and that project does not directly impact the resource or deter 

from the its historic value. The community needs have been evaluated through community outreach 

programs via the stakeholder meetings and public information meetings. Comments gathered from the 

community indicate that the project is well supported, but that no specific need, beyond the functional 

and operational requirements, has been identified. 

Context Sensitive Solutions 

The Poplar Road at 1-85 interchange project will address the communities desire to have safe and 

efficient vehicular access balanced with pedestrian facilities for non-vehicular modes. The project 

proposes to construct 5 ft. wide sidewalks illuminated by overhead street lights along both sides of 

Poplar Road. The signalized intersections will be properly equipped with pedestrian facilities allowing for 

safe movements through the intersection. The project also proposes to install high mast lighting within 

the interchange that will illuminate the interstate and ramps. 

DESIGN AND STRUCTURAL DATA 

Mainline Design Features: Poplar Road I CR 103 

Feature Existing Standard* Proposed 
Typical Section 

- Number of Lanes 2 2 4 
- Lane Width(s) 12' 12' 11' 
- Median Width & Type n/a 14' to 20' 20' Raised 
- Outside Shoulder Width & Type 4'- 6' (rural) n/a (urban) 12' (urban) 
- Outside Shoulder Slope 6% 2% 2% 
- Inside Shoulder Width & Type n/a 2'(urban) 2'(urban) 
- Sidewalks n/a 5' 5' 
- Auxiliary Lanes 12' 12' 11' 
- Bike Lanes n/a n/a n/a 
Posted Speed 40-50 ' .. •··· >·;"~'' •' 45 
Design Speed n/a 40-50 45 
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Min Horizontal Curve Radius 
Superelevation Rate 
Grade 
Access Control 
Right-of-Way Width 
Maximum Grade- Crossroad 
Design Vehicle 

3200' 
5.8% 
4.0% 

None 
80' -155' 

3.5% 

n/a 
*According to current GDOT design policy if applicable 

Mainline Design Features: 1-85 Ramps 
Feature Existing 

Typical Section 
- Number of Lanes n/a 
- Lane Width(s) n/a 
- Median Width & Type n/a 
- Outside Shoulder Width & Type n/a 
- Outside Shoulder Slope n/a 
- Inside Shoulder Width & Type n/a 
- Sidewalks n/a 
- Auxiliary Lanes n/a 
- Bike Lanes n/a 
Posted Speed n/a 
Design Speed n/a 
Min Horizontal Curve Radius n/a 
Superelevation Rate n/a 
Grade n/a 
Access Control n/a 
Right-of-Way Width n/a 
Maximum Grade - Crossroad n/a 
Design Vehicle n/a 

*According to current GDOT design policy if applicable 

Major Structures: Poplar Road Bridge over 1-85 
Structure Existing 

Poplar Road 276-foot long, two lane-42 foot wide 
Overpass, w/8 foot shoulders, 4 span steel 
BN-077-0076-0 beam bridge over 1-85. Sufficiency 

rating- 93.91 
Retaining walls None 
Other Utilities on bridge - water, gas, 

telecommunications 

Major Structures: 1-85 Bridge over Central of Georgia Railroad 
I Structure I Existing 

P.l. Number 0009323 

643' 3200' 
4.0% 2.7% 
6.0% 4.2% 

Controlled Controlled 
As needed 150' -175' 

6.0% 3.5% 

n/a WB-50 

Standard* Proposed 

As needed 1-2 
12'- 16' 16' 

n/a n/a 
8' -12'(rural) 8' (rural) 

2.0% 2.0% 
8' 6' 

n/a n/a 
n/a n/a 
n/a n/a 

n/a 
40-50 50 

643' 833' 
6.0% 6.0% 
5.0% 5.0% 

Limited Limited 
As needed 300' -400' 

n/a 4.2% 

n/a WB-50 

Proposed 
New 280-foot long, six lane- 91.5 
foot wide w/8 foot shoulders, 2 
span concrete beam bridge over 1-
85. 
None 

Utilities on bridge - water, gas, 
telecommunications 

Proposed 
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1-85 Bridge over 
Central of 
Georgia Railroad, 
BN-077-0045-0 
Retaining walls 

Other 

P.I. Number 0009323 

154-foot long, six lane 150 foot wide Widen existing bridge to 
w/ 14 foot shoulders, 3 span steel accommodate southbound on ramp 
beam bridge. Sufficiency rating- taper. 
96.51 
None None 

None None 

Major Interchanges/Intersections: Interchanges- Poplar Road at 1-85, Intersections- Newnan Crossing 

Bypass at Poplar Road (signalized), Newnan Crossing Boulevard (signalized) 

Utility Involvements: 

Atlanta Gas Light 

AT&T 

Coweta County Water and Sewer 

Coweta Fayette EMC 

Newnan Utilities 

Ga. Power Transmission 

Charter Communications 

Nulink Cable 

Central of Georgia Railroad (Subsidiary of Norfolk Southern) 

Public Interest Determination Policy and Procedure Recommended (Utilities)? DYES [gl NO 

Because Coweta County is responsible for utility coordination and utility relocation costs the 

determination to implement Public Interest Determination (PI D) procedures is to be made by the 

County. At this time Coweta County does not believe PID procedures are appropriate given the current 

moderate level of existing utilities and the scope of the proposed project (See attached letter from 

Coweta County). The need for PID procedures will be re-evaluated at the Preliminary Field Plan Review. 

SUE Required: [gl Yes 

Railroad Involvement: 

Central of Georgia Railroad (Subsidiary of Norfolk Southern) 

The 1-85 overpass of the railroad will need to be widened to accommodate the southbound entrance 

ramp. The bridge currently provides clearances for one set of tracks. It is not anticipated that the 

existing bridge will be modified or reconstructed to accommodate multiple sets of tracks. Railroad 

coordination will be required. A cost estimate for railroad coordination has been included as an 

attachment to this Concept Report. 
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Right of Way: 

Required Right of Way anticipated: [gj YES 0 Undetermined 

Easements Anticipated: [gj Temporary 0 Permanent [gj Utility 

Anticipated number of impacted parcels: 33 

Anticipated number of displacements (Total): 7 

Location and Design approval: 

Businesses: 0 

Residences: 

Other: 

0 Not Required 

7 

0 

[gj Required 

0 Other 

Off-site Detours Anticipated: [gj No DYes 0 Undetermined 

Transportation Management Plan Anticipated: [gj YES 0 NO 

• Traffic Control: Open two-way traffic will be maintained on both Poplar Road and 1-85 for the 

duration of the project with exceptions given to short duration closures as needed for 

temporary construction measures such as the placement of bridge beams. All closures will be 

coordinated with the local governments and emergency services. Reduction of impacts to traffic 

will be considered as part of the stage construction plans and notes. 

Design Exceptions to Controlling Criteria Anticipated: 

Approval 
Date 

FHWA/AASHTO Controlling Criteria YES (if applicable) NO Undetermined 

1. Design Speed D [gj D 
2. Lane Width D [gj D 
3. Shoulder Width D [gj D 
4. Bridge Width D [gj D 
5. Horizontal Alignment D [gj D 
6. Superelevation D [gj D 
7. Vertical Alignment D [gj D 
8. Grade D [gj D 
9. Stopping Sight Distance D [gj D 
10. Cross Slope 8 [gj D 
11. Vertical Clearance [gj D 
12. Lateral Offset to Obstruction [gj D 
13. Bridge Structural Capacity D [gj D 
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Design Variances to GDOT Standard Criteria Anticipated: 

Reviewing 
GDOT Standard Criteria Office 

1. Access Control DP&S 
- Median Opening Spacing 

2. Median Usage & Width DP&S 

3. Intersection Skew Angle DP&S 
4. Lateral Offset to Obstruction DP&S 

5. Intersection Sight Distance DP&S 

6. Bike & Pedestrian Accommodations DP&S 

7. GDOT Drainage Manual DP&S 

8. Georgia Standard Drawings DP&S 

9. GDOT Bridge & Structural Manual Bridge 
Design 

10. Roundabout Illumination DP&S 
- (if applicable) 

11. Rumble Strips/Safety Edge DP&S 

VE Study Anticipated: D No cgj Yes 

Environmental Data 

Anticipated Environmental Document: 

Approval Date 
YES (if applicable) NO Undetermined 

D cg] D 

D cg] D 
D cg] D 
D cg] D 
D cg] D 
D cg] D 
D cg] D 
D cg] D 
D cg] D 

D cg] D 

D cg] D 

cgj Completed- March 26th_2gth, 2012 

VE Study Responses submitted to FHWA 

May 16, 2012 (Approval Pending) 

GEPA: D NEPA: D Categorical Exclusion cgj EA/FONSI D EIS 

Air Quality: 
Is the project located in a PM 2.5 Non-attainment area? 
Is the project located in an Ozone Non-attainment area? 

cgj Yes 
cgj Yes 

The 1-85 at Poplar Road design is consistent with the ARC Regional Transportation Plan (Plan 2040). The 

project is programmed for implementation in year 2016 to be completed prior to year 2020. It is 

included in the year 2020 travel demand model and subsequent years through 2040. The attached ARC 

Plan 2040 Project Fact Sheet describes the Poplar Road project information. The attached ARC Travel 

Demand Model lane configuration graphic illustrates the model's lane configurations for the various 

roadway segments at the proposed interchange. Please note that the model indicates that there are 

only 2 lanes from east of the northbound ramps of the interchange to Newnan Crossing Boulevard. This 

two lane section is not consistent with the proposed project description in the ARC Plan 2040 for project 

CW-AR-003. GDOT has requested that ARC modify the Travel Demand Model for years 2020 and beyond 

to indicate the four through lanes consistent with the concept plan. This is not expected to result in any 

significant changes to the ARC model's regional air quality performance measures. 
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Environmental Permits/Variances/Commitments/Coordination Anticipated: 

Permit/ Variance/ Commitment/ 
Coordination Anticipated YES NO Remarks 

1. U.S. Coast Guard Permit D 

=e 2. Forest Service/Corps Land D 
3. CWA Section 404 Permit ~ Nationwide 404 
4. Tennessee Valley Authority Permit D ~ 
5. Buffer Variance ~ D Stream Buffer Variance 
6. Coastal Zone Management D ~ 

Coordination 
7. NPDES ~ D 
8. FEMA D [Zg 
9. Cemetery Permit D ~ 
10. Other Permits D ~ 
11. Other Commitments D ~ 
12. Other Coordination D ~ 

Is a PAR Required? ~No Oves D Completed- Date: 

NEPA/GEPA: Preparation of the Environmental Assessment I FONSI is ongoing. 

Ecology: Phase I completed- no protective species or habitat identified. 

History: One identified NRHP resource- Central of Georgia (Norfolk Southern) Railroad. 

Archeology: No documented sites have been identified. As part of the EA process, a future Phase I field 

survey will be conducted. 

Air & Noise: Air Quality study including Microscale CO analysis; TNM analysis and noise report including 

mitigation alternatives. 

Public Involvement: 

No minority communities are located within the project area. A Hispanic community is located to the 

west of the project. It has been determined that the project will not directly impact this community. 

Public Outreach efforts to the Hispanic community have included advertisement of PIOH meetings in 

local businesses, providing project information handouts in Spanish and providing an interpreter at 

Public Information meetings. Efforts to identify a Hispanic newspaper I newsletter indicated that no 

such resource existed in the area. 
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Below is a summary of Public Involvement efforts completed and tentatively scheduled. 

Public Involvement Open House (PIOH) 

PIOH #1: held July 215t, 2011 with provided Spanish handouts and 

interpreter. The project was widely supported. 

Public Hearing Open House (PHOH): yet to be held 

Stakeholder Meetings 

Meeting #1: July 20th,2011 (Piedmont Newnan Hospital Senior Friends) The 

project was widely supported. 

Meeting #2: July 28th, 2011 (Coweta County Industrial Authority) The project 

was widely supported. 

Meeting #3: August 10th, 2011 (Coweta Newnan Chamber of Commerce) The 

project was widely supported. 

Meeting #4: September 27th' 2011 (Stillwood Farms Home Owners 

Association) The project was widely supported. 

Meeting #5 (To be scheduled in the near future) Meeting with residents and 

property owners within the project area. 

Major Stakeholders: Piedmont Newnan Hospital 

Roundabouts: The IJR Recommended Alternate included traffic signal control for the intersections of 

Poplar Road and the interchange ramps. FHWA and GDOT policy requires that a roundabout alternate 

be investigated as part of the signal warrant analysis. See the Alternates Considered section of this 

report, the attached Traffic Study for roundabout investigation data, and the attached PIOH Roundabout 

Alternate Layout for further information. 

Construction 

Issues Potentially Affecting Constructability I Construction Schedule- Due to Poplar Road being a main 

access point to the Piedmont Newnan Hospital, it is essential to emergency response services that the 

contractor provide continued access at all times. During construction tasks that will require the closing 

of traffic across the 1-85 overpass, the contractor will need to coordinate the times and duration of 

closings with local authorities, and ensure that alternate access points to the hospital are provided with 

clear direction to the traveling public on accessibility. 
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Early Completion Incentives Recommended for Consideration: ~ No 

Project Responsibilities 

Project Activities: 

Oves 

Project Activity Party Responsible for Performing Task(s) 

Concept Development CHA - on behalf of Coweta County 

Design CHA- on behalf of Coweta County 
Right-of-Way Acquisition Coweta County 

Utility Relocation Utility Stakeholder 

Letting to Contract Georgia Department of Transportation 
Construction Supervision Georgia Department of Transportation 
Providing Material Pits Coweta County 

Providing Detours n/a 
Environmental Studies, Coweta County 
Documents, and Permits 
Environmental Mitigation Coweta County 

Construction Inspection & Georgia Department of Transportation 
Materials Testing 

Lighting required? ~Yes 
Please see the attached letter from Coweta County to GDOT confirming their commitment to providing 

maintenance and energy costs for the interchange lighting system. 

Initial Concept Team Meeting: July 14, 2011. ICTM held at GDOT with attendees from GDOT, Coweta 

County, FHWA, Piedmont Newnan Hospital, and Utility Stakeholders. See attached meeting minutes 

Concept Team Meeting: Held January 11th, 2012 (See Attachments for the Meeting Minutes) 

Other projects in the area: PI 0006293, 0007694, 0006877 

Other coordination to date: (Meeting minutes are included as an attachment) 

Project Kickoff Meeting (12-16-2010) 

FHWA, GDOT OES Project Coordination (1-6-2011) 

FHWA, GDOT, & Coweta County Coordination (1-20-2011) 

GDOT Program Delivery, GDOT OES and Coweta County (10-31-2011) 

p roJect C E . ost st1mate an d F d" R "bT. un mg espons1 1 1t1es: (P f d AI re erre ternate 

Breakdown 
of PE ROW Utility* CST** 

By Whom Coweta Co Coweta Co Coweta Co GDOT /Coweta Co 

$Amount $2,100,000 $17,436,000 $590,544 $25,492,526 

Date of 11/17/2011 2/28/2012 6/6/2011 10/31/2011 
Estimate 

Environmental 
Mitigation 

Coweta Co 

$82,000 

11/28/2011 

Total Cost 

$46,319,904 

*Utility Cost does not include estimated railroad coordination and Flagman costs. See Attachment for 
estimated flagman costs 
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**CST Cost includes: Construction, 5% E & I, and Liquid ACCost Adjustment 
Alternates Considered: 

Poplar Road 

The considered alternates described below are specific to the access ramps and intersection 

configurations of the interchange between Poplar Road and 1-85 and do not detail proposed actions for 

Poplar Road under all scenarios. Poplar Road will be widened and reconstructed as a four lane roadway ( 

two 11 foot through lanes in each direction) supplemented with turning lanes at the intersections of the 

interchange ramps, the intersection with Newnan Bypass Crossing, the intersection of Newnan Crossing 

Boulevard and the westerly most driveway entrance to Piedmont Newnan Hospital. The proposed 

Poplar Road cross section will include a 20 foot raised median with 12 foot wide urban type shoulders 

including 5 foot wide concrete sidewalks and roadway lighting along both sides of Poplar Road for the 

length of the project. The limits of Poplar Road reconstruction will be the same for all of the considered 

Build Alternative interchange configurations and will extend approximately 0.7 miles to the east of 1-85 

and approximately 0.5 miles to the west of 1-85, for an overall project length of 1.2 miles. The existing 

two lane, multi-span steel girder bridge carrying Poplar Road over 1-85 (BN-077-0076-0} will be removed 

and replaced as part of each proposed Build Alternative 

The Interchange Justification Report (IJR) identified and evaluated the following alternatives: 

Alternate 1 - No-Build 

Alternate 2- Build (construct interchange only) 

Alternate 3- In Lieu of (implement IJR recommended improvements on SR 34 proximate to 1-85 

and on US 29/SR14 proximate to 1-85) 

Alternate 4- Optimized Build (a combination of Alternates 2 and 3) 

The Preferred Alternate recommended at the conclusion of the IJR was Alternate 4- Optimized Build (a 

combination of Alternates 2 and 3) with a conventional diamond-type interchange to be constructed at 

the location of the Poplar Road crossing of 1-85. Since the development and conditional approval of the 

IJR in 2008, a number of the capital improvement elements identified in Alternate 3-"ln Lieu of", have 

been implemented or are in the process of being evaluated for implementation as part of recently 

completed, ongoing, or future improvement actions on the following projects: 

PI 0003161- 1-85 Widening with improvements to the interchange @ US29/SR 14- Completed 

PI 311790- SR 341mprovements to the interchange@ 1-85- Completed 

PI 322405- SR 34 Bypass widening w/ improvements to intersection w/ SR 34- Under 

Construction 

PI 0006293 US29/SR 14@ SR16 Intersection improvements- Pre Construction 

Since the elements identified under Alternate 3 in the IJR are being advanced as separate actions, this 

Concept Report is intended to address only the specific considerations under Alternate 2- Build 

Alternate (construct interchange only). 

The Build Alternates considered in this Concept Report are consistent with the Alternate 4- Optimized 

Build (a combination of Alternates 2 and 3) recommendation in the IJR and all propose to construct a 
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new fully directional interchange at the location of the existing grade separated crossing of Poplar Road 

over 1-85 between existing interchanges 41 and 471ocated in central Coweta County. 

Interchange 

Alternates considered for the interchange are presented below. For simplification of comparison, 

components of the interchange have been broken down into three specific categories for evaluation: 

• Interchange Type- the basic arrangement of the ingress and egress points, ramps alignments, 

and intersections within the interchange footprint. 

• Traffic Control- the type of traffic control used at the intersections of the ramps and Poplar 

Road, defined by the intersection type. 

• Intersection Configuration- defined intersection characteristics including ramp separation 

length requirements, limits of access on Poplar Road, and geometric symmetry to 1-85 

Within each of these categories, alternate interchange components are presented for consideration. 

From these alternate interchange components, a preference is then recommended. Beginning with the 

first category, (Interchange Type) the recommended preferred interchange component is selected and 

then applied to the next category until all three preferred components of the interchange are 

determined. 

Category 1 - Interchange Type 

For this project several interchange types were evaluated based upon operational requirements, 

availability of right of way and potential impacts. From that initial evaluation two interchange types 

(Conventional Diamond and Partial Cloverleaf) were selected for further investigations. 

1. Conventional Diamond: This alternate interchange type proposes to construct a new 

conventional, fully directional diamond interchange. The northbound and southbound ramps 

will form two-four way intersections at Poplar Road. The lane configurations on the ramps are 

such that an acceptable Level of Service of B for the northbound ramps and C for the 

southbound ramps are met throughout the proposed project's design life of 20 years is 

maintained. See attached Layout #1- Conventional Diamond Interchange. 

The conventional diamond type interchange is the most common type of interchange used on 

the Interstate System in the United States. This interchange type meets driver expectancy for all 

users. The Piedmont Newnan Hospital and supporting medical and professional support 

services, which are anticipated to develop in the area, will induce traffic generated by 

emergency service responders, visitors, patients and patrons who may not be consistent, 

repetitive and routine users of the interchange. Based upon anticipated future land uses that 

will develop, pedestrian accommodation will be an integral component within the future 

urbanized area of Poplar Road. The familiarity of a conventional diamond type interchange will 

accommodate pedestrian and non-motorized transportation modes. 
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Critical to this project, maintenance of traffic during construction is best suited for the 

conventional diamond interchange. Because Poplar Road provides direct access to the Piedmont 

Newnan Hospital complex it is imperative that access to the hospital be maintained at all times 

during construction. The conventional diamond interchange provides the simplest and most 

manageable construction solution and maintenance of traffic operations when compared with 

the other interchange types. In comparison to other interchange configurations the diamond 

interchange reduces the overall length of the proposed Poplar Road bridge over 1-85. Reducing 

bridge beam length and depth will minimize the difference of roadway grade between existing 

and proposed conditions while satisfying vertical clearance requirements over 1-85. Significant 

roadway grade differences often times will require the shifting of two-way traffic such to allow 

the contactor to stage construct the existing grade to meet the proposed. 

Concept level construction cost estimates (see attachment) indicate that the conventional 

diamond has the lower construction costs when compared with a partial cloverleaf. 

Furthermore, the conventional diamond also has the lowest level of environmental and right of 

way impacts. By avoiding a longer southbound on-ramp, as required by the other considered 

alternate (partial cloverleaf), the conventional diamond interchange minimizes the extent of 

bridge widening of the 1-85 SB bridge over the Central of Georgia I Norfolk Southern Railroad 

bridge. The Central of Georgia I Norfolk Southern Railroad has been identified as an historic 

resource. Because the overall footprint of the conventional diamond type interchange is less 

than the other considered alternate, the right of way requirements will be comparatively lower 

as well. 

The conventional diamond has been selected as the preferred interchange type. 

2. Partial Cloverleaf: This alternate interchange type proposes to construct a modification of the 

conventional diamond interchange in that the southbound exit ramp would be modified by 

separating the eastbound and westbound Poplar Road traffic on to two directionally specific 

ramps before exiting onto Poplar Road. See attached Layout #2- Partial Cloverleaf Interchange. 

The construction of a partial clover interchange is a common and logical alternative used to 

address a capacity and functionality deficiency to a specific interchange movement. For this 

project the high volumes for the southbound 1-85 exit ramp to eastbound Poplar Road 

movement conflicts with the high volumes for the Poplar Road eastbound/westbound through 

movements. The conflicting high volumes have the potential to create a deficiency of capacity 

and functionality for the intersection. The partial cloverleaf configuration would be a possible 

solution if a deficient LOS for the intersections under a diamond interchange configuration does 

exist. 

The southbound exit movement would have a single exit point from 1-85. Once on the SB ramp 

section, exiting traffic would then be separated with traffic destined for westbound Poplar Road 

branching off (to the west) towards a traffic signal controlled intersection at the ramp terminus, 

and the traffic destined for eastbound Poplar Road would continue along the ramp parallel to 

1-85 under the Poplar Road Overpass and then loop around (approximately 270 degrees, 



Project Concept Report 
Coweta County 
Page 118 

P.I. Number 0009323 

changing direction from SB to EB) to merge onto Poplar Road heading eastbound. Location of 

the looped ramp requires that the access point to the southbound entrance ramp be located 

further to the west than a conventional diamond interchange thus requiring a larger project 

footprint. Because the looped ramp must run parallel to 1-85 and under the Poplar Road 

overpass, the ramp may limit possible future widening to southbound 1-85. 

Pedestrian operations and accessibility are consistent with the diamond interchange 

configuration with the exception of the pedestrian crossing at the loop ramp terminus. 

Pedestrian crossings at a free flowing ramp has the potential to create safety issues unless 

measures are taken to allow pedestrians to cross under controlled conditions or provisions are 

included to divert pedestrian traffic to the opposite sidewalk under signal controlled access. 

Concept level construction cost estimates (see attachment) demonstrate that the partial 

cloverleaf has the higher cost of the two interchange alternate types investigated. The partial 

cloverleaf alternate would also have a higher level of environmental impacts than the 

conventional diamond type interchange due to the space requirements of the southbound off

ramp (loop) creating a longer southbound on-ramp thus requiring a larger bridge over the 

Central Georgia I Norfolk Southern Railroad. Because the partial cloverleaf has the largest area, 

the right of way costs for this alternate would be higher than the conventional diamond 

interchange. 

As stated previously, the Level of Service for the ramp intersections of the Diamond Interchange 

has been determined to exceed minimum requirements therefore an investigation into the LOS 

of the Partial Cloverleaf has not been executed. 

The Partial Cloverleaf Interchange has not been selected as the preferred interchange type. 

Category 2 - Traffic Control 

The following Traffic Control evaluation is based upon the recommended preferred interchange type 

being a Conventional Diamond as previously selected under Category 1 Interchange Type) description. 

1. Roundabout: When signalized intersections are to be considered, a roundabout alternative 

must be evaluated as part of the intersection warranting study. 

From initial investigations consistent with the GDOT Roundabout Analysis Tool version 2.0, the 

traffic volumes and the lane configuration requirements for Poplar Road necessitate the use two 

lane roundabouts. See the attached Layout #3- Diamond Interchange with Roundabouts. The 

GDOT Roundabout Analysis Tool version 2.0 does not provide an overall intersection Level of 

Service. The GDOT Analysis does however provide a LOS for the intersection approaches. The 

roundabout analysis with the 30% improvement in delay applied indicates that an acceptable 

LOS is achieved at the approaches to the interchange intersections. For the southbound ramp 

intersection, the lowest LOS (D) occurs at the eastbound approach in the PM. For the 

northbound ramp intersection, the lowest LOS (C) occurs at the westbound approach in the AM. 
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Construction costs of the roundabout compared to a traffic signal controlled intersection 

indicate an approximate 2% savings. 

Coweta County has stated that they do not prefer to use roundabouts for traffic control at the 

intersections of the ramps and Poplar Road. 

The roundabout has not been selected as the preferred traffic control measure. 

2. Traffic Signal: The area wide comprehensive traffic study and signal warrant analysis indicates 

that both the northbound and southbound ramp intersections meet traffic signal warrants 1-3 

and 8 as described in the 2009 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. A detailed SYNCHRO 

analysis of the interchange indicates that the traffic signal controlled intersections for Poplar 

Road at the ramp junctions provide an overall LOS Cor better at ETC+20 as defined in the 2010 

Highway Capacity Manual for intersections. 

With the development of the Piedmont Newnan Hospital and supporting medical complexes, 

pedestrian accessibility and non-motorized mode operations require consideration within the 

future urbanized area of Poplar Road. The traffic signal controlled intersection is most familiar to 

pedestrians, and supports efficient pedestrian mobility. The proposed signalized intersections 

will provide a simple controlled access with clear directionality for pedestrians and non

motorized modes. 

The Traffic Signal has been selected as the preferred traffic control measure. 

Category 3 -Interchange Configuration 

The following configurations considered are based upon the previously established recommended 

alternate of a diamond interchange with signalized traffic control at the intersections. For the 

evaluation, traffic studies have indicated that all intersection configurations meet the operational 

requirements needed for a Level of Service C in the Design Year 2040. All interchange configurations 

alternates considered below allow for future widening of 1-85 in each direction. The configurations of 

each interchange have been evaluated based upon environmental consequences, feasibility and 

prudency. The impacts associated with the widening of Poplar Road have been applied equally to all of 

the interchange configurations considered. 

1. GDOT Rural Ramp Spacing I GDOT Rural Limit of Access I Ramp Locations Symmetric to 1-85: 

The configuration implements the GDOT required minimum rural ramp intersection separation 

spacing of 1320ft., with the minimum required limit of access distance of lOOOft. The east and 

west ramp intersection locations would be symmetric in distance (660ft.) from the centerline of 

1-85. See attached Layout #4- Symmetrical Rural Diamond Interchange. The results of the 

evaluation of the configuration are described below: 

• Construction of the interchange with Interchange Configuration 1 would result in four 

residential displacements at the 1-85 southbound exit ramp (these are in addition to the four 

displacements resulting from the widening of Poplar Road). 
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• The required 1000ft. of limited access to the west of the interchange would eliminate access 

to Poplar Road for five parcels not directly impacted by the construction of the interchange. 

Mitigation of access for the parcels would require the construction of an alternate access off 

of the Newnan Crossing Bypass to the north of the intersection of Poplar Road and the 

Newnan Crossing Bypass. To utilize an existing median opening and to avoid additional U

turn movements, the preferred location of the proposed access road intersection has been 

established directly across from the existing intersection of Newnan Crossing Bypass and 

Lakeshore Parkway located approximately 1650ft. to the north Poplar Road. Construction of 

the alternate access road may result in additional residential displacements 

• The required 1000ft. of limited access to the east of the interchange would require the 

closure and relocation of the westerly access to Piedmont Newnan Hospital. GDOT will allow 

access along Poplar Road east of the proposed interchange in order to maintain the 

hospital's current access location. GDOT will not allow access within 1000ft. of the 

northbound interchange ramps for parcels east of the interchange and north of Poplar Road 

opposite of the hospital. The restriction would result in the elimination of access to Poplar 

Road of two properties and thus requiring mitigation by either the purchase of the two 

properties or construction of an access drive off of Poplar Road outside of the 1000ft. of 

limited access. 

• Configuration 1 has the highest associated construction costs and the most required rights 

of way. 

• Estimated Construction Cost with E & I and AC Adjustment-$ 26,099,846 

Configuration 1 has not been selected as the preferred interchange configuration. 

2. GDOT Urban Ramp Spacing I GDOT Urban Limit of Access I Ramp Locations Symmetric to 1-85: 

The configuration implements GDOT required ramp separation spacing of 1000ft., with the 

minimum required limit of access distance of 600ft. The east and west ramp locations would be 

symmetric in distance (500ft.) from the centerline of 1-85. GDOT will not allow access between 

the southbound ramps and Newnan Crossing Bypass to be prohibited. See attached Layout #5-

Symmetrical Urban Diamond Interchange. The results of the evaluation of the configuration are 

below: 

• Construction of the interchange with Interchange Configuration 2 would result in three 

residential displacements at the 1-85 southbound exit ramp (these are in addition to the four 

displacements resulting from the widening of Poplar Road). 

• Elimination of access to Poplar Road between the southbound ramps and Newnan Crossing 

Bypass would eliminate access for six parcels not directly impacted by the construction of 

the interchange. Mitigation of access for the parcels would require the construction of an 

alternate access off of the Newnan Crossing Bypass to the north of the intersection with 

Poplar Road. To utilize an existing median opening and to avoid additional U-turn 

movements, the preferred location of the proposed access road intersection has been 

established directly across from the existing intersection of Newnan Crossing Bypass and 
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lakeshore Parkway located approximately 1650ft. to the north of Poplar Road. Construction 

of the alternate access road may result in additional residential displacements. 

• The required 600ft. of limited access to the east of the interchange would result in the 

elimination of access to Poplar Road for one parcel on the north side of Poplar Road. 

Mitigation for the loss of access would be by either the purchase of the parcel or 

construction of an access drive from Poplar Road beyond the limits of access. The 600ft. 

limited access would not impact the current Piedmont Newnan Hospital westerly access. 

• Construction costs and right of way requirements for Configuration 2 are less than 

Configuration 1 and greater than Configuration 3. 

• Estimated Construction Cost with E & I and AC Adjustment-$ 25,492,526 

Configuration 2 has been selected as the preferred interchange configuration. 

3. GDOT Urban Ramp Spacing I GDOT Urban Limit of Access I Ramp Locations Asymmetric to 1-

85: The configuration implements GDOT required ramp separation spacing of 1000ft., with the 

minimum required limit of access distance of 600ft. The east ramp would be spaced 

approximately 345ft. from the centerline of 1-85 and the west ramp would be spaced 

approximately 655ft. from the centerline of 1-85. It is proposed that a limit of access of only 

600ft. be implemented to the west of the interchange along Poplar Road and that a right 

in/right out access be added at the current location of Hickory Dr. (private). From that access 

point a local road would be constructed to tie into the parcels inside of the 600ft. limited access 

area. The access provision would eliminate the need for an alternate access road constructed 

from the Newnan Bypass Crossing as described in Intersection Configurations 1 & 2. See 

attached Layout #6- Asymmetrical Urban Diamond Interchange. The results of the evaluation of 

the configuration are below: 

• Construction of the interchange with Interchange Configuration 3 would result in two 

residential displacements at the 1-85 southbound exit ramp (these are in addition to the four 

displacements resulting from the widening of Poplar Road). 

• Along Poplar Road, the required 600ft. of limited access to the east of the interchange 

would result in the elimination of access for one parcel and the relocation of access for 

another. Mitigation for the loss of access would be by purchase of the parcel or the 

construction of an access drive on Poplar Road beyond the 600ft. limited access. The 600ft. 

limited access would not impact the current Piedmont Newnan Hospital westerly access. 

• Configuration 3 has the lowest construction costs and the least impacts. 

• Estimated Construction Cost with E & I and AC Adjustment- $24,201,850 

Configuration 3 is the not the preferred interchange configuration. 

Conclusions 

The GDOT Preferred Alternate for the new interchange at Poplar Road and 1-85 is a traffic signal 

controlled conventional diamond with symmetrical ramp locations utilizing a GDOT urban configuration 

for ramp separation of 1000ft. and limited access along Poplar Road for a distance of 600ft. To mitigate 
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loss of access along Poplar Road for residences north and west of the interchange, a new access road 

will be constructed that will tie-in to Newnan Crossing Bypass at a common intersection located directly 

across from the existing intersection of Lakeshore Parkway and Newnan Crossing Bypass. 

Attachments: 

1. Concept Layouts 

• Public Information Open House Layouts 

o Layout #1 - Diamond Interchange 

o Layout #2- Partial Cloverleaf Interchange 

o Layout #3- Diamond Interchange with Roundabout 

• Diamond Interchange Alternates 

o Layout #4- Symmetrical Rural Diamond Interchange 

o Layout #5- Symmetrical Urban Diamond Interchange (Preferred Alternate) 

o Layout #6- Asymmetrical Urban Diamond Interchange 

2. Typical Sections 

• Poplar Road 

• Poplar Road Bridge over 1-85 (Full Bridge Replacement) 

3. Detailed Cost Estimates: 

a. Construction (Preferred Alternate) 

b. Asphalt/Fuel Price Index Spreadsheet (Preferred Alternate) 

c. Right of Way (Preferred Alternate) 

d. Utilities Cost Estimate (with concurrence from the District 3 Utilities Office) 

e. Environmental Mitigation Cost Estimate (with concurrence from OES) 

4. Crash Summaries 

5. Bridge Inventory: Poplar Road over 1-85 1-85 over Central of Georgia Railroad 

6. Pavement Study w/ Concept Pavement Design 

7. Public Interest Determination Policies and Procedures Recommendations- Utility Risk 

Management Plan ( Coweta County recommendation Letter) 

8. ARC Model Lane Configuration Layout and ARC Plan 2040 Project Fact Sheet 

9. Meeting Minutes: 

Project Kickoff Meeting -12-16-2010 

FHWA, GDOT OES Project Coordination -1-6-2011 

FHWA, GDOT, & Coweta County- 1-20-2011 

Initial Concept Team Meeting- 7-14-2011 

Project Preferred Alternate Coordination (Included- approval is pending) -10-31-2011 

Public Information Meeting Comments 

Concept Team Meeting (1-11-2012) 

10. Local Government PFA 

11. FEMA Flood Insurance Map 

12. Lighting Agreement 

13. Railroad Coordination Cost Estimate 

14. Poplar Road @ 1-85 Interchange Justification Report. 
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15. 1-85 at Poplar Road Traffic Study. 

16. 1-85 at Poplar Road Traffic Flow Diagrams. 
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  JOB NUMBER : 0009323_3               SPEC YEAR: 01
  DESCRIPTION: POPLAR ROAD @ I-85 (Preferred Alternate)

                                                      ITEMS FOR JOB 0009323_3

  LINE  ITEM           ALT   UNITS   DESCRIPTION                                            QUANTITY          PRICE        AMOUNT
  ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
  0005  310-1101             TN      GR AGGR BASE CRS, INCL MATL                           65000.000          20.00      1300000.00
  0010  402-1812             TN      RECYL AC LEVELING,INC BM&HL                            3000.000          85.00       255000.00
  0015  402-3121             TN      RECYL AC 25MM SP,GP1/2,BM&HL                          16000.000          70.00      1120000.00
  0020  402-3190             TN      RECYL  AC 19 MM SP,GP 1 OR 2 ,INC BM&HL               19000.000          70.00      1330000.00

  0025  402-4510             TN      RECYL AC 12.5 MM SP,GP2ONLY,INC                        7500.000          70.00       525000.00
                                     P-MBM&HL
  0030  413-1000             GL      BITUM TACK COAT                                        5200.000           3.00        15600.00
  0035  430-0620             SY      PLN PC CONC PVMT/HES/ 12"   TK                        52500.000          45.00      2362500.00
  0040  432-5010             SY      MILL ASPH CONC PVMT,VARB DEPTH                         5000.000           3.00        15000.00
  0045  446-1100             LF      PVMT REF FAB STRIPS, TP2,18 INCH WIDTH                 3000.000           6.27        18810.00

  0050  500-9999             CY      CL B CONC,BASE OR PVMT WIDEN                            300.000         140.00        42000.00
  0055  150-1000             LS      TRAFFIC CONTROL - CSNHS-0009-00(323)                      1.000     2000000.00      2000000.00
  0060  150-5010             EA      TRAF CTRL,PORTABLE IMPACT ATTN                           15.000        8125.00       121875.00
  0065  153-1300             EA      FIELD ENGINEERS OFFICE TP 3                               1.000       60000.00        60000.00
  0070  201-1500             LS      CLEARING & GRUBBING -                                     1.000     1500000.00      1500000.00
                                     CSNHS-0009-00(323)
  0075  205-0001             CY      UNCLASS EXCAV                                        150000.000           4.00       600000.00
  0080  206-0002             CY      BORROW EXCAV, INCL MATL                              165000.000           8.00      1320000.00
  0085  318-3000             TN      AGGR SURF CRS                                          5000.000          21.00       105000.00
  0090  441-0104             SY      CONC SIDEWALK, 4 IN                                    7000.000          35.00       245000.00
  0095  441-0740             SY      CONC MEDIAN, 4 IN                                      1000.000          30.00        30000.00
  0100  441-0748             SY      CONC MEDIAN, 6 IN                                      6500.000          50.00       325000.00
  0105  441-4030             SY      CONC VALLEY GUTTER, 8 IN                                300.000          35.00        10500.00
  0110  441-6222             LF      CONC CURB & GUTTER/  8"X30"TP2                        30000.000          15.00       450000.00
  0115  500-3101             CY      CLASS A CONCRETE                                        200.000         400.00        80000.00
  0120  511-1000             LB      BAR REINF STEEL                                       10000.000           1.00        10000.00
  0125  620-0100             LF      TEMP BARRIER, METHOD NO. 1                            10000.000          20.00       200000.00
  0130  634-1200             EA      RIGHT OF WAY MARKERS                                    150.000         100.00        15000.00
  0135  641-1100             LF      GUARDRAIL, TP T                                         500.000          40.00        20000.00
  0140  641-1200             LF      GUARDRAIL, TP W                                        5000.000          16.00        80000.00
  0145  641-5001             EA      GUARDRAIL ANCHORAGE, TP 1                                 8.000         675.00         5400.00
  0150  641-5012             EA      GUARDRAIL ANCHORAGE, TP 12                               12.000        1800.00        21600.00
  0154  643-0010             LF      FIELD FENCE WOVEN WIRE                                 4000.000           3.50        14000.00
  0155  643-8200             LF      BARRIER FENCE (ORANGE), 4 FT                            500.000           3.00         1500.00
  0160  207-0203             CY      FOUND BKFILL MATL, TP II                               1500.000          36.00        54000.00
  0165  441-0301             EA      CONC SPILLWAY, TP 1                                      10.000        1650.00        16500.00
  0170  500-3101             CY      CLASS A CONCRETE                                        800.000         400.00       320000.00
  0175  511-1000             LB      BAR REINF STEEL                                       30000.000           1.00        30000.00
  0180  550-1180             LF      STM DR PIPE 18",H 1-10                                 1000.000          30.00        30000.00
  0185  550-1240             LF      STM DR PIPE 24",H 1-10                                  600.000          35.00        21000.00
  0190  550-1300             LF      STM DR PIPE 30",H 1-10                                  100.000          46.00         4600.00
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  0195  550-1360             LF      STM DR PIPE 36",H 1-10                                   50.000          76.00         3800.00
  0200  550-2180             LF      SIDE DR PIPE 18",H 1-10                                 500.000          26.00        13000.00
  0205  550-2240             LF      SIDE DR PIPE 24",H 1-10                                 100.000          30.00         3000.00
  0210  550-2300             LF      SIDE DR PIPE 30",H 1-10                                  50.000          35.00         1750.00
  0225  550-3318             EA      SAFETY END SECTION 18",STD,4:1                           20.000         550.00        11000.00
  0230  550-3324             EA      SAFETY END SECTION 24",STD,4:1                           10.000         750.00         7500.00
  0235  550-3330             EA      SAFETY END SECTION 30",STD,4:1                            1.000        1500.00         1500.00
  0240  550-4218             EA      FLARED END SECT 18 IN, ST DR                             15.000         500.00         7500.00
  0245  550-4224             EA      FLARED END SECT 24 IN, ST DR                             10.000         535.00         5350.00
  0250  550-4230             EA      FLARED END SECT 30 IN, ST DR                             10.000         700.00         7000.00
  0255  550-4236             EA      FLARED END SECT 36 IN, ST DR                              2.000         890.00         1780.00
  0260  550-4242             EA      FLARED END SECT 42 IN, ST DR                              1.000        1500.00         1500.00
  0265  668-1100             EA      CATCH BASIN, GP 1                                        50.000        2035.00       101750.00
  0270  668-1110             LF      CATCH BASIN, GP 1, ADDL DEPTH                            20.000         160.00         3200.00
  0275  668-2100             EA      DROP INLET, GP 1                                         25.000        1700.00        42500.00
  0280  668-2110             LF      DROP INLET, GP 1, ADDL DEPTH                             20.000         135.00         2700.00
  0285  668-4400             EA      STORM SEW MANHOLE, TP 2                                  20.000        3250.00        65000.00
  0290  636-1014             SF      HWY SGN,TP1MAT,REFL SH TP 1                             250.000          20.00         5000.00
  0295  636-1020             SF      HWY SGN,TP1MAT,REFL SH TP3                              250.000          13.00         3250.00
  0300  636-1029             SF      HWY SGN,TP2 MATL,REFL SH TP 3                           250.000          15.00         3750.00
  0305  636-1033             SF      HWY SIGNS, TP1MAT,REFL SH TP 9                          400.000          17.00         6800.00
  0310  636-2070             LF      GALV STEEL POSTS, TP 7                                  600.000           8.00         4800.00
  0315  636-2080             LF      GALV STEEL POSTS, TP 8                                  300.000           9.00         2700.00
  0320  636-2090             LF      GALV STEEL POSTS, TP 9                                  100.000           9.00          900.00
  0325  636-3010             EA      GROUND-MOUNTED BREAKAWAY SIGN SUPPORT                     2.000         435.00          870.00

  0330  638-1001             LS      STR SUPPORT OVHD SIGN,TP I,STA                            1.000       70000.00        70000.00
                                     CSNHS-0009-00(323)
  0335  638-1007             LS      STR SUP OVHD, SIGN, TPVII,STA-                            1.000       20000.00        20000.00
                                     CSNHS-0009-00(323)
  0340  653-0120             EA      THERM PVMT MARK, ARROW, TP 2                             40.000          40.00         1600.00
  0345  653-1502             LF      THERMO SOLID TRAF ST, 5 IN YEL                         2000.000           1.00         2000.00
  0350  653-1704             LF      THERM SOLID TRAF STRIPE,24",WH                          500.000           4.00         2000.00
  0355  653-1804             LF      THERM SOLID TRAF STRIPE, 8",WH                         5000.000           2.00        10000.00
  0360  653-2501             LM      THERMO SOLID TRAF ST, 5 IN, WH                            7.000        1400.00         9800.00
  0365  653-4501             GLM     THERMO SKIP TRAF ST, 5 IN, WHI                            2.000         740.00         1480.00
  0370  653-6004             SY      THERM TRAF STRIPING, WHITE                             3000.000           3.00         9000.00
  0375  653-6006             SY      THERM TRAF STRIPING, YELLOW                            1500.000           3.00         4500.00
  0380  654-1001             EA      RAISED PVMT MARKERS TP 1                                100.000           4.00          400.00
  0385  654-1003             EA      RAISED PVMT MARKERS TP 3                                400.000           4.00         1600.00
  0390  657-1085             LF      PRF PL SD PVT MKG,8",B/W,TP PB                          300.000           7.00         2100.00
  0394  639-3004             EA      STEEL STRAIN POLE, TP IV                                 12.000        6000.00        72000.00
  0395  647-1000             LS      TRAF SIGNAL INSTALLATION NO -                             1.000       75000.00        75000.00
                                     CSNHS-0009-00(323)
  0398  647-1000             LS      TRAF SIGNAL INSTALLATION NO -                             1.000       75000.00        75000.00
                                     CSNHS-0009-00(323)
  0399  647-1000             LS      TRAF SIGNAL INSTALLATION NO -                             1.000       75000.00        75000.00
                                     CSNHS-0009-00(323)
  0400  647-1000             LS      TRAF SIGNAL INSTALLATION NO -                             1.000       35000.00        35000.00
                                     CSNHS-0009-00(323)
  0405  681-4208             EA      LT STD, 28' MH, POST TOP                                 50.000        7000.00       350000.00
  0410  681-6620             EA      LUMINAIRE,TP A, 150W,HP SODIUM                           50.000         800.00        40000.00
  0415  682-1404             LF      CABLE, TP XHHW, AWG NO 10                              1500.000           0.70         1050.00
  0420  682-1406             LF      CABLE, TP XHHW, AWG NO 6                               5000.000           1.00         5000.00

  

                                                      STATE HIGHWAY AGENCY
DATE  : 06/01/2012
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  0425  682-1407             LF      CABLE, TP XHHW, AWG NO 4                               3000.000           1.50         4500.00
  0430  682-1408             LF      CABLE, TP XHHW, AWG NO 2                               2000.000           2.00         4000.00
  0435  682-6108             LF      CONDUIT, RIGID, 3/4 IN                                  150.000           2.50          375.00
  0440  682-6110             LF      CONDUIT, RIGID, 1 IN                                    400.000           4.00         1600.00
  0445  682-6219             LF      CONDUIT, NONMETL, TP 2, 1 IN                           5000.000           4.00        20000.00
  0450  682-9000             LS      MAIN SVC PICK UP POINT                                    1.000       20000.00        20000.00
                                     CSNHS-0009-00(323)
  0455  682-9000             LS      MAIN SVC PICK UP POINT                                    1.000       20000.00        20000.00
                                     CSNHS-0009-00(323)
  0460  682-9021             EA      ELEC JCT BX,CONC GRD MOUNTED                              4.000        2200.00         8800.00
  0465  683-1121             EA      LIGHT TOW/STEL/120'MH/LW EQUIP                            4.000       45000.00       180000.00
  0470  683-6566             EA      HI-LEVEL LUMIN,TP 5,400W,HPSOD                           32.000        1200.00        38400.00
  0475  009-2000             LS      LANDSCAPING WITH IRRIGATION                               1.000      200000.00       200000.00
                                     CSNHS-0009-00(323)
  0480  433-1000             SY      REINF CONC APPROACH SLAB                                665.000         145.00        96425.00
  0485  543-9000             LS      CONSTR OF BRIDGE COMPLETE -                               1.000     3750000.00      3750000.00
                                     CSNHS-0009-00(323)
  0490  433-1000             SY      REINF CONC APPROACH SLAB                                220.000         145.00        31900.00
  0495  543-9000             LS      CONSTR OF BRIDGE COMPLETE -                               1.000     1350000.00      1350000.00
                                     CSNHS-0009-00(323)
  0500  163-0001             LS      EROSION CONTROL, NON-REFUNDABLE DEDUCT                    1.000     2000000.00      2000000.00
                                     CSNHS-0009-00(323)
  ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
  ITEM TOTAL                                                                                                            23571315.00
  INFLATED ITEM TOTAL                                                                                                   23571315.00

  TOTALS FOR JOB 0009323_3
  ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
  ESTIMATED COST:                                                                                                       23571315.00
  CONTINGENCY PERCENT (  0.0 ):                                                                                                0.00
  ESTIMATED TOTAL:                                                                                                      23571315.00
  ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Page 3



PROJ. NO.  CALL NO.

P.I. NO. 

DATE

INDEX (TYPE) DATE INDEX Link to Fuel and AC Index:

REG. UNLEADED Sep‐11 3.582$        

DIESEL 3.873$        

LIQUID AC  570.00$      

LIQUID AC  ADJUSTMENTS

PA=[((APM‐APL)/APL)]xTMTxAPL

Asphalt

Price Adjustment (PA) 735300 735,300.00$                

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month placed (APM) Max. Cap 60% 912.00$             

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month project let (APL) 570.00$             

Total Monthly Tonnage of asphalt cement (TMT) 2150

ASPHALT Tons %AC AC ton

Leveling 3000 5.0% 150

12.5 OGFC 0 5.0% 0

12.5 mm 7000 5.0% 350

9.5 mm SP 0 5.0% 0

25 mm SP 15000 5.0% 750

19 mm SP 18000 5.0% 900

43000 2150

BITUMINOUS TACK COAT

Price Adjustment (PA) 7,344.62$          7,344.62$                     

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month placed (APM) Max. Cap 60% 912.00$             

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month project let (APL) 570.00$             

Total Monthly Tonnage of asphalt cement (TMT) 21.47550461

Bitum Tack

Gals gals/ton tons

5000 232.8234 21.4755046

CSNHS‐0009‐00(323)

0009323

9/19/2011

http://www.dot.ga.gov/doingbusiness/Materials/Pages/asphaltcementindex.aspx



PROJ. NO.  CALL NO.

P.I. NO. 

DATE

CSNHS‐0009‐00(323)

0009323

9/19/2011

BITUMINOUS TACK COAT (surface treatment)

Price Adjustment (PA) 0 ‐$                                 

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month placed (APM) Max. Cap 60% 912.00$             

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month project let (APL) 570.00$             

Total Monthly Tonnage of asphalt cement (TMT) 0

Bitum Tack SY Gals/SY Gals gals/ton tons

Single Surf. Trmt. 0.20 0 232.8234 0

Double Surf.Trmt. 0.44 0 232.8234 0

Triple Surf. Trmt 0.71 0 232.8234 0

0

TOTAL LIQUID AC ADJUSTMENT 742,644.62$                
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GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
PRELIMINARY ROW COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY 

Date: 2/21/2012 Project: CSNHS-0009-OO(323) 

Revised: County: Coweta 

. . . . . . . . .  , .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  1 : .  9323. . . 
Description: Poplar Road @ 1-85, New interchange 

Project Termini: Poplar Rd@Newnan Byp(west),Poplar Rd@Newnan Crossing Blvd(east) 

Exkting ROW: 80' - 155' 

Parcels: 33 Required ROW: 150' - 175' 

Land and Improvements $16,601,250.00 

Preparation Credits Hours Signature 

I 1 

Prepared By: CM (DATE) 2- 2 l -Wt 
Approved By: CM ash q c+9 (DATEla-a~ff -aai 3, 

NOTE: No Market Appreciation is included in this Preliminary Cost Estimate 

Valuation Services $0.00 

Legal Services $209,775.00 

Relocation $346,000.00 

Demolition $0.00 

Administrative 

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS $17,435,525.00 

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSE (ROUNDED) $1 7,436,000.00 
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Edmondson, Chris

From: Gore, Kerry <kgore@dot.ga.gov>
Sent: Monday, June 04, 2012 1:19 PM
To: Smith, Adam; Brown, Kim
Cc: Peters, Dave; Williams, Gabrielle; Edmondson, Chris; Karis, Tom
Subject: RE: PI 0009323 - Coweta County - Concept Report for your review - Please Expedite!

Adam, 
 
At this time, we concur with the cost that the County prepared, however, as plans develop we will need this cost revised 
and submitted for review. 
 
Thanks 
 

Kerry Gore 
District Utilities Engineer 
District 3 ‐ Thomaston 
115 Transportation Boulevard 
Thomaston, GA 30286 
(706) 646‐6690 
 

From: Smith, Adam  
Sent: Thursday, May 31, 2012 10:05 AM 
To: Gore, Kerry; Brown, Kim 
Cc: Peters, Dave; Williams, Gabrielle; 'Edmondson, Chris'; 'TKaris@chacompanies.com' 
Subject: FW: PI 0009323 - Coweta County - Concept Report for your review - Please Expedite! 
 
Kerry/Kim, 
 
See comment number 8 from Design Policy and Support.  The Utilities for this project are Local.  The attached cost 
estimate revision was submitted last Fall.  We copied your Office.  This cost will be updated as otherwise instructed, or 
once FHWA signs off on the VE Implementation Letter.  In the meantime, could you provide concurrence with the 
attached costs. 
 
Thanks, 
 

Adam Smith, P.E. 
Project Manager 
Office of Program Delivery 
Phone:  706‐621‐9704 
Email:  adsmith@dot.ga.gov 
101 Transportation Blvd. 
Thomaston, GA 30286 
 
 
 

From: Peters, Dave  
Sent: Thursday, May 31, 2012 9:32 AM 
To: Smith, Adam 
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Cc: 'Edmondson, Chris'; 'TKaris@chacompanies.com'; Story, Brent; Hill, Stanley; Hilliard, Bobby; McMurry, Russell; 
Simpson, Jim; Larson, Kimberly; Ross, Gerald; Goldberg, Jill; Millen, David; Myers, Lisa; Bowman, Glenn; Zahul, Kathy; 
VanDyke, Cindy; Rabun, Ben; Bickers, Windy; Williams, Gabrielle 
Subject: RE: PI 0009323 - Coweta County - Concept Report for your review - Please Expedite! 
 
We were waiting to provide the comments from the Office Head review all at once (we’ve gotten a number of 
comments from PM’s asking us to provide them that way) , but if it will help expedite the report, we are certainly 
flexible.   
 
Here’s what we’ve gotten so far from the Office Head Reviews: 
 

 Project Review Engineer (Lisa Myers) – Recommends with no comments. 
 

 Environmental Services (Glenn Bowman) – Recommends with no comments. 
 

 Traffic Operations (Kathy Zahul) – Recommends with no comments. 
 

 Design Policy & Support (Jim Simpson) – Has the following comments: 
 

1. On page 4, what about “Build” level of service? Also, Table2 ‐ Where on Poplar Road were the crashes? Where 
they within project limits? What can be attributed to them being higher than SW average? Is this project 
expected to reduce frequency and severity?  

2. On page 6, the traffic data should also include Base or Open Year (2020) traffic projections in addition to Current 
Year (2010)(update to 2012 if possible) and Design Year (2040).  

3. On page 9, parcel count shows 27; attachment indicates 33 parcels. 
4. On page 13, responsible party for performing utility relocations would be the individual utility companies, not 

the County. 
5. On page 14, normally just the reimbursable utility costs are shown in the funding responsibilities table. Also, the 

CST amount does not appear to be correct based on the preferred alternate detailed estimate attachment when 
adding 5% E&I and liquid AC adjustment. 

6. Recommend labeling Layout #5 as the Preferred Alternate. 
7. Detailed CST estimate should be in CES format and dated. 
8. Utility cost estimate should be prepared by GDOT District Utilities Office or they should provide concurrence 

with consultant prepared estimate. 
9. Environmental Mitigation estimate should be prepared by GDOT Office of Environmental Services or they 

should  provide concurrence with consultant prepared estimate. 
 

We’re also working on reviewing the LOS/Capacity as recently directed.   
 

 Financial Management (Windy Bickers) provided the following comment: 
After reviewing the draft concept report, the only thing I saw for us would on page 14.  The RW estimate date should 
show 2‐21‐2012, not 5‐16‐2011 per the attached RW document in the draft.  I only mentioned it because my last RW 
estimate is from 9‐27‐2011 for $22,670,239 and according to the table below the one I have would be more up to 
date than this one. 
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At this point, we haven’t received the required responses from the following offices: 
Planning (Cindy VanDyke), and Bridge (Ben Rabun) 
 
Please note that the 10 business day review period allotted in the PDP has not yet expired (Report was distributed for 
review on May 25, 2012). 
 
Thanks! 
 
Dave Peters 
(404) 631‐1738 (26th floor) 
 

From: Smith, Adam  
Sent: Thursday, May 31, 2012 9:00 AM 
To: Peters, Dave; Williams, Gabrielle 
Cc: 'Edmondson, Chris'; 'TKaris@chacompanies.com'; Story, Brent; Hill, Stanley; Hilliard, Bobby; McMurry, Russell; 
Simpson, Jim; Larson, Kimberly; Ross, Gerald; Goldberg, Jill; Millen, David 
Subject: RE: PI 0009323 - Coweta County - Concept Report for your review - Please Expedite! 
 
Dave/Gabrielle, 
 
I haven’t received any news of comments starting to trickle in for the Poplar Road Concept Report.  I hope no news is 
good news, but I also realize that it is a lot to digest.  I will be on vacation next week, but I will be responding to emails 
and phone calls of this importance.  If possible, when/if comments are received, please copy Chris and Tom as I have 
done on this email so that we can expedite responses or revisions if necessary. 
 
I have had numerous phone calls and emails from Communications (Kimberly Larson)  and the Deputy Press Secretary 
(Jill Goldberg coordinating with David Spears) as multiple Newspapers, Government Officials, Board Members, and 
Congressman continue to request a status of the project.  Congressman Westmorland made a comment at a recent 
outing that GDOT had ”voted to approve the VE Responses and Concept Report”.  The Newnan Times Herald was doing 
a report and wanted clarification as to what this actually meant moving forward.   I offered clarification to 
Communications and let them know that the VE Reponses have been signed off on by GDOT and are pending FHWA 
concurrence, and that the Concept report is under an expedited review by GDOT and will then require FHWA 
concurrence as this is a Full Oversight Project. 
 
I appreciate your efforts to expedite and you have my full cooperation. 
 
Thanks, 
 

Adam Smith, P.E. 



Impacts  Credits Area Unit Cost Cost 

Wetlands n/a none 0 0

Jurisictional 

Ephemeral 

Streams

none n/a 0 0

Perennial 

Stream
1000 n/a $82/Credit $82,000

$82,000

Concept Environmental Mitigation Cost Estimate

CSNHS‐0009‐00(323) Coweta County

PI No. 0009323

Poplar Road @ I‐85 New Interchange

Total Cost
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Edmondson, Chris

From: Westberry, Lisa <lwestberry@dot.ga.gov>
Sent: Monday, June 04, 2012 1:52 PM
To: Edmondson, Chris
Cc: Bowman, Larry
Subject: RE: Poplar Road @ I-85 New Interchange, PI 0009323 - Concept Report Mitigation Cost 

Estimate Concurrence 

Chris, 
 
With the one small change we discussed on the phone this morning, please accept this as my approval of the cost estimate for 
mitigation.  If you need any additional information, please don’t hesitate to ask. 
 
Thank you,  
Lisa Westberry  
Georgia Department of Transportation 
600 West Peachtree Street, NW, Atlanta, GA 30308 
404‐631‐1772 
 

From: Westberry, Lisa  
Sent: Monday, June 04, 2012 9:56 AM 
To: Bowman, Larry 
Subject: RE: Poplar Road @ I-85 New Interchange, PI 0009323 - Concept Report Mitigation Cost Estimate Concurrence 
 
Larry, 
 
Chris is going to make one small change.  He is changing lf to credits.  Other than that, all is good. 
 
Lisa Westberry  
Georgia Department of Transportation 
600 West Peachtree Street, NW, Atlanta, GA 30308 
404‐631‐1772 
 

From: Bowman, Larry  
Sent: Monday, June 04, 2012 9:49 AM 
To: Westberry, Lisa 
Subject: FW: Poplar Road @ I-85 New Interchange, PI 0009323 - Concept Report Mitigation Cost Estimate Concurrence 
 
Lisa, FYI 
 

From: Edmondson, Chris [mailto:CEdmondson@chacompanies.com]  
Sent: Monday, June 04, 2012 9:40 AM 
To: Bowman, Larry 
Cc: Smith, Adam; Peters, Dave; Simpson, Jim 
Subject: Poplar Road @ I-85 New Interchange, PI 0009323 - Concept Report Mitigation Cost Estimate Concerrence  
 
Larry, 
 
Please find the attached revised Concept Report Mitigation Cost Estimate. This estimate has been revised to reflect a 
lower unit cost for stream impacts per Lisa Westberry’s recommendation. Please review the estimate and provide your 
concurrence. 
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Thank you, 
 
Chris Edmondson, PE 
Transportation Project Manager 
CHA ~ Design/Construction Solutions 
Main – 678.954.5000 ext 293 
Fax – 678.954.5001 
E-mail - cedmondson@chacompanies.com 
www.chacompanies.com  
 



Accident No Date Time County Route Type Route Milelog 
Intersecting 
Rt Type 

Intersecting 
Rt Injuries 

'74240398 9/18/2007 12:30 PM Coweta County Road '010300 0.9 3 '074109 0
'72140148 5/1/2007 8:42 AM Coweta County Road '010300 0.97 ' 0
'72760506 6/11/2007 7:26 PM Coweta County Road '010300 1.05 ' 1
'75780129 12/17/2007 11:23 AM Coweta County Road '010300 1.32 2 '011900 0
'73830373 8/27/2007 7:56 AM Coweta County Road '010300 1.6 2 '075300 2
'70390011 1/9/2007 7:38 PM Coweta County Road '010300 1.87 ' 0
'72760524 6/5/2007 6:28 AM Coweta County Road '010300 2.22 ' 0
'73730533 8/6/2007 7:23 AM Coweta County Road '010300 2.72 2 '083200 0
'83380476 7/25/2008 5:58 PM Coweta County Road '010300 0.9 3 '074109 0
'81170628 3/13/2008 5:37 PM Coweta County Road '010300 0.9 3 '074109 0
'81200049 3/28/2008 12:55 PM Coweta County Road '010300 0.93 ' 0
'85620073 11/3/2008 11:14 AM Coweta County Road '010300 1.03 2 '040000 1
'80590698 2/4/2008 5:10 PM Coweta County Road '010300 1.09 ' 0
'82130263 4/29/2008 12:00 PM Coweta County Road '010300 1.23 ' 0
'84540406 10/24/2008 2:58 PM Coweta County Road '010300 1.32 ' 1
'82110532 5/15/2008 6:32 AM Coweta County Road '010300 1.36 ' 1
'85070281 11/21/2008 11:12 AM Coweta County Road '010300 1.43 ' 0
'84140141 9/9/2008 3:29 PM Coweta County Road '010300 1.57 ' 0
'84540375 10/17/2008 3:25 PM Coweta County Road '010300 1.6 2 '075300 1
'81200115 4/10/2008 6:06 PM Coweta County Road '010300 1.71 ' 0
'83510347 8/13/2008 7:38 AM Coweta County Road '010300 2.01 ' 0
'85650572 12/15/2008 12:00 PM Coweta County Road '010300 2.46 ' 0
'90480469 1/22/2009 12:31 PM Coweta County Road '010300 0.9 3 '074109 2
'90480468 1/22/2009 1:39 PM Coweta County Road '010300 0.9 3 '074109 0
'90780329 2/11/2009 2:48 PM Coweta County Road '010300 0.9 3 '074109 0
'94230442 9/29/2009 8:15 AM Coweta County Road '010300 1.03 2 '040000 3
'95890131 10/2/2009 1:40 PM Coweta County Road '010300 1.32 2 '011900 0
'95080304 10/2/2009 1:40 PM Coweta County Road '010300 1.34 ' 0
'90870249 2/11/2009 10:28 AM Coweta County Road '010300 1.4 2 '011800 0
'92560017 5/2/2009 9:00 PM Coweta County Road '010300 1.71 ' 1
'91260720 3/30/2009 8:22 AM Coweta County Road '010300 2.01 ' 1

Highlighted Rows indicate accidents occuring within the proposed project limits.

COWETA COUNTY, Big Poplar Road (CR 103) from E. Newnan Road (CS 074109) to Yeager Road (CR 79)



Accident No Fatalities Harmful Event Collision 
Location of 
Impact Light 

'74240398 0 Motor Vehicle in Motion Angle On Roadway Daylight 
'72140148 0 Motor Vehicle in Motion Sideswipe - Opposite Direction On Roadway Daylight 
'72760506 0 Motor Vehicle in Motion Rear End On Roadway Daylight 
'75780129 0 Curb Not A Collision With A Motor Vehicle On Shoulder Daylight 
'73830373 0 Motor Vehicle in Motion Rear End On Roadway Daylight 
'70390011 0 Utility Pole Not A Collision With A Motor Vehicle Off Roadway Dark-Not Lighted 
'72760524 0 Overturn Not A Collision With A Motor Vehicle On Roadway Daylight 
'73730533 0 Mailbox Not A Collision With A Motor Vehicle Off Roadway Daylight 
'83380476 0 Parked Motor Vehicle Rear End On Roadway Daylight 
'81170628 0 Motor Vehicle in Motion Angle On Roadway Daylight 
'81200049 0 Motor Vehicle in Motion Rear End On Roadway Daylight 
'85620073 0 Motor Vehicle in Motion Angle On Roadway Daylight 
'80590698 0 Motor Vehicle in Motion Angle On Roadway Daylight 
'82130263 0 Mailbox Not A Collision With A Motor Vehicle Off Roadway Daylight 
'84540406 0 Motor Vehicle in Motion Rear End On Roadway Daylight 
'82110532 0 Pedestrian Not A Collision With A Motor Vehicle On Roadway Dark-Not Lighted 
'85070281 0 Motor Vehicle in Motion Rear End On Roadway Daylight 
'84140141 0 Motor Vehicle in Motion Rear End On Roadway Daylight 
'84540375 0 Motor Vehicle in Motion Rear End On Roadway Daylight 
'81200115 0 Motor Vehicle in Motion Angle On Roadway Daylight 
'83510347 0 Motor Vehicle in Motion Rear End On Roadway Daylight 
'85650572 0 Motor Vehicle in Motion Rear End On Roadway Daylight 
'90480469 0 Motor Vehicle in Motion Rear End On Roadway Daylight 
'90480468 0 Motor Vehicle in Motion Rear End On Roadway Daylight 
'90780329 0 Motor Vehicle in Motion Angle On Roadway Daylight 
'94230442 0 Motor Vehicle in Motion Angle On Roadway Daylight 
'95890131 0 Motor Vehicle in Motion Angle On Roadway Daylight 
'95080304 0 Motor Vehicle in Motion Angle On Roadway Daylight 
'90870249 0 Motor Vehicle in Motion Sideswipe - Same Direction On Roadway Daylight 
'92560017 0 Motor Vehicle in Motion Angle On Roadway Dark-Not Lighted 
'91260720 0 Motor Vehicle in Motion Rear End On Roadway Daylight 

Highlighted Rows indicate accidents occuring within the proposed project limits.

COWETA COUNTY, Big Poplar Road (CR 103) from E. Newnan Road (CS 074109) to Yeager Road (CR 79)



Accident No Surface DirVeh1 DirVeh2 MnvrVeh1 MnvrVeh2 
'74240398 Dry E W Turning Left Straight 
'72140148 Dry W E Turning Left Straight 
'72760506 Dry E N Straight Turning Left 
'75780129 Dry N Turning Left 
'73830373 Dry E E Straight Stopped 
'70390011 Dry E Straight 
'72760524 Wet E Straight 
'73730533 Dry N Backing 
'83380476 Wet S S Straight Stopped 
'81170628 Dry S W Turning Left Straight 
'81200049 Dry W W Straight Stopped 
'85620073 Dry N E Turning Left Straight 
'80590698 Dry N W Entering/Leaving Driveway Straight 
'82130263 Dry W Straight 
'84540406 Wet W W Straight Stopped 
'82110532 Dry E Straight 
'85070281 Dry S S Straight Stopped 
'84140141 Dry E E Straight Stopped 
'84540375 Wet W W Straight Straight 
'81200115 Dry W N Straight Straight 
'83510347 Wet W W Straight Stopped 
'85650572 Dry W W Straight Straight 
'90480469 Dry S S Straight Stopped 
'90480468 Dry E E Straight Stopped 
'90780329 Dry E N Turning Left Straight 
'94230442 Dry W E Turning Left Straight 
'95890131 Dry N N Turning Left Turning Left 
'95080304 Dry N N Turning Left Turning Left 
'90870249 Dry N E Turning Right Straight 
'92560017 Wet S W Straight Straight 
'91260720 Dry W W Straight Stopped 

Highlighted Rows indicate accidents occuring within the proposed project limits.

COWETA COUNTY, Big Poplar Road (CR 103) from E. Newnan Road (CS 074109) 
to Yeager Road (CR 79)











Concept Pavement Study 

CSNHS‐0009‐00(323) 

PI No. 0009323 

Coweta County 

 

Description of Proposed Project 

 

Project CSNHS‐0009‐00(323) proposes to construct a new interstate access point along I‐85 at Poplar 

Road just east of the City of Newnan in central Coweta County Georgia. The project would include the 

construction of a fully directional interchange with entrance and exit ramps, removal and replacement 

of the existing Poplar Road overpass, and the widening and reconstruction of Poplar Road approaching 

and departing the proposed interchange. It is anticipated that the existing pavement would be utilized in 

the widening of Poplar Road.  The typical cross section of Poplar Road would be four 11‐foot wide lanes 

separated by a raised 20‐foot wide median with an urban shoulder section. The proposed cross section 

would incorporate pedestrian friendly streetscape facilities and amenities including 5‐foot wide 

sidewalks illuminated by overhead street lights. 

 

Project History: The proposed interchange of Poplar Road @ I‐85 was first added to Coweta County’s 

Long Range Transportation plan in 2002. The project was formally added to the Atlanta Regional 

Commission‘s Mobility 2030 Regional Transportation Plan and Transportation Improvement Program. 

An Interchange Justification Report was advanced and accepted in 2008. 

 

Adjoining Projects: None 

 

Specific Local Characteristics: Construction and pending opening of the Piedmont Newnan Hospital will 

greatly increase the volume of emergency vehicles to Poplar Road. The construction of the interchange 

will have an increase to the truck traffic of the road, but it is interchange and Poplar Road is not 

expected to be a major truck route.  

 

Maintenance History: 

 

Railroad Considerations: Although a railroad is within the project area (Central of Georgia, Norfolk 

Southern) the railroad does not cross or in any other way conflict with Poplar Road. 

 

Section Retentions: The proposed typical section of the widening of Poplar Road includes a raised 20 ft. 

wide median. With the widening of the road expected to be symmetrical to the existing centerline, there 

will be large areas of Poplar Road where existing pavement will not be utilized as part of the proposed 

traveled roadway. However, based upon Concept Level Layouts, a majority of the existing pavement 

does lie within the limits of proposed roadway and should be considered for retention. 

 

 



Preliminary Pavement Evaluation Report 

 

On September 16th of 2011 a field investigation of the Poplar Road @ I‐85 Interchange site was 

conducted. The conditions of the pavement on Poplar Road as well as the shoulders, ditches and 

drainage structures were recorded. This report is intended to assess the general condition of the Poplar 

Road project corridor, and provide a Concept Level pavement design based upon AADT traffic and 

preliminary values for soil support. 

 

General Observations: 

 Roadway – the existing section of flexible asphalt pavement on Poplar road is a two lane road 

with widening for turn‐lanes at the intersections at Newnan Crossing Bypass and Newnan 

Crossing Boulevard. The condition of the pavement on Poplar Road should be considered as 

generally good. Observations of pavement distresses included identified locations of Transverse 

and Load Cracking of a severity level 1 as defined by the GDOT Pavement Design Manual 

Appendix E Pavement Condition Evaluation System. Poplar Road has been recently resurfaced or 

resurfaced and widened at the following locations: 

o Newnan Crossing Boulevard / Eastern Entrance to Piedmont Newnan Hospital – 

Widening and resurfacing of Poplar Road to accommodate access to the hospital. 

o Western Entrance to Piedmont Newnan Hospital – Widening and resurfacing of Poplar 

Road to accommodate access to the hospital. 

o Eastern Approach/Departure @ I‐85 Overpass – Resurfacing of the roadway was done to 

match the grade of the road to the eastern end of the overpass that had been raised as 

part of the I‐85 widening and reconstruction project.   

 Shoulders – the primary shoulder type for Poplar Road is rural although urban shoulders have 

recently been constructed in the areas of access to the hospital along deceleration lanes. The 

existing rural shoulders on Poplar Road vary in width from approximately 15 ft. at the bridge 

approaches to approximately 4 ft. The shoulders are mostly grassed with some areas having a 

narrow paved width of asphalt. The general condition of the grassed shoulders is good.  

 Ditches – the roadway ditches along Poplar Road are grassed with varying width. The depth of 

some of the ditches would prevent adequate conveyance of a 25 year design storm flow. Most 

of the ditches have no outfall protection. 

 Drainage Structures‐the drainage structures along the right of way on Poplar Road consist of 

two 36” cross pipes and multiple driveway pipes of varying diameters. The two cross drain pipes 

have headwalls at both the inlet an outlet ends. The condition of these pipes and headwalls 

appears to be structurally good. Both pipes lack outfall protection and this has resulted in 

significant erosion. The easterly pipe has erosion control further downstream of the outfall.  

 

Concept Pavement Design  

 

The Concept Pavement Design for Poplar Road has been prepared and is presented below. The design of 

this pavement is based upon the approved collected and projected traffic data, and an assumed Soil 



Support and Regional Factor values of 2.5 and 1.6 respectively. The assumed values are based upon 

regional values for Coweta County as provided in the GDOT Pavement Design Manual. 

 

Traffic for Poplar Road:  AADT 2020 – 19,300 

                 2040 – 25,500 
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Phase Status & Funding Status FISCAL TOTAL PHASE BREAKDOWN OF TOTAL PHASE COST BY FUNDING SOURCE

Information YEAR COST FEDERAL STATE BONDS LOCAL/PRIVATE

PE Interstate Maintenance AUTH 2010 $52,500 $47,250 $5,250 $0,000 $0,000

PE Local Jurisdiction/Municipality 
Funds

AUTH 2010 $2,000,000 $0,000 $0,000 $0,000 $2,000,000

PE Local Jurisdiction/Municipality 
Funds

  2013 $1,144,440 $0,000 $0,000 $0,000 $1,144,440

ROW Local Jurisdiction/Municipality 
Funds

  2015 $4,000,000 $0,000 $0,000 $0,000 $4,000,000

CST Bridge (On-System)   2016 $23,548,057 $21,193,251 $2,354,806 $0,000 $0,000

$30,744,997 $21,240,501 $2,360,056 $0,000 $7,144,440

PLAN 2040 PROJECT FACT SHEETCW-AR-003

Short Title I-85 SOUTH AT POPLAR ROAD - NEW INTERCHANGE

GDOT Project No. 0009323

Federal ID No. CSNHS000900323

Status Programmed

Detailed Description and Justification

This project will construct an interchange on I-85 at Poplar Road with a typical diamond configuration. I-85 will be widened to accommodate exit 
and entrance ramps, as well as any required merge lanes. Additionally, Poplar Road will be widened to accommodate additional thru and turn 
lanes. 

Service Type Roadway / Interchange Capacity

Sponsor

Jurisdiction

Coweta County

Regional - Southwest

Existing Thru Lane N/A

Planned Thru Lane N/A
Corridor Length N/A miles

Network Year 2020

Analysis Level In the Region's Air Quality Conformity Analysis

SCP: Scoping    PE: Preliminary engineering / engineering / design / planning       PE-OV: GDOT oversight services for engineering    ROW: Right-of-way Acquistion 
UTL: Utility relocation     CST: Construction / Implementation         ALL: Total estimated cost, inclusive of all phases

? For additional information about this project, please call (404) 463-3100 or email transportation@atlantaregional.com.

Report Generated: 07/27/2011



MEETING MINUTES (FINAL) 
PROJECT KICK-OFF 

Revisions are annotated as such 

DATE: December 16, 2010 CHA FILE: 21857 

PLACE: GDOT OGC, Room 407 TIME:  10:00 AM 

PROJECT: I-85 INTERCHANGE AT POPLAR ROAD, COWETA COUNTY 
  GDOT PI 0009323 / Coweta County Project RB04-12 

ATTENDEES:
At GDOT OGC, Room 407
Tod Handley  Coweta County  (770) 254-3775 thandley@coweta.ga.us
Tavores Edwards  Coweta County  (770) 252-4483 tedwards@coweta.ga.us
Richard Fangmann  Pond & Co. (404) 748-4737 FangmannR@Pondco.com
Lyubov Zuyeva  ARC (404) 463-3306 lzuyeva@atlantaregional.com
Ken Werho GDOT TO TMC (404) 635-8144 kwerho@dot.ga.gov
Adam Smith GDOT OPD (706) 621-9704 adsmith@dot.ga.gov
Stanley Hill GDOT OPD (404) 631-1560 shill@dot.ga.gov
Christy Poon-Atkins FHWA (404) 562-3638 christy.poon-atkins@dot.gov
Coral Torres FHWA (404) 562-3617 coral.torres@dot.gov
Bryan Hollaway GDOT Planning (404) 631-1779 bhollaway@dot.ga.gov
Larry Bowman GDOT OES (404) 631-1362 lbowman@dot.ga.gov
Michael Klahr City of Newnan (770) 253-8433 mklahr@cityofnewnan.org
Todd Hill GT Hill Planners Corp. (678) 205-7315 thill@gthillplanners.com
Jonathan Cox GDOT OES (404) 631-1197 jcox@dot.ga.gov
Richard Crowley GDOT State Utilities Office (404) 631-1372 rcrowley@dot.ga.gov
Anthony Dukes Three Rivers Regional Comm. (678) 692-0510 adukes@threeriversrc.com
Tom Karis CHA, Inc. (678) 954-5000  tkaris@chacompanies.com
Kevin Kahle  CHA, Inc. (678) 954-5000 kkahle@chacompanies.com

At GDOT District 3 via video conference 
Bill Rountree GDOT District 3 (706) 646-6804 brountree@dot.ga.gov
Mike England GDOT District 3 TO (706) 646-6676 mengland@dot.ga.gov
Kerry Gore GDOT District 3 Utilities (706) 646-6690 kgore@dot.ga.gov

PURPOSE: 
The purpose of this kick-off meeting was to introduce the project and initiate discussion and collaboration between 
project stakeholders.  The meeting discussion followed an Agenda (attached) that was distributed to all attendees.  
This summary will follow the Agenda to the extent possible. 

INTRODUCTIONS:
An Attendance List was circulated and each attendee introduced themselves.  Adam Smith then provided a brief 
project meeting purpose introduction and then handed the meeting off to the CHA team. 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION POINTS: 

Tom Karis opened the meeting with a synopsis of events and efforts leading to this point in the project which 
included: 

An Interchange Justification Report (IJR) had been prepared in 2005 thru 2006.  The IJR has been formally 
approved by FHWA in early January of 2008 with a recommendation for a Preferred Alternative which combines 
two component alternatives: 1) operational and capacity improvements at the upstream and downstream 



Meeting Summary: I-85 Interchange at Poplar Road Kick-off December 16, 2010 

interchanges, along with traffic signalization on SR 34 and a SB auxiliary lane on I-85 south of the SR 34 
interchange and 2) a new diamond interchange at the existing grade separated crossing of Poplar Road over I-85.  
During the time period of the IJR preparation and approval process, Piedmont Newnan Hospital had been in the 
planning stages of a new regional hospital in proximity to the Poplar Road overpass crossing of I-85. The actions of 
the IJR process and the hospital planning process were on-going concurrently with recognition of both efforts.  A 
DRI had been prepared and approved for the hospital. The hospital plans had been advancing in 2007 and 2008 with 
full anticipation of construction to be forthcoming at that time.  The economic downturn caused a re-prioritization 
by Piedmont Newnan Hospital, ultimately resulting in the stoppage of work on the hospital part way through the site 
preparation and foundation construction in or about 2009. 

In 2010, Piedmont Newnan Hospital re-initiated construction of the hospital on an accelerated schedule. The 
hospital has recently announced a planned public opening in the spring of 2012.  Most recently the hospital has 
announced in the local periodicals that the building framework is completed, and work on the interior systems will 
be commencing immediately. 

In the summer of 2010, Coweta County issued an RFQ for design services to facilitate and advance the design 
development and NEPA approval process for a new interchange at Poplar Road and I-85 consistent with the 
information presented in the IJR.  CHA as prime consultant, and supported with a team of subconsultant specialists, 
was selected by Coweta County as the design professional team for the assignment.  CHA is the prime consultant 
holding the Professional Services Agreement with Coweta County.  Coweta County has an Agreement with GDOT.  
All Agreements are in place between GDOT and Coweta County, Coweta County and CHA, and CHA and our 
subconsultant team members.  

Tavores Edwards then indicated that the project has been in the planning stages for years, and he stressed the 
importance of the project to Coweta County and the region.  He further stated that the proposed interchange is 
currently scheduled for opening in 2020, and re-iterated the point that the Piedmont Newnan Hospital is a regional 
facility, and it is on an accelerated schedule with opening scheduled for spring 2012.  He stressed the need for 
emergency access to the proposed hospital from the Interstate. 

Tod Handley re-iterated the point that in accordance with the IJR, the proposed interchange is not specifically for 
the hospital and that the proposed Poplar Road interchange is needed to address traffic and congestion on SR 34 
Bullsboro Road, as well as provide a critical access link for emergency services to the proposed hospital and 
alternate traffic routing within the County’s transportation network. 

Tom Karis re-capped the salient points specific to the IJR: 
The IJR was prepared in 2005 thru 2006 with approval from FHWA being granted in January 2008. 
The Preferred Alternative in the approved IJR was identified as Alternative 4 – Optimized Build 
Alternative.  Alternative 4 is a combination of two alternatives; Alternative 2 –Build Alternative is a 
diamond interchange at the existing location of Poplar Road over I-85 and Alternative 3 – In Lieu of 
Alternative is a series of lesser improvements at SR34, US 29 and along I-85. 
Referring to the aerial imagery graphics – Tom Karis indicated and identified some of the 
recommendations in Alternative 3 have been already completed under other projects or are currently 
advancing as separate projects.  Those recommendations/improvements include the I-85 widening and 
interchange ramp improvements that have been recently constructed; and the US29/SR16 intersection 
improvements that CHA is advancing as a GDOT/GRTA/Coweta County project with a scheduled letting 
in 2011-2012. 
The SR34/SE Bypass is currently being advanced by CHA with a tentative PFPR date scheduled for the 
Winter/Spring 2011. 

He then stated that the primary goals and objectives of this meeting are to collaborate and develop consensus on a 
project gameplan which is well-founded on a concise and agreed upon Purpose and Need Statement; is cognizant of 
the Piedmont Newnan Hospital status; recognizes all of the procedural requirements; and which is a cooperative and 
collaborative effort involving of all the stakeholders. 
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Christy Poon-Atkins raised the question specific to the IJR approval being contingent upon the improvements 
identified in Alternative 3 and the current status of those improvements being facilitated under separate and other 
projects. Did the advancement of those Alternative 3 recommendations alter or invalidate the nature, intent and/or 
content of the IJR approval process?  She went to advise the attendees that further review and internal (FHWA) 
collaboration of the approved IJR would be required in order to answer that question.  It was agreed by the attendees 
that the resolution of that item will be paramount to the scope, schedule and direction of work which will be 
required. 

Richard Fangmann re-stated and explained the components of Alternative 3 - In Lieu of Alternative that have been 
constructed as parts of the I-85 project that has been recently completed, as well as he offered his professional 
opinion on the information contained with the IJR and its recognition of the hospital and the land uses, and land use 
planning which was the basis for the traffic analyses. 

There was general discussion related to the Need and Purpose, and Goals and Objectives of the IJR, as well as the 
correlation between the results and recommendations in the IJR and the consequences to those conclusions based 
upon the status of the current transportation network and the realization of the Piedmont Newnan Hospital.  Based 
upon her understanding of the situation, Ms. Poon-Atkins issued an opinion that the IJR is not approved for the 
current Need and Purpose because the IJR did not consider the hospital.  Ms. Poon-Atkins was of the opinion that 
the Need and Purpose has changed from the approved IJR based upon the fact that the completed improvements on 
I-85 (those consistent with Alternative 3 – In Lieu Alternative) have relieved congestion on I-85.  

Other attendees offered opinions from their review or knowledge of the IJR that, yes, the IJR did recognize the 
proposed hospital.   

It was resolved that clarification on this issue will require further investigation by FHWA with a resolution in the 
form of an official opinion being presented. 

Stanley Hill indicated that a Need and Purpose Statement needs to be prepared and submitted to GDOT for review 
and approval.  He further stated that the IJR should be re-approved as part of the normal design development process 
since so much time has lapsed.  Mr. Hill stated that CHA will need to submit a Final Need and Purpose Statement to 
GDOT for formal review and approval at such time that a Final Need and Purpose Statement is completed by CHA.  

There was general discussion specific to the project in the TIP as it related to the Opening Year.  There was 
discussion that the project is currently identified as a 2020 Opening with no secured funding source identified.  The 
resolution of the Opening Year is necessary for the development of traffic projections and traffic-related studies.  
This led to a general group discussion about the public response to the hospital opening in 2012 and the interchange 
opening no sooner than 2017.  Identification and securing of funding sources and consensus on the Opening Year is 
unresolved. 

Todd Hill provided an update on the environmental status.  A preliminary screening of the project area was 
completed as part of the RFQ response process.  Overall the general project area, based upon the conventional 
diamond interchange configuration, appears to be of limited complexity.  Mr. (Todd) Hill did go on to say that he 
has screened the project limits and identified a number of  features including, but not limited to, several small 
streams, a wetland in close proximity to a pond, and the railroad is historic.  He then went on to state that from his 
reconnaissance he did observe a number of “for sale” signs along the Poplar Road corridor, and from his 
understanding of the project he does anticipate that right of way acquisitions will be required. 

Adam Smith raised the question of archaeological resources.  Mr. Hill responded that nothing has been identified 
from our initial screening and database search, nor does the area appear to be highly sensitive.  Detailed 
archaeological studies will be conducted after the area of impacts is formally defined through design development 
refinement. 

Todd Hill then briefly explained the CHA team’s public outreach process, and the fact that this project scope does 
have a Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC).  It was the opinion of Mr. (Todd) Hill that a CAC was not truly 
applicable to this project given its nature and limited consequences.  Jonathan Cox acknowledged this approach and 
suggested that a proactive and open public outreach will engage those stakeholders interested in the project.  
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There was discussion specific to the NEPA process to be followed.  Mr. (Todd) Hill offered that an expanded 
Categorical Exclusion could expedite the approval process faster than a traditional Environmental Assessment.  The 
level of public involvement could be expanded within the Categorical Exclusion process to fulfill the public 
involvement objectives.  Mr. Cox offered his opinion that Categorical Exclusions are typically not the Federal 
approval vehicle for new interchanges.  He suggested that a meeting be scheduled with GDOT and FHWA to 
discuss and reach consensus on the required level of NEPA documentation and process. 

Jonathan Cox advised Mr. (Todd) Hill that the noise regulations will be changing, and he should be cognizant of 
any new policies, procedures and/or standards. 

Tom Karis offered the Next Steps to be advanced by CHA and the design team.  Pond & Co. through CHA had 
previously submitted the traffic data count locations and methodologies to GDOT for review and approval.  
Approval was granted by GDOT.  Data collection is scheduled to begin the week of December 6th.  Mr. Karis then 
emphasized the need to resolve the Need and Purpose discussion that was held earlier in the meeting. 

Bill Rountree asked a number of specific questions of Coweta County as a means to define the collective 
understanding of all attendees.  Those questions were: 
Is this project (Poplar Road Interchange) a priority project? 
What happens if the hospital is opening prior to the opening of the proposed interchange? 
What are the implications of not having the interchange open before the hospital is open? 
Should there be interim projects along Poplar Road sponsored by the County to meet the transportation needs of 
the new hospital since they will be open before the interchange is built?
How can the schedule be accelerated? 

Tavores Edwards responded: 
Yes, the project is a priority and it “needs to be done yesterday”. 
We need the interchange ASAP (It was acknowledged earlier in the meeting that the interchange will not be open at 
the time of opening for the hospital).  The local roads will become heavily congested. 

Tod Handley responded: 
Yes, the project is a priority; the County needs it soon, but the County is also aware of the funding challenges. 

In light of the recognition that an accelerated schedule is desired by the County and acknowledgment that funding is 
still unresolved, Tom Karis raised the question of ETC as it relates to all of our traffic, environmental and design 
development studies. 

Stanley Hill stated that a schedule needs to be established.  And he went on to say that the IJR review can be done 
concurrent with the Concept Development and Approval process.  He continued to say that if the project is identified 
in the STIP for 2017 (reference made earlier by Adam Smith), then that is the schedule that should be prepared with 
the interim milestone dates. 

Mr. (Stanley) Hill concluded that this meeting cannot be formally recognized as an Initial Concept Team Meeting 
and can only be considered a project team coordination meeting. 

Adam Smith concluded that the meeting is a project kick-off. 

ACTION ITEMS:   

CHA will advance traffic data collection starting the week of December 6th.

CHA will prepare a schedule for a NEPA EA process which achieves the desired outcome of 2017 ETC consistent 
with the STIP. 

GDOT will provide FHWA with a hard copy of the approved IJR. 
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CHA will prepare a Meeting Summary and issue to Adam Smith as a DRAFT for his distribution to all attendees. 

OTHER DISCUSSION ITEMS/TOPICS/STATEMENTS: 

Coweta County will need to be prepared to address public perception issues if the hospital opens and the interchange 
lags significantly. 

Determination on ETC is important. 

Estimated cost is $25M to $30M (opinion offered by CHA). 

Constructability of the bridges over I-85 and possible detour routes. 

Consideration of ITS in the corridor. 

Railroad coordination and involvement will be required.  Any bridge crossings of the railroad will require design 
development to accommodate a future second track. 

The meeting adjourned at 11:45am. 

This Meeting Summary is intended to be an accurate record of key points, topics and discussions that were held 
during the meeting.  

Please provide any comments to Adam Smith at adsmith@dot.ga.gov by Wednesday, December 15th, 2010 for 
distribution to CHA.  Upon receipt of comments, CHA will revise the Meeting Summary to reflect the input offered.  
CHA will annotate in the Final Meeting Summary the comments offered as a result of the Draft review.  At that 
time, CHA will then re-issue the FINAL Meeting Summary to Adam Smith for distribution and project records. 

       Thomas P. Karis, P.E. 
       Project Manager 

Supplemental e-mail communication provided by Christy Poon-Atkins (FHWA) to Adam Smith (GDOT) on 
December 15, 2010 related to comments and input to the DRAFT Meeting Summary: 

“As noted in the initial project meeting held on 12/2/10, there have been changes to the proposed project in 
comparison to what was proposed in the 2008 IJR.  It was also noted in the initial meeting that the Need and 
Purpose for the project has also been modified.  Therefore, the project that was presented in the IJR will be 
inconsistent with how the purpose will be presented in the NEPA document.  Essentially, there will be different 
projects in the IJR and in the related NEPA document. 

The FHWA GA Division Office has determined that the IJR should be revised to reflect the proposed project 
consistently with other documents and resubmitted to FHWA for review.” 

TPK/cec 
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MEETING MINUTES (FINAL)
GDOT OES/ FHWA PROJECT COORDINATION – STANDING MONTHLY MEETING for JANUARY

Revisions are annotated as such 

Clarifications, interpretations and/or opinions are annotated as such with identification of the source. 

DATE: January 6, 2011 CHA FILE: 21857 

PLACE: GDOT OGC, 16th Floor Conference Room TIME: 10:00 AM 

PROJECT: I-85 INTERCHANGE AT POPLAR ROAD, COWETA COUNTY
 GDOT PI 0009323 / Coweta County Project RB04-12

ATTENDEES:
Tod Handley  Coweta County (770) 254-3775 thandley@coweta.ga.us
Wayne Kennedy Coweta County (770) 683-2300 wkennedy@coweta.ga.us
Adam Smith GDOT OPD (706) 621-9704 adsmith@dot.ga.gov
Jeff Swiderski GDOT District 3 Design (706) 646-6662 jswiderski@dot.ga.gov
Jason Mobley GDOT District 3 Design (706) 646-6990 jmobley@dot.ga.gov
Chetna Dixon FHWA (404) 562-3655 chetna.dixon@dot.ga.gov
Christy Poon-Atkins FHWA (404) 562-3638 christy.poon-atkins@dot.gov
Larry Bowman GDOT OES (404) 631-1362 lbowman@dot.ga.gov
Todd Hill GT Hill Planners Corp. (678) 205-7315 thill@gthillplanners.com
Jonathan Cox GDOT OES (404) 631-1197 jcox@dot.ga.gov
Tom Karis CHA, Inc. (678) 954-5000 tkaris@chacompanies.com
Chris Edmondson CHA, Inc. (678) 954-5000 cedmondson@chacompanies.com

PURPOSE:
The purpose of this project coordination meeting was to involve and update FHWA, GDOT and Coweta County on 
the status of the Poplar Road Interchange at I-85 (PI 0009323) design development and environmental approval 
process, and the inter-action and inter-relationships of the proposed interchange project with on-going transportation 
and land use projects in close proximity to the proposed interchange. 

INTRODUCTIONS:
An Attendance List was circulated and each attendee introduced themselves.  Adam Smith then provided a brief 
project meeting purpose introduction and then handed the meeting off to the CHA team.  Tom Karis unrolled a large 
scale aerial imagery plot of the I-85 corridor (from approximately the SR34 Interchange to the north extending to 
south of the US29/SR14 Interchange to the south) with graphic overlays of the following projects superimposed on 
the aerial imagery: 
                PI 0006293 Intersection Improvements at Pine Road and US 29/SR14 
                PI 0006877 SR16 Improvements US29/SR14 to I-85 Overpass 
                PI 0007694 SR34/ SE Bypass (Turkey Creek Road to SR16) 
                PI 0009323 Poplar Road Interchange at I-85 
                Piedmont/Newnan Hospital at Poplar Road and I-85 
                 
Annotations on the graphics also included identification of recommendations from the “In Lieu of” Alternative 
identified in the Approved Interchange Justification Report as they related to the I-85 corridor, the SR 34 corridor 
and interchange and the US29/SR14 intersection. 
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SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION POINTS:

Tom Karis opened the meeting with a synopsis of events and efforts leading to this point in the project which 
included a chronology and description of the actions within the project area: 

PI 0006293 Intersection Improvements at Pine Road and US29/SR14 is a proposed project that is currently being 
advanced in detailed design development by CHA.  CHA has been under contract with Coweta County since 2004.  
The project was initiated as an intersection safety improvement to address offset intersection approach geometry.  
The project was sponsored by the County with involvement and funding through GDOT and GRTA.  The project 
was initially packaged with 2 other projects for the purposes of NEPA processing.  The intersection improvement 
initially had an ETC of 2008 and an ETC+20 of 2028.  Since that time, as a result of funding and scoping issues, the 
two other projects have been separated from this intersection and the current project is being advanced as a separate 
Categorical Exclusion (CE).  The ETC is currently 2013 and the ETC+20 is 2033.  The project limits have expanded 
to the north and south along US29/SR14 as a result of lane geometry to accommodate the additional traffic volumes 
resulting from traffic forecasting.  This has resulted in additional environmental consequences which are identified 
and assessed as part of the on-going re-evaluation for the CE for this project. 

FHWA Attendees Recorded: The scope of the project has been expanded to include future accommodations 
associated with the Newnan Bypass and SR 16 (termini). Initially GDOT processed 0006293 as a PCE.  However, 
the Department will submit a reevaluation of the proposed project under a CE to FHWA for approval.  Again, the 
N/P changed from safety to capacity for the Pine Road Intersection.  The schedule of submittal of the reevaluated 
CE is unknown at this time. This has resulted in additional environmental consequences which are being 
identified and evaluated within the proposed project’s Categorical Exclusion. (FHWA noted it appears 
segmentation of the projects has occurred.  GDOT will need to submit documentation the project has logical 
termini and independent utility to proceed with PI 0006293.  

Adam Smith supplemented the discussion of the Pine Road project with his understanding of the changes in project 
limits and consequences. 

Tom Karis continued with a discussion of PI 0007694 SR34/SE Bypass (also referred to as the Newnan Bypass).  
This segment of the Newnan Bypass is a proposed project that is currently advancing through a NEPA 
Environmental Assessment (EA) by CHA under contract with Coweta County.  CHA initiated concept development 
work on the proposed project in 2005.  The project limits were clearly defined as a new alignment extending from 
Turkey Creek Road to SR16.  At the start of the concept development phases the ETC was established as 2008 with 
ETC+20 at 2028.  During the concept development process the ETC and ETC+20 were adjusted to 2010 and 2030, 
respectively.  Concurrently with the concept and preliminary design phases, the IJR for a new interchange at Poplar 
Road was being advanced and going through the approval process.  As a result of the anticipated traffic that would 
accompany the interchange, traffic-related and land-use information contained within the IJR was factored into the 
updated traffic analyses for the Newnan Bypass.  As the project advanced through the concept development a 
separate project, project PI 0006877 (for capacity improvements along SR16 between the I-85 overpass and the 
intersection of SR16 with US29/SR14) was in the TIP.  The second project (PI 0006877) was added to the PI 
0007694 project to assist in defining the southerly terminus for PI 0007694.  This was done for the purpose of 
identifying the primary and secondary intersection operations based upon the potential changes in the SR16 corridor 
through the County.  Those changes varied from possible expansion of the SR16 corridor across the County to the 
re-designation of SR16 to Poplar Road.  As part of the concept development process the two projects were combined 
into a single EA which has been submitted as a Draft to GDOT and FHWA and is currently being revised to 
address FHWA comments.

FHWA Attendees Recorded: (Consultant indicated failure of LOS at intersection at SR 16.)  Furthermore, the 
consultant indicated that the proposed interchange at Poplar Road is needed to avoid the failing LOS at the 
intersection along SR 16; which the consultant also mentioned was failing due to the Newnan Bypass.  FHWA 
also noted that the scope of work for the currently proposed Poplar Road Interchange that will be included in the 
environmental document will not be consistent with the project as proposed in the IJR that was submitted to 
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FHWA for conditional approval (pending NEPA, federal policy point #8).  (There will essentially be two different 
projects as presented in the IJR and as presented in the environmental document.)

Tom Karis then went on to talk about PI 0009323 Poplar Road Interchange.  The Poplar Road Interchange is in the 
concept design development phase based upon the approved IJR.  Existing traffic information has been requested 
from GDOT and the County, and the actual in-field traffic data collection efforts have been recently completed by 
CHA. 

Tom Karis then summarized the significant growth that had occurred in the project corridors and the concurrency of 
land-use, transportation and economic changes which had, and continued to occur, currently as the various projects 
were developing.  He used the graphics to visually speak to the proximity of, and inter-action and inter-relationships 
of, the Pine Road Intersection project, the Newnan Bypass project, the SR16 project and the recently constructed 
improvements to I-85.  All of the elements discussed were identified on the aerial graphics which were rolled out at 
the beginning of the meeting and which were visible and referenced throughout the meeting. 

Tom Karis then went on to summarize key elements and results contained within the Approved IJR.  The Approved 
IJR concluded with a Recommended Alternative which was comprised of two alternatives which were evaluated.  
The Recommended Alternative was called the “Optimized Build Alternative” which was a combination of a “Build 
Alternative” (a new diamond interchange at the Poplar Road crossing of I-85) and the “In Lieu of” Alternative 
(SR34 signals, I-85 ramp improvements, Pine Road intersection improvements, additional I-85 SB lanes between 
SR34 and Poplar Road).   He further explained that the recent construction of the I-85 corridor project had resulted 
in the construction of a number of components in the “In Lieu of” Alternative, as well as the upcoming 
implementation of a number of the other recommendations (ie. signalization along SR34 and intersection 
improvements at US29/SR14 with SR16).   

Tom Karis then talked about the Piedmont Newnan Hospital status.  During the time period of the IJR preparation 
and approval process, Piedmont Newnan Hospital had been in the planning stages of a new regional hospital in 
proximity to the Poplar Road overpass crossing of I-85. The actions of the IJR process and the hospital planning 
process were on-going concurrently with recognition of both efforts.  A DRI had been prepared and approved for the 
hospital. The hospital plans had been advancing in 2007 and 2008 with full anticipation of construction to be 
forthcoming at that time.  The economic downturn caused a re-prioritization by Piedmont Newnan Hospital, 
ultimately resulting in the stoppage of work on the hospital part way through the site preparation and foundation 
construction in or about 2009.  In 2010, Piedmont Newnan Hospital re-initiated construction of the hospital on an 
accelerated schedule. The hospital has recently announced a planned public opening in the Spring of 2012.   

Christy Poon-Atkins asked whether the project purpose and need had changed from what was described in the 
conditionally approved IJR in light of the fact that some of the recommendations from the IJR had already been 
implemented. She noted that the IJR would need to be re-evaluated and updated to reflect the more up to date traffic 
conditions under the current conditions.  She also questioned what termini were described in the IJR for the 
proposed diamond interchange. 

FHWA Attendees Recorded: After the consultant noted that the intersection fails because of the Bypass project, 
FHWA responded by stating that 'it seems that there is a logical termini issue on the Bypass project'.  The 
consultant contended that the interchange is needed because the intersection on SR 16 fails.  FHWA again 
responded that 'as the current project information is being presented, GDOT is essentially requesting to build an 
interchange to achieve an acceptable LOS at the failing local intersection.'  This further indicates that all 
improvements required with the Bypass project should be revisited to ensure that logical termini is adequately 
assessed.

There was extensive discussion about the validity of the Need and Purpose and the definition of termini as a 
result of the implementation of elements within the “In Lieu of” Alternative being completed since the IJR 
approval.  
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Tom Karis paraphrased from the Approved IJR the key elements of the Need and Purpose which included 
addressing high accident locations, relieving congestion and providing alternate routes between the Interstate and 
the City of Newnan and surrounding Coweta County.

Christy Poon-Atkins noted that the Need and Purpose and the interchange termini would need to be re-evaluated 
based on projected traffic, to determine if the assumptions made in the conditionally approved IJR are still valid.

Tom Karis then went on to explain the inter-action and inter-relationships of the projects and the complications that 
are resulting.  They included: 

The SR16 intersection terminus of the Newnan Bypass does not satisfy acceptable traffic operations in the ETC+20 
design year because the project limits of SR16 are constrained to the east by the overpass crossing I-85.  This 
scenario assumes that land use and growth will occur and that the Poplar Road interchange (because it is on the TIP 
as long-range with no committed funding) is not constructed.  CHA did conduct an analysis that showed that the 
SR16 intersection would operate at an acceptable level of service well into the 15-plus year timeframe, by which 
time the Polar Road interchange should be constructed (based upon the public and political desire to get the 
interchange open to traffic to facilitate access and significant traffic generation which will occur as a result of the 
Piedmont Newnan Hospital and the other in-progress and planned land use development.   

There was extensive discussion about the status of the interchange and those consequences and relationships 
as they related to the surrounding projects.

Tom Karis requested assistance and consensus in the determination of an acceptable ETC for the proposed 
interchange.  The dilemma is that the TIP has the project in Long Range,  versus the goals of the County which are 
to get the interchange constructed and opened to traffic as soon as possible to accommodate and support the 
anticipated traffic and land use development that is on-going and anticipated much sooner than the Long Range 
year.

Tom Karis asked how an opening year could be determined.  It was agreed that GDOT would internally evaluate a 
realistic project programming time frame including coordination with the Planning Office and present this to 
FHWA.   

Adam Smith Recorded: There was discussion regarding funding options for the Poplar Road Interchange that 
could be identified and committed in advance of the year that the level of service for the intersection operations at 
the SE Bypass and SR16 begin to fail.   

Chetna Dixon noted that the project must conform to the newly implemented policy between FHWA and GDOT to 
allow them to take action including the review of reports associated with the project.   

Adam Smith pointed out that the next phase of the project (additional PE) was already established, which may 
allow the project to move forward following this policy.  

Chetna Dixon noted that a letter was recently sent to Glenn Bowman describing the policy.   

Jonathan Cox retrieved the letter and it was confirmed that the project could move forward in accordance with this 
policy since ROW, which would be considered a subsequent phase, is already committed for the project by the 
County.

There was continued discussion regarding how to proceed with the Newnan Bypass project recognizing that 
the SR 16 intersection would not operate acceptably based upon detailed analysis without the interchange in 
place.  It was again noted that in order to achieve acceptable design year intersection operations it would be 
necessary to extend the project across the SR 16 overpass of I-85.  The conversation hi-lited again that the 
SR16 intersection would never recognize the traffic volumes in the design year because the Poplar Road 
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Interchange (although programmed in Long Range and not currently funded) will be constructed prior to the 
Newnan Bypass ETC+20. 

Chetna Dixon indicated if  GDOT wanted FHWA to consider the issue of not extending the termini, 
documentation should be submitted to FHWA for consideration of the request not to extend the termini.  

Jonathan Cox asked that Todd Hill (GT Hill as part of CHA) prepare this submission and present through Laura 
Rish of his staff, and it was noted that we should make sure to keep Adam Smith and Jason Mobley included in all 
communications and correspondence. 

Adam Smith re-iterated the point to make sure that communications and correspondence are provided to all key 
stakeholders.  

Jason Mobley concurred and offered his input from his involvement and understanding of the complexities and 
proximities of these projects. 

Wayne Kennedy expressed concerns that the ongoing delays in the Newnan Bypass schedule would be jeopardizing 
the project funding.   

Adam Smith explained that it was not a definite that the funding would be lost, but it was also not guaranteed if the 
schedule does slip. Adam suggested that a meeting be coordinated with Todd Long and other key and vested 
stakeholders be held to emphasize the priority of both the Newnan Bypass and Poplar Road Interchange projects. 

Todd Hill asked of the possibility of completing the NEPA evaluation for the Poplar Road Interchange as a 
Categorical Exclusion because of the limited direct environmental consequences of the diamond interchange. 

Chetna Dixon indicated that an Environmental Assessment would be required, and she stressed that a thorough 
analysis of indirect and cumulative impacts (ICI) would be required.  

Jonathan Cox requested that Todd Hill prepare a map identifying the suggested areas of evaluation for ICI before 
initiating this evaluation to ensure that FHWA agrees that the defined area is appropriate to complete an adequate 
ICI assessment. 

ACTION ITEMS:  

CHA will prepare an assessment of the traffic operations for the Newnan Bypass intersection with SR16 as they 
relate to the operational and project limit requirements for the ETC+20.  This correspondence will be prepared for 
GDOT OES. 

CHA or GDOT will provide FHWA with an electronic version (.pdf format) of the annotated aerial imagery of the I-
85 corridor. 

Coweta County, GDOT and CHA will meet to discuss funding considerations. 

CHA will prepare a Meeting Summary and issue to Adam Smith as A DRAFT for his distribution to all attendees. 

FHWA requested electronic graphics of the proposed project.  (Graphics to include all projects discussed at the 
meeting). 
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OTHER DISCUSSION ITEMS/TOPICS/STATEMENTS:

Determination on ETC is critical to advancement of the Poplar Road traffic analysis and forecasting. 

The Newnan Bypass and SR16 project may be transitioned from Jason Mobley to Adam Smith as the GDOT Project 
Manager. 
   
The meeting adjourned at 11:45am.

This Meeting Summary is intended to be an accurate record of key points, topics and discussions that were held 
during the meeting.  

       Thomas P. Karis, P.E. 
       Project Manager 

TPK/cec 
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MEETING MINUTES (FINAL) 
PROJECT STATUS AND AGENCY COORDINATION  

COWETA COUNTY PROJECTS PI 0007694, 0009323, 0006877 and 0006293 
Revisions are annotated as such 

DATE: January 20, 2011 CHA FILE: 21857, 15795, 15247 

PLACE: Coweta County Development and Engineering TIME:  11:00 AM 

PROJECTS: I-85 Interchange at Poplar Road 
  GDOT PI 0009323 / Coweta County Project RB04-12 

  SR34/Southeast Bypass (Turkey Creek Road to SR16) 
  GDOT PI 0007694 / Coweta County RB2004-8 

  SR16 Improvements (US26/SR14 to the I-85 Overpass) 
  GDOT PI 0006877 / Coweta County RB07-11 

  US29/SR14 Intersection Improvements with SR16 and Pine Road 
  GDOT PI 0006293 / Coweta County RB02-25 

ATTENDEES:
At Conference Room, 21 East Washington Street
Tod Handley  Coweta County  (770) 254-3775 thandley@coweta.ga.us
Wayne Kennedy Coweta County (770) 683-2300 wkennedy@coweta.ga.us
Theron Gay Coweta County (770) 254-2601 tgay@coweta.ga.us  
Adam Smith GDOT OPD (706) 621-9704 adsmith@dot.ga.gov
Jason Mobley GDOT District 3 Design (706) 646-6990 jmobley@dot.ga.gov
Jeff Swiderski GDOT District 3 Design (706) 646-6662 jswiderski@dot.ga.gov  
Tom Karis CHA, Inc. (678) 954-5000  tkaris@chacompanies.com

Via Telephone conference 
Todd Long GDOT Planning (404) 631-1021 tlong@dot.ga.gov
Jonathon Cox GDOT OES (404) 631-1197 jcox@dot.ga.gov
Glenn Bowman  GDOT OES (404) 631-1101 gbowman@dot.ga.gov
Matt Fowler GDOT Planning  mfowler@dot.ga.gov
Bill Farr FHWA  william.farr@dot.gov
Steve Luxenberg FHWA  steve.luxenberg@dot.gov

PURPOSE: 
The purpose of this agency coordination meeting was to discuss and develop a consensus approach to assess and 
resolve the complexities and complications that have come to light as a result of the proximity; needs and purposes; 
goals and objectives and scopes of work for the four on-going projects (PI’s 0007694, 0009323, 0006877 and 
0006293) sponsored by Coweta County though GDOT and FHWA with engineering services being provided by 
CHA. 

INTRODUCTIONS:
Todd Long opened the meeting with a request for all participants to introduce themselves.  

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION POINTS: 

Wayne Kennedy followed the introductions with a synopsis of events and efforts leading to this point in the project 
which included: 
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He opened the discussion with a description of the intersection improvements that are in detailed design 
development for the intersection of US29/SR14 at SR16 and Pine Road (PI 0006293) and the relationship of those 
improvements to the proposed SR34/Southeast Bypass (PI 00007694 and PI 0006877) and the proposed Poplar 
Road Interchange (PI 0009323).    

He then went on to say that intersection improvements for the intersection of US29/SR14 at SR16 and Pine Road 
were also identified as improvements within the IJR.  The improvements to US29/SR14 at SR16 and Pine Road are 
currently in final design development and scheduled for Letting.  Mr. Kennedy explained that those intersection 
improvements have been in the design process for more than 5 ½ years and originally started out as a County-
sponsored intersection safety improvement project funded through GDOT with GRTA bond funds. 

Todd Long indicated that the funding source for the US29/SR14 Intersection Improvements (PI 0006293) was 
originally through GRTA bonds, however the bonds were not sold and the funding has been moved to L240 sources. 

Wayne Kennedy  went on to state that Coweta County, GDOT, FHWA and CHA have met on two separate 
occasions since the beginning of December 2010 in the interest of initiating the Poplar Road Interchange project (PI 
0009323) in the concept design development process.  As an outcome of the second meeting (held as GDOT OES’s 
standing monthly meeting with FHWA on January 6) the FHWA representatives indicated that: 

1) it was their opinion that the IJR would need to be revised and updated, and  
2) the “Need and Purpose Statement” would need to be re-visited and updated in the IJR based upon the 
implementation of improvements within the project area since the time of approval of the IJR. 

The basis for this opinion was founded on the fact that components identified within the Recommended Alternative 
have been constructed as separate projects.  Those improvements included the completion of additional lanes on I-
85, improvements to the SR34/I-85 interchange, improvements to the US29/I-85 interchange, intersection 
improvements at US29/SR14 and SR16; and the implementation of traffic signal upgrades along SR34 which are 
advancing toward implementation.   

Tom Karis supported Mr. Kennedy with some additional details for the sake of clarity as they relate to the Poplar 
Road IJR and the constructed improvements referenced by Mr. Kennedy.  The Recommended Alternative in the 
approved IJR was identified as the “Optimized Build Alternative.”   The “Optimized Build Alternative” is a 
combination of the interchange itself (Alternative 2 – “Build Alternative”) and a combination of minor 
improvements in the study area (Alternative 3 – “In Lieu of Alternative”).  The improvements referenced by Mr. 
Kennedy included those elements identified in the “In Lieu of Alternative.”  

Wayne Kennedy requested clarification from GDOT and FHWA on the need to update and prepare a revised IJR. 

Bill Farr responded that based upon his understanding of the situation and the request, FHWA will not require that 
the IJR be updated or revised.  Mr. Farr stated that the Concept Report (or updated traffic study) for the proposed 
Poplar Road Interchange action must evaluate the traffic operations in the project area and analyze and validate that 
the proposed interchange ramps will operate to acceptable levels.  The documentation supporting the operations of 
the interchange ramps must be summarized and included by reference within the NEPA EA.  Reference should be 
made in the EA specific to the IJR and the implementation of those “In Lieu of Alternative” components for the sake 
of clarity and establishing a well-founded and documented record of the actions that have occurred. 

Wayne Kennedy raised the question about FHWA and GDOT participation in resource allocation and staff reviews 
prior to funding commitments.  Mr. Kennedy went on to explain that from the second meeting with GDOT and 
FHWA (January 6) there was discussion among the attendees of that meeting that staff could not commit time or 
resources to review or facilitate the advancement of  the concept design development for the proposed Poplar Road 
Interchange (PI 0009323) until funding had been committed. 

Adam Smith, Todd Long and Jason Mobley provided input and clarified that the Project Framework Agreement 
(PFA) had been executed between the County and GDOT, and the project is in the GDOT TPro System.  In the 
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current system, the proposed project (PI 0009323) is included with design development scheduled for the next 12 to 
15 months.  As such, the project can be advanced with staff involvement from GDOT and FHWA. 

Tom Karis raised the question of Construction Funding status in the ARC TIP and the necessity of establishing an 
Estimated Time of Completion (ETC) for the proposed interchange. He explained that the ETC is the foundation for 
traffic studies, which in turn are the basis for concept development geometry, and the basis of the air quality and 
noise studies to be included in the EA. 

Bill Farr and Todd Long were in consensus that the ETC can be established at 2020 and the studies shall be 
advanced accordingly.  There was follow-up discussion regarding consequences to the studies should funding 
become available early and construction completed prior to 2020.  Again, there was consensus that the construction 
could be completed any time prior to 2020 as funding allows with no consequences to the NEPA studies or 
documentation. 

Wayne Kennedy re-visited the previous discussion regarding the “Need and Purpose” that was identified in the IJR 
and the fact that during the timeframe of the IJR preparation, and at the time of IJR approval, the Piedmont-Newnan 
Hospital was not an approved activity in the Coweta County or City of Newnan planning process. He raised the 
question specific to the need to re-visit the IJR and include the hospital in an updated “Need and Purpose” in the 
IJR. 

Bill Farr responded that the IJR does not need to be updated, but the traffic analysis must be updated due to
advancement and development of the Piedmont-Newnan Hospital with the results documented in the NEPA EA.  
The studies to be conducted in the NEPA evaluation process must account for and validate the hospital 
consequences on the proposed action for the Poplar Road Interchange.  That also includes the establishment of 
logical termini for the proposed action. 

This lead to a discussion about the inter-relationship of the projects within close proximity and the cause and effect 
relationship on transportation and traffic operations as a result of their close proximity and schedules.  Those 
projects are Poplar Road Interchange (PI 0009323), SR34/SE Bypass (0007694), SR16 Improvements (PI 0006877) 
And US29/SR14 Intersection Improvements (PI 0006293).   

Wayne Kennedy indicated that the intersection of the proposed SR34/SE Bypass with SR16 will have failing traffic 
operations before the 20 years design horizon is achieved.  However, because the Poplar Road Interchange will be 
built before the 20 year design horizon for the SR34/SE Bypass, and some amount of traffic will be re-distributed as 
a result of the interchange, the intersection will never really achieve those anticipated failing service levels within 
the 20 year horizon.  He went on to state that in order to achieve acceptable traffic operations along SR16, the 
easterly project limits would have to extend over the Interstate, requiring a significant expense in bridge 
modification or replacement.  It was the opinion of Mr. Kennedy that the expense incurred to address the bridges 
over I-85 as part of PI 0006877) would not be cost-effective because of the duration that those additional lanes 
would be dependent upon the Poplar Road Interchange opening.  

Tom Karis supplemented the conversation with an explanation of the situation that Mr. Kennedy referenced.    

The original project definition and limits for the SR34/SE Bypass were a defined as extending between Turkey 
Creek Road and SR16.  During the concept development phase it was determined by GDOT, with County 
consideration, that a separate project, the SR16 project (from US29/SR14 to the bridge over I-85) should be included 
with the SR34/SE Bypass under one NEPA approval document for advancement.  This conclusion was reached 
because it (the segment of SR16 between US29/SR14 and the I-85 overpass) was a key factor in determining the 
southerly terminus and intersection geometrics along SR16. Consequently, the SR34/SE Bypass (PI 0007694) and 
the SR16 Improvements (PI 0006877) were consolidated and advanced as one NEPA EA.   

The concept development process and NEPA EA for PI 0007694 and PI 0006877 were advancing at the same time 
that the Poplar Road Interchange IJR was in consideration, analysis, review and approval.  The traffic analysis for 
PI’s 0007694 and 0006877 did account for future land use consistent with the County’s comprehensive land use and 
transportation plan.  However, because the Poplar Road Interchange was not identified on the TIP as a project with 
committed funding, the traffic analyses that were preformed for PI’s 0007694 and 0006877 did not reflect the 
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interchange and the consequences that the Poplar Road Interchange would have on traffic volumes or travel patterns.  
Without the influence of the Poplar Road Interchange, and in order to achieve acceptable levels of service at the 
intersection of SR34/SE Bypass with SR16, the intersection lane and transition requirements for the SR34/SE 
Bypass intersection with SR16 require that the easterly project limits extend over I-85, and the westerly project 
limits overlap with the US29/SR14 Intersection Improvement project (PI 0006293).  

At the westerly limit (the US29/SR14 intersection) in recognition of the future lane requirements that would be 
necessary for the SR34/SE Bypass, the US29/SR14 Intersection Improvements (PI 0006293) have incorporated 
additional pavement width and right-of-way identification to accommodate the future SR34/SE Bypass approach.  
The basis for the decision to include the additional pavement under PI 0006293 was founded on the expected timing 
of construction and the objective of only affecting property owners one time, as opposed to impacting the properties 
for the completion of PI 0006293 and then affecting them within a couple years for the construction of PI’s 0007694 
and 0006877.  

Wayne Kennedy offered that Coweta County, GDOT and CHA have been working on the US29/SR14 Intersection 
Improvement project for more than 5 years, which started out as an intersection safety project of limited scope, scale 
and cost.   He further offered that the project is scheduled for 2012 construction and now it appears that the project 
will be further delayed and he is concerned about the status of funding and missing the Letting Dates. 

The attendees participated in an extensive conversation….that conversation ultimately resulted in consensus being 
reached as follows: 

1) As currently understood, FHWA does consider the US29/SR14 intersection improvements to be an integral 
component of the SR34/SE Bypass project because of the decision to incorporate the widening work. As 
such, to avoid a segmentation concern the intersection improvement project (PI 0006293) will be 
included within the NEPA approval document for PI 0007694 and PI 0006877.  The elements of the 
Categorical Exclusion that has been prepared for PI 0006293 will need to be evaluated and incorporated 
into the Environmental Assessment for PI’s 0007694 and 0006877.  The projects can be let as separate 
contracts under the one comprehensive NEPA approval. 

2) The IJR does not need to be re-evaluated based upon the implementation of components identified in the 
“In Lieu of” Alternative.  The NEPA EA should make reference to the IJR and Concept Report and be 
used a comprehensive document that can serve as an accurate record of the project evolution and be 
representative of the conditions at the time of approval.  The “Need and Purpose” will be validated and 
documented in the NEPA EA as opposed to a revision of the IJR. 

3) The traffic analyses for the consolidated NEPA for PI’s 0007694, 0006877 and 0006293 must reflect 
the actual transportation network conditions at the time of approval.  Consequently, the traffic 
analysis for the consolidated project must be re-analyzed in the context and recognition of the Poplar Road 
Interchange (PI 0009323).  With the 2020 ETC committed for the Poplar Road Interchange, the initially 
identified capacity issues and project limit ramifications at the SR34/SE Bypass with SR16 will need 
to be documented in the EA for PI’s 0007694, 0006877 and 0006293.

4) The ETC for the comprehensive EA (PI’s 0007694, 0006877 and 0006293) do not need to be the same, 
however, in light of the effort that will be required to update and re-evaluate the document, and the fact that 
the projects are so close in anticipated construction timings, CHA will evaluate developing one common 
ETC for the combined traffic assessment of PI’s 0007694, 0006877 and 0006293.

5) FHWA and GDOT will assign resources for the review and advancement of PI 0009323 under the 
new TIP/STIP+2 guidance.

6) The Letting Dates and schedules for all of the projects need to be re-evaluated in the context of these 
discussions and directives. 

7) Coweta County has invested a significant amount of effort, funds and goodwill into the advancement of the 
projects as a cooperative and collaborative partner with GDOT and FHWA.  The County re-iterated their 
concerns about losing the State and Federal funding for these projects as a result of schedule slippage 
due to these complexities and complications.  GDOT recognized and commended the commitments that the 
County has continued to put forth in the spirit of advancing transportation projects as a partner with GDOT. 

Wayne Kennedy and Theron Gay concluded the meeting with recognition of appreciation to GDOT and FHWA 
for their assistance and willingness to work with Coweta County.   
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The meeting adjourned at just before noon. 

ACTION ITEMS:   

CHA will request a meeting with Jonathon Cox of GDOT OES for the purposes of assessing the current NEPA CE 
for PI 0006293 and the NEPA EA for PI’s 0007694 and 0006877 with the goal of developing a work plan for 
consolidation and advancement of one comprehensive NEPA approval. 

CHA will advise Pond & Co. that the ETC for Poplar Road is established at 2020 so that traffic studies can advance 
immediately for PI 0009323. 

CHA will coordinate with GDOT in the development of updated project schedules for all of the projects based upon 
the results of this meeting. 

CHA will prepare a Meeting Summary and issue to Adam Smith as a DRAFT for his distribution to all attendees. 

This Meeting Summary is intended to be an accurate record of key points, topics and discussions that were 
held during the meeting.  

       Thomas P. Karis, P.E. 
       Project Manager 

TPK/cec 
I:\21857\Meetings\Project Coordination Meeting 1-20-11 Summary .docx 
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DATE: July 14, 2011       CHA FILE: 21857 

PLACE:  Georgia Department of Transportation, One Georgia Center  TIME:   10:30 AM 

ATTENDEES:

ROOM 409, ONE GEORGIA CENTER: 
Tod Handley  Coweta County    (770) 254-3775 thandley@coweta.ga.us
Tom Karis  CHA    (678) 954-5000 tkaris@chacompanies.com
Chris Edmondson CHA    (678) 954-5000 cedmondson@chacompanies.com
Adam Smith  GDOT Program Delivery  (706) 621-9704 adsmith@dot.ga.gov
Kyle Mote  GDOT     (404) 631-1811 kmote@dot.ga.gov
Amanda McCart  GDOT    (706) 845-4115 amccart@dot.ga.gov
Ken Werho  GDOT Traffic Operations TMC (404) 635-8144 kwerho@dot.ga.gov
Larry Bowman  GDOT Environmental Services (404) 631-1362 lbowman@dot.ga.gov
Richard Crowley  GDOT Utilities/RR  (404) 631-1372 rcrowley@dot.ga.gov
Jill Franks  GDOT Utilities/RR  (404) 631-1370 jfranks@dot.ga.gov
Ron Wishon  GDOT Engineering Services  (404) 631-1753 rwishon@dot.ga.gov
Dylan Eagleton  GDOT Design Policy & Support (404) 631-1741 deagleton@dot.ga.gov
Gabrielle Williams GDOT Design Policy & Support (404) 631-1736 gawilliams@dot.ga.gov
Chetna P. Dixon  FHWA    (404) 562-3655 chetna.dixon@dot.gov
Christy Poon-Atkins FHWA    (404) 562-3638 christy.poon-atkins@dot.gov
Todd Hill  GT Hill Planners   (678) 205-7315 thill@gthillplanners.com
Richard Fangmann Pond & Company  (404) 748-4737 fangmann@pondco.com
Michael Bass  Piedmont Newnan Hospital (770) 304-4054 michael.bass@piedmontnewnan.org              
Nathan Nipper  Piedmont Newnan Hospital (770) 304-4078 nathan.nipper@piedmontnewnan.org             
Kellee Newman  Atlanta Gas Light   (404) 584-4536 knewman@aglresources.com
Scott Tolar  Newnan Utilities   (770) 301-0245 stolar@newnanutilities.com
Brett Davis  AT&T    (770) 254-2399 bd2979@att.com
Caren Comeans  Coweta Co. Water Authority (770) 254-3710 ccomeans@cowetawater.com

DISTRICT 3 OFFICE, VIA TELECONFERENCE: 
Jack Reed  GDOT      jreed@dot.ga.gov
Mike England  GDOT Traffic (D3)    mengland@dot.ga.gov
Dan Woods  GDOT Traffic (D3)    dwoods@dot.ga.gov
Harland Smith  GDOT Utilities (D3)    hasmith@dot.ga.gov
Jeff Swiderski   GDOT Design (D3)    jswiderski@dot.ga.gov
Bill Rountree  GDOT Preconstruction (D3)   brountree@dot.ga.gov
Kimberly Larson  GDOT DCO (D3)    klarson@dot.ga.gov
Ken Crabtree  GDOT Construction (D3)    kcrabtree@dot.ga.gov
David Millen   GDOT District Engineer (D3)   dmillen@dot.ga.gov   

PURPOSE:  
The purpose of this Initial Concept Team Meeting is to develop a higher quality and more detailed concept for this 
project by organizing and identifying the core team and specialty team members, as well as involving interested 
stakeholders, establishing lines of communications, and identifying responsibilities of the team members. This meeting 
will confirm an overall project scope and project understanding by indentifying the logical termini, verifying design 
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criteria, confirming the level of environmental study and public involvement, verifying a project schedule and preparing 
for the project development to advance from planning phase to detailed design development phase. 

INTRODUCTIONS:
Adam Smith opened the meeting by asking the attendees to introduce themselves.  

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION POINTS: 

Adam Smith discussed the project, including the current project status and a brief overview of the project schedule. 

Tom Karis followed the with a synopsis of the events and efforts leading to this point which included; 

In 2004, Coweta County authorized the preparation of an Interchange Justification Report (IJR) at Poplar Road and I-
85. The IJR was submitted to the FHWA for approval in 2006. In January of 2008, the FHWA formally accepted the 
IJR. Shortly thereafter construction of the Piedmont Newnan Hospital along Poplar Road just to the east of the proposed 
interchange was announced. A Determination of Regional Impacts (DRI) was prepared and approved for the hospital. 
Development of the hospital advanced in 2007 and 2008 with the anticipation of construction to be forthcoming at that 
time. Construction of the hospital stalled in 2009 due to the economic downturn. In 2010, the hospital re-initiated 
construction on an accelerated schedule with the goal to have the first phase of the hospital complete and opened in the 
spring of 2012. 

In the summer of 2010, CHA and their team of sub-consultants was awarded a contract by Coweta County to advance 
the Poplar Road Interchange at I-85 through the PDP process to develop comprehensive construction plans for an 
interchange consistent with the approved Preferred Alternate as presented in the IJR. The development of the locally 
sponsored project will be in accordance with the Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) and their Plan 
Development Process. This project will be full oversight by the FHWA.  

The project began in December 2010 with the kickoff meeting at GDOT involving many of the attendees at this 
meeting. Shortly thereafter, a coordination meeting was held with FHWA, GDOT and Coweta County. As part of the 
meeting, the issue of the regional traffic implications of the interchange project to the surrounding area, including 
consideration of ongoing projects in the area, was brought to light. At a subsequent meeting with the FHWA, GDOT 
and Coweta County in January 2011, Coweta County was directed by FHWA to prepare a comprehensive traffic study 
encompassing the interchange, SE Newnan Bypass, SR 16 Widening and the intersection improvement project US29 @ 
SR16 and Pine Road.  

CHA, along with their traffic engineering sub-consultant Pond & Company, coordinated with Coweta County and the 
City of Newnan planning officials to gather all information regarding current and future development within the region. 
Using current Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC) directives, regional travel demand models were developed for the 
study area by Pond & Co. working collaboratively with Cambridge Systematics and ARC. The fundamental objective 
was to develop traffic volumes for ETC (2020) and ETC+20 (2040) for the proposed interchange and surrounding 
network. Currently, the existing traffic and future traffic volumes and forecasting methodologies have been submitted, 
reviewed and approved by the GDOT Office of Planning. 

Richard Fangmann spoke to how the regional traffic study was conducted. He described the need to accurately 
determine the growth rate for the region and the efforts taken to coordinate with Coweta County and the City of 
Newnan on current and future planning goals. He went on to describe how those growth rates along with the influences 
of roadway projects in the area were used in the current ARC travel demand models to develop future traffic volumes 
for the proposed interchange and surrounding network. Mr. Fangmann explained that the final approved traffic will be 
used in the process to determine the lane configurations, storage lengths and the intersection designs of the interchange 
project.

Chris Edmondson discussed the Purpose and Need of the project by explaining that Coweta County had experienced 
substantial growth from the mid 1990s through the current economic downturn. He mentioned that Coweta County 
Officials had recognized in the early 2000’s the need for an additional interchange as a response to decreasing levels of 
service and increases in congestion in areas like the SR34 corridor. He went on to say that Coweta County included the 
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interchange project as part of their Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP); and based upon the recommendations 
presented in the LRTP, the County funded the development of the IJR. 

Mr. Edmondson explained the IJR was prepared beginning in 2004 and submitted for approval to FHWA in 2006, and 
that in early 2008 the IJR was formally accepted. He described the Preferred Alternate of the IJR in that it not only 
included the diamond interchange at Poplar Road, but also included other supplemental improvements along I-85, SR 
34 and identified locations on the roadway network in the study area.  He explained that some of the improvements had 
already been implemented as part of the I-85 widening project that was completed last year with the remaining 
recommended improvements being considered or advanced under other ongoing projects.  

Mr. Edmondson brought up the fact that after the approval of the IJR by FHWA, Piedmont Healthcare announced their 
plans to construct the Piedmont Newnan hospital adjacent to the project. Mr. Edmondson invited representatives from 
Piedmont Newnan Hospital to say a few words. 

Michael Bass spoke briefly about the vision of the hospital within the region and the current construction progress and 
status of the hospital. He stated that the scheduled date for receipt of Certificate of Occupancy is May of 2012.  

Chris Edmondson continued to describe some of the other announced developments that are scheduled to begin in the 
near future that will have impact to the traffic on project which included the Newnan Campus of the West Georgia 
Technical Community College, Cancer Treatment Center of America’s new facility, and a planned industrial 
development “Mega Site” that is currently in the development stages for the area near the Coweta Airport. 

Tom Karis explained the goals and objectives for the project team are to keep the development of the project plans 
moving forward as cost effectively and efficiently as possible, and to look for opportunities that the project 
development can be accelerated.  

Todd Hill explained the considerations and constraints of the project as it pertains to the development of the 
environmental document. He mentioned that the level of environmental study for this project is anticipated to be an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) concluding with a Finding of No Significant Impacts (FONSI).  He discussed the 
current status of the environmental work including the field studies that had been completed. He brought up that the 
Norfolk Southern Railroad located at the southern end of the project was the only historic resource that was identified in 
the initial resource screenings and investigations.  Mr. Hill described identified streams and channels located within the 
proposed project area of effect, as well as other resources thought to be just beyond the limits of the project.  The 
amount of public involvement is planned be two Public Information Open House meetings and a Public Hearing Open 
House.  Stakeholder meetings have been coordinated as part of additional of public involvement. 

Richard Fangmann described the types of interchanges considered as part of the Initial Concept Study and he 
elaborated as to why specific interchanges were identified and chosen for further consideration or removed from further 
detailed evaluations. A Diverging Diamond Interchange was considered, but was dismissed from further consideration 
based upon operational and driver expectation considerations.  Given the proximity of the interchange to the hospital 
and the fact that the mix of hospital visitors/patients/patrons/etc. are typically not “routine users” of interchange, it was 
the team’s opinion that driver expectation is a factor that needs be weighed.   The Diverging Diamond is a non-typical 
geometry that may be confusing to navigate for first time and “non routine” users of the interchange.   The 
recommendation for discontinuance was also supported from an operational consideration whereby the opinion of the 
design team concluded that the Diverging Diamond Interchange is better suited for interchanges with volumes 
approaching 30,000 ADT and higher.  The forecasted traffic volumes are not anticipated to reach 30,000 ADT within 
the project design life.  A Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI) was also considered and dismissed from further 
evaluation.   The design team’s opinion for discontinuation of the SPUI was based on a premise that the typical use for 
this type of interchange is in dense urban environments where right of way acquisition is heavily constrained.   It was 
also the opinion of the design team that the SPUI would not be a preferred solution based upon the anticipated traffic 
volumes and movements.  Further documentation of these recommendations for dismissal will be prepared as the traffic 
operational analysis is advanced. 

Chris Edmondson introduced the project alternates shown on the layouts.  The widening of Poplar Road will be 
consistent with all of the alternates shown. Poplar Road will be widened to a four lane section with a raised twenty ft. 
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median with urban shoulders, five ft. wide sidewalks, roadside lighting and pedestrian friendly amenities and 
landscaping.  

The first alternate described was the standard diamond interchange with traffic signals at the ramp intersections 
with Poplar Road.  
The second alternate described was a partial clover with the loop ramp shown in the southwest quadrant of the 
interchange. The need for this type of interchange and the specifics of the partial clover will be determined 
once the detailed traffic study is completed and approved.  
The third alternate described was a diamond interchange with 2-lane roundabouts at the ramp intersections 
with Poplar Road.  

The Poplar Road Bridge over I-85 was presented with a consideration that the existing structure is in good functional 
condition and would to be retained and widened under all of the alternates.   However, it was discussed that the partial 
clover alternate may require that the bridge be further modified to allow any proposed loop ramps to pass under the end 
span.  It is the intention that two-way traffic would be maintained throughout the length of construction with temporary 
closures utilize only when necessary and only for short period of time. Lane closures would be coordinated with GDOT 
and with Coweta County. 

Tom Karis described the Poplar Road Bridge over I-85 and explained that the bridge had been recently modified as 
part of the I-85 widening to increase the vertical clearance. He further explained the construction sequencing methods 
that could be used to allow the contractor to retain the bridge, maintain two-way traffic, and construct the new portions 
of the widened bridge. The existing utilities on the bridge would remain intact and functional throughout the project or 
until relocated connections could be made. 

OPEN DISCUSSIONS: 

Ken Werho stated that at this time there are no roundabout intersections within Georgia that are operational at 
interchange ramp termini, but that there are a few currently in the development process.  He mentioned that a WB-67 
truck does have difficulty negotiating the roundabouts.  

Ron Wishon asked if a VE study was intended for the project and when would it be scheduled. Mr. Karis said that a 
VE study was included in the contract but had not yet been scheduled. Adam Smith mentioned that he thought it was 
best to identify a Preferred Alternate before considering a VE study. 

Caren Comeans asked for further explanation of how the bridge would be widened and how that would affect the 
utilities. Mr. Karis explained that the water lines are located within the outside girder bays of the bridge, and that the 
outside (fascia) beams of the bridge could be retained and modified to allow for additional beams to be placed to 
accommodate the widening, because the outside beams could be retained, the existing utilities could be maintained 
during construction.  The construction sequencing and opinion that the bridge could be retained are based upon CHA’s 
review of the Bridge Inspection Reports and Record Plans that CHA researched.  Further inspection of the bridge will 
be required in detailed design development. 

Ken Werho asked if Coweta County was considering any improvements to Turkey Creek Road to accommodate 
increase traffic from the proposed technical college. Mr. Handley said the County had no plans on any improvements at 
this time. 

Chetna Dixon asked for further information regarding the public involvement. Mr. Hill explained that three stakeholder 
meetings had been scheduled with three different groups including, the Senior Friends, Coweta County Chamber of 
Commerce, and the Coweta County Industrial Authority. Ms Dixon suggested contacting the subdivision and apartment 
complex located off of Newnan Crossing Boulevard as an opportunity for additional stakeholder meetings.  Mr. Hill 
concurred. 

Christy Poon-Atkins asked about limited access on Poplar Road and about ramp spacing. Mr. Edmondson responded 
that Poplar Road is currently considered rural and would require 1000 ft. of limited access from the ramps. Furthermore 
the ramp spacing for rural roads at interchanges needs to be a minimum of 1000 ft. Mr. Edmondson stated that he 
believed that based on the projected traffic and development, Poplar Road would become urban and would allow for a 
shorter limit of access  and shorter spacing between the ramps.  The final determinations on urban versus rural cross-
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section and access management were discussed with no formal conclusion being reached.  It was agreed that cross-
section selection and access management would require further investigation and consensus before a decision could be 
reached.  

Christy Poon-Atkins asked why at the public meetings will GDOT show additional alternates other than the diamond 
interchange from the IJR.   

Tom Karis and Chris Edmondson responded that the development and presentation of additional alternatives to the 
the public is consistent with the NEPA process.  They further opined that the IJR had been accepted by FHWA to 
allow a new point of access onto the Interstate System at the Poplar Road crossing.  The IJR did identify a diamond 
interchange.  However, the opportunity to evaluate interchange alternatives at the Poplar Road location to achieve 
the most feasible and prudent solution should be advanced based upon updated information relating to land use 
changes and  new developments in and around the project area that have occurred after the approval of the IJR in 
2008. They further explained that preliminary indications from the comprehensive traffic study suggested that the 
presented additional alternates are viable. Ms. Atkins asked about the considerations of the new developments 
mentioned by Mr. Edmondson. Mr. Edmondson replied that CHA and Pond & Co. worked cooperatively and 
collaboratively with officials from both Coweta County and the City of Newnan on all known developments in and 
around the project area and that the effects of the development and subsequent growth have been factored into the 
traffic models being advanced by Pond & Co.  

Gabrielle Williams asked if the IJR and the Concept Report should provide the same alternates and documentation. 

Jill Franks asked if the IJR could be revised.  

Adam Smith responded to Ms. Williams and Ms. Franks comments by referring to the meeting summary prepared 
and distributed as a record of the meeting held on January 20th of this year.  In that meeting, the meeting summary 
recorded comments from Bill Farr (FHWA) whereby he provided directives in regard to the need to update the 
traffic study due to the advancement of the hospital.  Mr. Farr was recorded in the January 20 meeting as 
concluding that the IJR does not need to be amended and the NEPA study must account for and validate the 
consequences of the hospital on the proposed interchange, including any effects to logical termini and the 
surrounding road network.

Christy Poon-Atkins asked if, in the January 20th meeting with Bill Farr that Mr. Smith referred to, the additional 
alternates were discussed. Mr. Smith responded by saying yes. 

Dylan Eagleton asked questions concerning the design of Poplar Road including median opening/intersection 
spacing, and roadway classification. Mr. Edmondson replied that a complete assessment of design criteria could not 
be advanced until the traffic study was approved. He further stated that the alternatives would be revised as 
necessary based upon completion of the design criteria. 

Christy Poon-Atkins asked questions regarding access, the need for design variances or exceptions, and if the design 
criteria will be urban or rural. Mr. Edmondson responded that the minimum limited access requirement was 1000ft. 
for a rural road and 600 ft for an urban road. The current functional classification of Poplar Road is a Minor 
Arterial and that follows the rural classification. It was suggested that the classification of the roadway would be 
changed based upon the known and anticipated development that would occur in the project area.  In response to the 
question of design variances and or exceptions Mr. Edmondson stated that at this time none were anticipated.  

Note to Attendees: As a follow-up to this discussion in the meeting, Mr. Edmondson identified that the classification of a 
roadway is established by the characteristics of population density for the majority of land uses surrounding the 
roadway, and that although the project area of Poplar Road is anticipated to become urban in nature, the predominate 
character of the overall roadway would remain rural.  At this time it does not appear that the Rural designation would 
change in functional classification. This information suggests that in order to design Poplar Road with limited access 
established at a minimum of 600 ft., a design variance would be needed.)

District 3 Participants noted a concern with the impacts of re-zoning the project area. They noted that the 
developments and the changes in zoning would have a major impact to traffic operations in the area including 
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Purpose:

The purpose of this meeting is to review and compare concept interchange alternates and their

associated impacts for the Poplar Road @ I 85 new interchange project. The objective is to establish

consensus between CHA, Coweta County, and GDOT Office of Environmental Services & Program

Delivery on a Preferred Alternate in order to advance the project draft Concept Report to Concept Team

Meeting.

Introductions:

The attendees introduced themselves.

Summary of Discussion

Tom Karis opened the discussion with a brief explanation on the development of the concept alternates

from the signal controlled diamond interchange, as recommended from the Interchange Justification

Report (IJR), to the advancement of the three project alternates as presented to the public in the first

Public Information Open House. The PIOH which included the IJR recommended signal controlled

diamond interchange, a partial cloverleaf, and a diamond interchange with roundabout controlled

intersections. Tom went on to explain that based upon the comments received from the PIOH attendees

and the determinations from the comprehensive traffic study, the signal controlled diamond

interchange emerged as the preferred of the three types of interchanges studied. From the preferred



signal controlled diamond interchange, three different ramp configurations have been developed based

upon GDOT design requirements and recommendations, operational and geometric requirements of the

interchange, and environmental impacts to the project area. Tom further explained CHA’s design

development process which was founded in the identification of natural and man made constraints

superimposed on aerial imagery.

Chris Edmondson explained in detail each of the characteristics of the three signal controlled diamond

interchange configurations, and the process in which they have been advanced based upon functional

classification and the associated environmental and design requirements set forth by FHWA and GDOT.

Chris brought to the attention of the attendees several identified constraints that were highlighted on

the layouts. These constraints were identified and evaluated as a process in which locations that are of

particular environmental, economic or community concern should be either avoided if possible, or if

unavoidable, impacts should be minimized.

The proposed alternate configurations of the interchange ramps and the limits of access are based upon

requirements due to the functional classification of Poplar Road. East of I 85, Poplar Road is classified as

a rural minor arterial whereas to the west, Poplar Road is classified as an urban minor arterial. It was

noted that Coweta County has formally requested that Poplar Road through the area of the project and

beyond be reclassified as an urban minor arterial. GDOT has advised that consideration of a change to

the functional classification to the road would not occur until 2012 at which time the data collected

from the 2010 Census could be evaluated. Coweta County has asked that consideration in to changing

the functional classification of Poplar Road be based upon the predominate future land use conditions.

The three configurations considered for the interchange are as follows:

Urban type (1000ft separation between ramp intersections) with limits of access on Poplar Road

set at 600ft to the east of the interchange and no access on Poplar Road between the

interchange and Newnan Crossing Bypass. The ramp intersections are proposed to be symmetric

to the centerline of I 85.

Urban type (1000ft separation between ramp intersections) with limits of access on Poplar Road

set at 600ft to the east and west of the interchange. The ramp intersection locations are

proposed to be asymmetric to the centerline of the I 85.

Rural type (1320ft separation between ramp intersections) with limits of access on Poplar Road

set at 1000ft to the east and west of the interchange.

It was noted that each configuration met the operation requirements for the interchange, and that each

configuration did not prevent any future widening to I 85 up to two lanes in each direction.

The impacts of each of the configurations and their estimated construction and right of way costs were

explained. The impacts associated with the GDOT request for no access along Poplar Road between the

proposed interchange and Newnan Crossing Bypass included the removal of access for up to seven

parcels and numerous residencies. Mitigation of these impacts include the purchase of each parcel with

an estimated to cost 7 million dollars plus the associated costs for relocations, or the construction of an



alternate access road to be constructed off of the Newnan Crossing Bypass. The construction of the

Urban type asymmetric configuration would allow for a right in right out access on Poplar Road that

would provide access and minimize the number of displacements and right of way costs.

Open Discussion:

Adam Smith asked if widening of the I 85 Bridge over the Norfolk Southern Railroad could be reduced or

eliminated on the eastern side of the bridge due to the construction of the northbound exit ramp.

Chris remarked that the alignments for the ramps shown on the layouts represented the “preferred”

intersection skew angles and horizontal curve radii and that it was anticipated that an alignment for the

northbound exit ramp could be designed using “allowable” skews and horizontal curve radii to avoid

impacts to the eastern section of the bridge.

The question was asked if the construction of the alternate access road would require improvements to

the Newnan Crossing Bypass. The layout showed that the alternate access road would align across from

a median opening and residential subdivision access on the Newnan Crossing Bypass. Potential

improvements to this location would have to be investigated to determine if improvements would be

necessary.

It was the general consensus of all of the attendees that the Urban type asymmetric configuration be

recognized as the Preferred Alternate going into the Concept Team Meeting based upon having the

lowest impacts to residences and meeting interchange operational requirements.

Access to other parcels along Poplar Road was discussed with agreement being met on how to present

access solutions to the public on the layouts.

The meeting adjourned at approximately 11:00 AM

Action Items:

CHA would refine the layouts as discussed in the meeting.

CHA would advance the draft Concept Report with the noted Preferred Alternate to submit for review to

Adam Smith by Monday November 7th.



































DRAFT MEETING MINUTES 
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PROJCET CSNHS‐0009‐00(323), PI No. 0009323 

COWETA COUNTY 

Addenda, Clarifications, interpretations and/or opinions are annotated as such with identification 
 

DATE: January 11th, 2012              CHA FILE: 21857 

 

PLACE: Georgia Department of Transportation, Once Georgia Center    TIME: 10:00 AM 

 

Attendees: 

 

ROOM 403 & 404, One Georgia Center: 

Wayne Kennedy      Coweta County    (770) 683‐2300   wkennedy@coweta.ga.us  

Tod Handley       Coweta County     (770) 683‐2300   thandley@coweta.ga.us  
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Stanley Hill       GDOT‐OPD    (404) 631‐1560   sthill@dot.ga.gov  

David Millen      GDOT‐District 3    (706) 646‐6900   dmillen@dot.ga.gov  

Larry Bowman       GDOT‐OES    (404) 631‐1362   lbowman@dot.ga.gov  

Gabrielle Williams    GDOT‐DP&S    (404) 631‐1736   gawilliams@dot.ga.gov  

Amanda McCart      GDOT‐ D3AG    (706) 845‐4115   amccart@dot.ga.gov  

Matthew Fowler      GDOT‐ Planning    (404) 631‐1987   mfowler@dot.ga.gov  

Kyle Mote      GDOT‐Planning    (404) 631‐1811  kmote@dot.ga.gov  

Katrina Lawrence     GDOT  

Nabil Raad      GDOT      (404) 635‐8126   nraad@dot.ga.gov 

Katrina Anderson     GDOT‐ROW    (404) 347‐0197   kanderson@dot.ga.gov  

Christy Poon‐Atkins    FHWA      (404) 562‐3638   christy.poon‐atkins@dot.gov  

Jeff Pecce      Newnan Utilities    (770) 683‐6198   jeff@newnanutilities.org  

Scott Tolar      Newnan Utilities    (770) 683‐6198  

Alan McKenzie       NuLink       (770) 683‐6988   amckenzie@nulinkdigital.com  

Caren Comeans      Coweta Co Water Auth.   (770) 254‐3710   ccomeans@cowetawater.com  

Rusty Russell      Coweta Co Water Auth.  (770) 254‐3710   wrussell@cowetawater.com  

Brett Davis       AT&T      (770) 254‐2399   bd2979@att.com  

Kenyata Smiley      ARC      (404) 463‐3275   ksmiley@atlantaregional.com  

Todd Hill      GT Hill Planners    (678) 205‐7315  thill@gthillplanners.com  

Jean Hee Park      ARC      (404) 463‐3282   jpark@atlantaregional.com  

Tom Karis       CHA       (678) 954‐5000  tkaris@chacompanies.com 

Chris Edmondson     CHA      (678) 954‐5000  cedmondson@chacompanies.com 

Kevin Kahle      CHA      (678) 954‐5000  Kkahle@chacompanies.com 

 

DISTRICT 3 OFFICE VIA TELECONFERENCE: 

Bill Rountree      GDOT‐D3 Preconstruction     brountree@dot.ga.gov  

Kerry Gore      GDOT‐D3 Utilities       kgore@dot.ga.gov  

Kim Brown      GDOT‐D3 Utilities       kibrown@dot.ga.gov 

Mike England       GDOT‐D3 Traffic Ops.      mengland@dot.ga.gov  

Ken Robinson      GDOT‐D3          krobinson@dot.ga.gov  



Dan Woods      GDOT‐D3 Traffic Ops      dwoods@dot.ga.gov  

Purpose:  

The purpose of this Concept Team Meeting is to present the proposed concept and alternates for the Poplar Road 

at I‐85 interchange PI 0009323 including two bridges to allow discussion by the attendees. This meeting will 

confirm the preferred alternative for the project that will be presented to the public. 

 

Introductions: 

Adam Smith opened the meeting by asking everyone to introduce themselves. 

 

Summary of Discussion Points:  

Tom Karis followed with a brief synopsis of the events leading to this point which included; 

 

 The development of the Interchange Justification Report  

 Development and transformation of the project Need and Purpose Statement to an approved Project 

Justification Statement.  

 Recap of project meetings to date. 

 Recap of the last meeting held on October 31, 2011 – Meeting with GDOT (Office of Environmental 

Services and the Office of Program Delivery) Coweta County and CHA to present three developed 

alternatives that meet all operational requirements and to come to a consensus on which alternative 

provides the most practical and prudent project solution. 

 

Chris Edmondson described the recommended Preferred Alternate from the conditionally approved Interchange 

Justification Report (IJR). He stated that the Preferred Alternate from the IJR, known as the “Optimized Build 

Alternative”, includes the construction of the interchange at Poplar Road along with the operational improvement 

components of the “In‐ lieu” alternative. Those improvements include capacity increases at the ramps on the I‐85 

@ SR 34 interchange and the ramps on the I‐85 US29 interchange, intersection improvements at US29 and SR16, 

and traffic signal timing improvements along SR 34 proximate to I‐85. He indicated that the operational 

improvements listed in the IJR have either been completed or are in the preconstruction phase of other projects. 

Mr. Edmondson explained that the recommended preferred interchange type from the IJR was a traffic signal 

controlled diamond interchange.  

 

Mr. Edmondson stated that CHA had developed three alternates that were initially presented at the Initial Concept 

Team Meeting and the first Public Information Open House held in July of 2011. Alternate One was the traffic 

signal controlled diamond interchange as recommended in the IJR. He stated that the alternative was evaluated 

for operational sufficiency and was found to meet the requirements of the project. Alternate Two was a partial 

cloverleaf interchange and was developed based upon concerns that IJR recommended diamond interchange 

could not meet the operational requirements due to traffic increases associated with capital improvements in and 

around the project location. Investigations in the partial cloverleaf interchange indicated that the operational 

requirements of the interchange were met, The partial cloverleaf interchange had the highest cost and was 

therefore removed because other more cost effective alternates met the operational requirements of the 

interchange. Alternate Three was described as a diamond type interchange with roundabouts at the ramp 

intersections. Mr. Edmondson explained that the roundabouts intersections are investigated as a GDOT policy 

requirement when traffic signals are considered for traffic control. The investigations of the Level of Service (LOS) 

of the roundabout intersections indicated that three approaches to have LOS of E or worse. Because of the 

substandard LOS on three of the approaches, the roundabout alternate was removed from consideration. Mr. 

Edmondson stated that the traffic signal controlled diamond interchange was chosen as the Preferred Alternate to 



advance towards the Concept Team Meeting because it had the lowest cost while meeting all of the operational 

requirements. 

 

Richard Fangmann spoke on the determination of Logical Termini for the project. He explained that the project 

logical termini was established based upon traffic distributions and diversion patterns resulting in lowered traffic 

volumes along Poplar Road immediately west of the intersection with Newnan Crossing Bypass and immediately to 

the east of the intersection with Newnan Crossing Boulevard. He elaborated on the specific (Build/No Build) design 

year volumes along Poplar Road and traffic volumes indicated significant reductions at the aforementioned 

intersections. Mr. Fangmann stated that there were future aspirations to widen Poplar Road to the east beyond 

the design year of 2040.  

Christy Poon‐Atkins asked for clarification of the traffic volumes for the eastern end of the project along Poplar 

Road. Specifically, where on the project do the estimated occur, and what are the projected Build volumes at the 

eastern terminus. Mr. Fangmann had earlier indicated that the volumes went from an existing count of 

approximately 7000 ADT to approximately 23,000 ADT, and that at the eastern terminus the 2040 ADT is 14,000. 

The concern was that the project may have doubled the traffic volumes. Mr. Fangmann stated that when 

compared to the 2040 year No Build volumes the increase was approximately 2000 VPD. Ms. Poon‐Atkins inquired 

as to the LOS of Poplar Road beyond the proposed logical termini and if the 2040 year Build volumes of 14,000 ADT 

were beyond the capacity of a two lane road. Mr. Fangmann stated a two lane road could provide an adequate LOS 

with a traffic volume of 14,000 ADT, and that the traffic study indicated that a LOS of C was achieved along Poplar 

Road just beyond the proposed logical termini.   

 

A discussion was raised on the functional classification of Poplar Road. Mr. Edmondson explained that the current 

classification of Poplar Road was urban from the west up to the I‐85 overpass, and rural from I‐85 to the east. It 

was stated that Coweta County would initiate a classification change request through GDOT from rural to urban on 

Poplar Road in 2012 once the US Census results are accepted.  

 

Todd Hill presented the status of the Environmental Document and the findings of the studies done thus far. He 

stated that the ecologic survey indicated that there were two perennial streams crossing under I‐85 in the area 

where the on/off ramps terminate. Two jurisdictional ephemeral channels where also observed in the project area. 

Historic surveys determined that the Norfolk Southern railroad was the only eligible resource in the project area. 

Mr. Hill stated that archaeological, hazardous materials and air and noise studies are underway but could not be 

further advanced until the Preferred Alternate could be established. Mr. Hill discussed that the public involvement 

efforts to date have included one Public Information Open House (PIOH) and four stakeholder meetings. Public 

feedback on the project thus far has been positive.  

 

Mr. Edmondson discussed the project schedule, mentioning that the current GDOT Project Let date is FY 2016 and 

the Right of Way Authorization date is FY 2015. Mr. Edmondson stated that the survey database had been 

completed and that the SUE survey has been delivered to CHA. Upcoming project notables include the VE Study, 

PIOH #2 and the Public Hearing Open House. 

 

Mr. Edmondson spoke on the development of the traffic controlled diamond interchange alternate, three 

alternates were prepared  and investigated for operational requirements and impacts. He stated the proposed 

typical section of Poplar Road will be the same for all three alternates. The Poplar Road typical section will have 

four, 11’ wide lanes and a raised 20’ wide median.  The roadway will have urban shoulders with sidewalks and 

street lighting. The question was raised regarding the typical section of the ramps. Mr. Edmondson stated that the 

ramp typical section would follow the current GDOT Construction Standard. It was mentioned that the Concept 



Report had conflicting data on the ramp typical sections shoulder widths. Mr. Edmondson confirmed the 

conflicting data and will make the necessary revisions. 

 

Mr. Edmondson presented three detailed alternates for the traffic signal controlled diamond interchange. The 

three alternates were developed based upon GDOT requirements on ramp spacing and limited access for urban 

and rural interchange types. The first alternate presented was a rural type interchange with 1320’ of spacing 

between the ramps and 1000’ of limited access beyond the ramps with ramp spacing being symmetric to I‐85. The 

impacts associated with this alternate were described:  

 The limited access requirements for the rural alternate would eliminate the access for existing residential 

parcels along Poplar Road from between the interstate and Newnan Crossing Bypass resulting in the need 

to construct an alternate access point off of Newnan Crossing Bypass north of the Poplar Road 

intersection.  

 Four residential displacements not resulting from the widening of Poplar Road. 

  

The second alternate presented was an urban type interchange with 1000’ of spacing between the ramps and 600’ 

of limited access beyond the ramps with ramp spacing being symmetric to I‐85. The impacts associated with this 

interchange were described:  

 The limited access requirements for the rural alternate would eliminate the access for existing residential 

parcels along Poplar Road from between the interstate and Newnan Crossing Bypass resulting in the need 

to construct an alternate access point off of Newnan Crossing Bypass north of the Poplar Road 

intersection.  

 Three residential displacements not resulting from the widening of Poplar Road. 

 

The third alternate presented was an urban type interchange with 1000’ ramp spacing and 600’ of limited access 

beyond the ramps with a non‐symmetric ramp spacing to I‐85. The ramps were shown shifted towards the east. 

The result of this shift provides an access point to residential parcels along Poplar Road between I‐85 and Newnan 

Crossing Bypass. Mr. Edmondson explained that this alternate also reduces the number of residential 

displacements not associated with the widening of Poplar Road to two as compared to the other alternates. He 

stated that the urban non‐symmetric interchange is the recommended Preferred Alternate. 

 

Kevin Kahle spoke in regards to the bridges on the project which included the I‐85 Bridge over the Norfolk 

Southern Railroad and the Poplar Road Bridge over I‐85. Mr. Kahle discussed the existing conditions of the two 

bridges. He stated that both bridges were in excellent condition. Mr. Karis expanded on the good condition 

determination of the Poplar Road Bridge and whether or not retaining and widening the existing bridge should be 

considered would be an issue brought up by the Value Engineering (VE) team. It is prudent that time was given to 

investigate the viability of widening the existing bridge prior to the VE. Mr. Kahle described the analysis of the 

horizontal alignments of the road and the impacts of shifting the alignment. He explained that an alignment shift 

towards the south would impact the Piedmont Newnan Hospital parking lot, and that an alignment shift to the 

north would impact more residential parcels resulting in a greater number of displacements. Mr. Kahle described 

that by maintaining the alignment along the existing centerline impacts to the hospital parking lot could be 

avoided and impacts and displacements to residential properties could be reduced.  He stated that the CHA 

roadway and bridge design teams have worked collaboratively and concluded that maintaining the existing 

centerline was the preferred Poplar Road alignment. 

 

Mr. Kahle presented the bridge alternates considered for the Poplar Road overpass. The first alternate is to retain 

and widen the existing bridge. He described steps to widen the bridge and how the traffic on the bridge would be 

maintained. He explained that this alternate provides for the shortest construction time and the lowest cost of all 



alternates considered. He mentioned that existing utilities could remain on the bridge. He described that the 

drawbacks of widening the existing bridge which included the fluctuation in the prices of steel could raise the costs 

and the maintenance of steel beam bridges was higher than those for reinforced concrete beam bridges. Mr. Kahle 

stated that widening the existing Poplar Road Bridge was the recommended preferred alternate. 

 

David Millen apologized that he had to leave early to attend another meeting but stated that he felt that due 

diligence was done by CHA in the investigation of the interchange and bridge alternates considered and that he 

concurred with CHA’s Preferred Alternates recommendations and conclusions. He recommended that Coweta 

County investigate acquiring the parcels along Poplar Road to avoid construction of a single access point for 

multiple parcels.  

 

Mr. Kahle presented the remaining two alternates together stating that in regards to stage construction and 

maintenance of traffic the two alternates were almost identical. He explained that the both alternates were two 

span bridges. The longer of the two span alternates used spill‐through abutments, and the shorter spanned 

alternate used MSE wall abutments. He explained that both bridge alternates use reinforced concrete beams and 

that due to the height of these beams, the profile of Poplar Road would have to be raised up to 3 ft. at its highest 

point to meet clearance requirements for I‐85. He described the detailed costs of both of the two span alternates 

with the alternate utilizing the MSE wall abutments being the most expensive. He stated that reinforced concrete 

beam bridges cost less to maintain than a steel beam bridge. 

 

Mr. Edmondson opened the floor to discussion on the specifics of the Preferred Alternate. He stated that the 

majority of comments that were received throughout the public involvement process were in regards to opening 

the interchange as soon as possible to allow better access to the hospital. He stated that getting the interchange 

opened was a top priority to the design team. He mentioned for context sensitive concerns and solutions the 

greatest concern was the closure of Poplar Road at specific times during construction and how access to the 

hospital from the west along Poplar Road would be lost during those times. He stated that the road would most 

likely be closed only during the placement of bridge beams. These activities would be done at night with duration 

of these activities being limited. Coordination and notice of closures with the general traveling public, the hospital 

and the local emergency agencies would have to take place well ahead of the commencement of activities. 

Notifications would include, but not be limited to, advertisements in the local paper and on websites and 

placement of notices on message boards providing the specifics of the closure. Adam Smith stated that this project 

required a Traffic Management Plan. Mr. Edmondson stated that because Coweta County was responsible for 

utility relocation costs for this project, the County was responsible for making the determination on whether or 

not to implement a Utility Risk Management Plan. At this time the County has made the decision not to move 

forward with the Utility Risk Management Plan, but would review this topic once preliminary plans were 

developed. 

 

Mr. Edmondson asked if there were any questions on the preferred recommended alternate. Because there were 

none, he requested that CHA be allowed to proceed ahead with their recommended alternates as the Preferred 

Alternates. There were no objections.  

 

Ms. Poon‐Atkins asked if the logical termini had been determined. Adam Smith indicated that no formal submittal 

of the logical termini had occurred. Stanley Hill stated that approval of the logical termini is required and that 

GDOT would provide a copy of their form to CHA.  

 

Kerry Gore discussed his thoughts on the Preferred Alternate in regards to utilities. He stated that water lines to 

parcels could not be provided through an area of limited access and that to provide the residential parcels along 



Poplar Road with water a water line would have to construct in the same location as the access point and that 

from that location water could be distributed to the individual parcels. He agreed with the recommended alternate 

on the bridge but that CHA would need to be aware that the utilities may have to be relocated on the bridge. He 

asked that care be given to the setting of right of way and that enough area be provided for utilities to be 

relocated.  

 

Todd Hill asked Adam Smith about obtaining a copy of a noise study conducted for an earlier project on I‐85. 

 

It was requested that a meeting be set up with the GDOT Bridge Office as soon as possible to discuss the preferred 

Poplar Road Bridge alternate. 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 12:15 PM. 

 

Post Concept Team Meeting Addenda 

 

Per the direction of GDOT Chief Engineer Gerald Ross and GDOT Design Services, the preferred alternate from 

the Concept Team Meeting (Traffic Signal Controlled Urban Asymmetric Diamond Interchange) has been 

removed and replaced with the Traffic Signal Controlled Urban Symmetric Diamond Interchange as the selected 

preferred alternate.  

 

Action Items 

 

CHA would provide SUE deliverables to District 3 Utilities Office 

 

Larry Bowman would send GT Hill Planners a copy of the GDOT Logical Termini Forms  

 

CHA would prepare and submit the Logical Termini Forms to GDOT as soon as possible. 

 

This Meeting Summary is intended to be an accurate record of key points, topics and discussions that were held 
during the meeting. 
 
Please provide any comments to Adam Smith at adsmith@dot.ga.gov by January 27, 2012 for distribution to CHA.  
Upon receipt of comments, CHA will revise the Meeting Summary to reflect the input offered.  CHA will annotate in 
the Final Meeting Summary the comments offered as a result of the Draft review.  At that time, CHA will then re‐
issue the FINAL Meeting Summary to Adam Smith for distribution and project records. 
 
 

       

       
            
       Chris Edmondson, P.E. 
       Senior Project Engineer 
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PI 0009323 Poplar Road @ I‐85 Interchange ‐ Railroad Coordination Cost Estimate 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This report documents the methodology and findings of a detailed operational analysis 

conducted for consideration of a proposed interchange at Interstate 85 (I-85) and 

CR103/Poplar Road in Coweta County, Georgia.   

 

URS Corporation, as a subconsultant to Parsons Transportation Group, was contracted by 

the Georgia Department of Transportation in January 2005 to complete an Interchange 

Justification Report (IJR) satisfying applicable FHWA requirements for the subject 

proposed interchange location.  Coweta County, acting as the project sponsor, in 

partnership with the City of Newnan, proposed the interchange, provided the Department 

with an acceptable Initial Feasibility Study, and provided the funds necessary for this IJR.   

GDOT project number INTCH-0007-00(074) Coweta County, P.I. No. 0007074, has 

been assigned to this study by the Department.  Close coordination has been maintained 

with the Department, Coweta County, and the City of Newnan throughout the course of 

the study with coordination meetings held on several occasions.  Details of this 

coordination are included in the Appendix portion of this report. 

 

The analysis detailed herein was undertaken to assess the need and potential impact of the 

proposed interchange on traffic safety and operations and the environment.  The 

operational analysis was performed using existing traffic counts and forecasted travel 

demand volumes extracted from the Atlanta Regional Commission’s (ARC’s) Regional 

Travel Demand Model.   It included analysis of sections of the interstate up to and 

including the first adjacent existing interchange to the north and south of the proposed 

access point.  Crossroads and other roadways and streets were included in the analysis, to 

the extent necessary, to ensure their ability to collect and distribute traffic to and from the 

interchange. 

 

The interchange, as proposed, was evaluated for its consistency with local and regional 

land use and transportation plans.  Additionally, the study area was investigated to 

identify any issues of potential environmental concern.  This environmental screening 
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was undertaken for the purpose of identifying any significant obstacles or “fatal flaws” 

that could jeopardize the project’s ability to eventually receive the necessary 

environmental approvals to move to construction.   

 

This study concludes that the proposed interchange can be supported, as it satisfies the 

FHWA policy requirements for new interstate access points as detailed in Interstate 

System 23 CFR 630 and reproduced in Table 1-2 on Page 3 of this report.  The proposed 

interchange will provide increased access, reduced travel times and congestion, and 

flexibility in the roadway network for the study and surrounding areas.  These benefits 

can be provided with no overall negative impact to the interstate system or to the 

surrounding surface roadway network.  The interchange may have some adverse effect on 

historic structures, streams, wetlands, and community quality of life, but these effects 

appear to be minor and compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

should be possible without modifying the project concept. 

 

Detailed descriptions of the alternatives considered are included in this report beginning 

on Page 47.  The recommended alternative providing the most benefit is the “Optimized 

Build Alternative” (Alternative 4).  It is a combination of the interchange itself 

(Alternative 2) with other minor improvements in the study area (“In Lieu of Alternative” 

– Alternative 3) that, together, produce impressive results.   

 

This report is organized for ease of reading and is detailed in the Table of Contents 

following this Executive Summary.  An introduction sets the parameters for the study, 

then a discussion of existing and future conditions, results of environmental screening, 

methodology for determining projected traffic volumes, description of alternatives 

considered, and results of traffic analysis and modeling.  Traffic analyses are described in 

two sections (Interstate and Intersection) and were performed for three conditions: 

Existing (2005), Base Year (2020), and Design Year (2030).  The base year of 2020 was 

chosen since that is the year the interchange is to be open to traffic as modeled in the 

2030 RTP.  The design year of 2030 was chosen since it is the last year of an approved 

conforming air quality plan (2030 RTP, approved by ARC Board on December 1, 2004).  
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The “In Lieu of” Alternative (Alternative 3), the “Optimized Build” Alternative 

(Alternative 4), and the “Optimized Build with Collector-Distributor Network 

Alternative” (Alternative 5) were only modeled for the design year since that is the worst 

case condition. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Background 
 
An IJR was conducted for the purpose of assessing the need for, and potential impact of, 

a proposed interchange at I-85 and Poplar Road on traffic safety and operations in 

Coweta County Georgia.   

To ensure that all pertinent factors and alternatives were appropriately considered, and to 

provide FHWA with the necessary information to properly evaluate the request for a new 

access point along I-85 at Poplar Road, the following activities were undertaken. 

 Review of FHWA policy and guidelines; 

 Identification of existing transportation and land use plans; 

 Examination of area growth and development; 

 Environmental screening of potential area impacts;  

 Development and analysis of design alternatives (i.e., diamond interchange, 

single-point, directional ramps, alternate locations, etc.); 

 Development of a concept level design; 

 Model network development for forecasting future travel demand; 

 Traffic operations (capacity) analyses for existing, no-build and build conditions; 

 Consideration of existing and future traffic safety operations; 

 Development of preliminary cost estimates and implementation schedule; and 

 Identify available funding strategies. 

 

1.2 FHWA Guidance and Policy Compliance 
 
FHWA policy states that all requests for new or revised access must include sufficient 

supporting information to allow FHWA to independently evaluate the request and ensure 

that all pertinent factors and alternatives have been appropriately considered.  To 

facilitate the review process and to support FHWA’s independent evaluation of the 

request, FHWA’s general information requirements and policy requirements are 
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summarized in Tables 1-1 and 1-2, and the corresponding text section that addresses each 

requirement is referenced. 

 
Table 1-1 

General Information Requirements and Corresponding Report Sections1 
 
General Requirement Report Section 
The location and type of proposed access 
 

Section 6.2 – Alternative 2 

The purpose and need for the new or revised 
access point. 

Appendix – Need and Purpose 
Statement 

Identification of any known issues of concern or 
controversy 

Section 4.0 - Environmental 
Screening 

Background or supporting information that 
explains the basis of the proposal for a new 
interchange. 

Sections 2.0 and 3.0 

State if the interchange is located within a 
Transportation Management Area.  

The proposed access point at I-85 and 
Poplar Road falls within a TMA2. 

A description of the design alternatives 
considered and why the proposed alternative was 
selected. 

Section 6.0 and 7.3 respectively  

Estimated costs of the project, proposed funding 
sources and implementation schedule. 

Section 6.5 – Estimated Costs 

Relationship and distance of the interchange to 
adjacent interchanges and the ability to provide 
adequate signing. 

Section 6.2 – Alternative 2 

Any necessary design exceptions from currently 
adopted AASHTO Interstate design standards. 

No exceptions from AASHTO 
standards were noted. 

Existing and proposed limits of access. 
 

Section 6.2 – Alternative 2 

Schematic drawings showing current and design 
year ADT and DHV for mainline traffic 
volumes, ramp volumes, cross road volumes, and 
intersection turning movements. 

Schematic drawings are presented as 
Exhibits 7-1, 7-3, 7-4, 7-7, 7-8, 7-11, 
7-13, 7-15, 7-17, and 7-18 in Section 
7.0. 

Additional proposed traffic signalization and 
signing (where applicable). 

Section 6.2 – Alternative 2,  
Section 7.0 

Safety issues regarding the existing conditions 
and proposed alternatives. 

No safety issues were noted, see also 
Section 2.6. 

1Source: FHWA, Georgia Division, Guidance on Interstate Access Requests, August 5, 2003. 
2Transportation Management Areas (TMAs) are urbanized areas with a population over 200,000. 
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Table 1-2: Policy Information Requirements1
 

Policy Requirement Report Section 

Existing Facilities:  "The existing interchanges and/or local roads and streets 
in the corridor can neither provide the necessary access nor be improved to 
satisfactorily accommodate the design-year traffic demands while at the same 
time providing the access intended by the proposal.”  

Section 7.0 

Transportation System Management:: "All reasonable alternatives for design 
options, location, and transportation system management type improvements 
(such as ramp metering, mass transit, and HOV facilities) have been assessed 
and provided for if currently justified, or provisions are included for 
accommodating such facilities if a future need is identified."  

Section 7.0 

Operational Analysis:  "The proposed access point does not have a significant 
adverse impact on the safety and operation of the Interstate facility based on an 
analysis of current and future traffic.  The operational analysis for existing 
conditions shall, particularly in urbanized areas, include an analysis of sections 
of Interstate to and including at least the first adjacent existing or proposed 
interchange on each side.  Crossroads and other roads and streets shall be 
included in the analysis to the extent necessary to assure their ability to collect 
and distribute traffic to and from the interchange with the new or revised access 
points."  

Section 7.0 

Access Connections and Design: "The proposed access connects to a public 
road only and will provide for all traffic movements. Less than "full 
interchanges" for special purpose access for transit vehicles, for HOV's, or into 
park and ride lots may be considered on a case-by-case basis.  The proposed 
access will be designed to meet or exceed current standards for Federal- aid 
projects on the Interstate System."  

Section 7.2 

Transportation Plans: “The proposal considers and is consistent with local 
and regional land use and transportation plans. Prior to final approval, all 
requests for new or revised access must be consistent with the metropolitan and 
or statewide transportation plan, as appropriate, the applicable provisions of 23 
CFR part 450 and transportation conformity requirements of 40 CFR parts 51 
and 93."  

Sections 1.3 
and 3.1.6 
 

Comprehensive Interstate Network Study: “In areas where the potential 
exists for future multiple interchange additions, all requests for new or revised 
access are supported by a comprehensive Interstate network study with 
recommendations that address all proposed and desired access within the 
context of a long-term plan."  

Section 7.1 

Coordination with Transportation System Improvements: “The request for 
a new or revised access generated by new or expanded development 
demonstrates appropriate coordination between the development and related or 
otherwise required transportation system improvements."  

Sections 1.3, 
and  3.4-3.6 
 

Status of Planning and NEPA: “The request for new or revised access 
contains information relative to the planning requirements and the status of the 
environmental processing of the proposal."  

Section 4.0 

1Source: FHWA, Georgia Division, Guidance on Interstate Access Requests, August 5, 2003, FHWA’s interstate 
interchange policy, as set forth in the Federal Register on February 11, 1998 (Volume 63, Number 28, Page 7045-7047). 
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1.3 Coordination/Data Sources 
 
The assessments undertaken as part of this IJR were conducted in close coordination with 

local and regional transportation officials.  Meetings with FHWA, GDOT, the City of 

Newnan, and Coweta County were held throughout the course of the study.  One on one 

interviews with City and County officials were also conducted to facilitate the exchange 

of information. 

 

Key documents were identified through consultation with local and regional officials and 

were reviewed to ensure consistency with relevant local and regional land use and 

transportation plans.  Key documents identified during data gathering efforts included, 

but were not limited to: 

 The Coweta County Comprehensive Plan Amendment – Final Draft, November 

2004 

 The City of Newnan’s 2003-2023 Comprehensive Plan and 2003 – 2007 Short 

Term Work Program 

 Coweta County Long Range Transportation Plan, December 2002 

 Statement of Need Interchange Justification Report, Part B2, Coweta County 

Planning Department, May 11, 2004. 

 ARC’s Long Range Transportation Plan (2030 RTP), approved by ARC Board on 

December 1, 2004 

 ARC’s Transportation Improvement Program (2005-2010 TIP), approved by ARC 

Board on December 1, 2004 

 

Local studies, such as the traffic impact studies for Stonebridge at Newnan Crossing 

(September 2004), Parkside Village (May 2004), the Forum at Newnan Crossing 

(November 2004) and other DRIs were reviewed to better understand planned and 

approved developments.  
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The most current existing and future zoning/land use information, was obtained from the 

City of Newnan Community Development Department and Coweta County Planning 

Department to assist with the analysis of existing and future conditions.   

 
Additionally, traffic projections, applied in the operations analysis, were extracted from 

ARC’s Regional Travel Demand Model to be consistent with ARC’s conforming 

Regional Transportation Plan.   
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2.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS 
 
2.1 Study Area 
 
Coweta County is located in the southwestern portion of the Atlanta Metropolitan 

Region.  Coweta is bordered by Carroll and Fulton County to the North, Fayette County 

and Spalding County to the east, Troup County and Meriwether County to the south, and 

Heard County to the west.  Coweta County state routes, county roads and city streets total 

approximately 1,264 centerline miles of roadway.  A 23 mile segment of Interstate 85 (I-

85) containing 5 interchanges passes through Coweta County.  Other significant 

roadways within the county include: US 27 Alternate, US 29, SR 16, SR 34 (Bullsboro 

Drive), SR 54, SR 74, SR 85, SR 154, Lower Fayetteville Road, and Poplar Road. 

 

2.2 I-85/Poplar Road Site 
 
The interchange proposed for consideration by this IJR is located at Poplar Road and I-

85.  A vicinity map is provided to show the general location of the proposed access (see 

Figure 2-1). 

 

Poplar Road (CR 103) is a two-lane east-west secondary arterial that bridges I-85 

approximately 2.5 miles east of the downtown area of the City of Newnan, Georgia.   It is 

classified as a minor arterial immediately west of I-85 and a principal arterial east of I-85.  

The segment of I-85 near Poplar Road is a four (4) lane (2 lanes in each direction) 

interstate principle arterial. 

 

The interchanges at SR 34/Bullsboro Drive and SR 14/US 27 Alt (or Alt 27/HWY29) 

define the northern and southern limits of the study area (see Figure 2-2).  The proposed 

interchange location is positioned approximately midway between the two state routes.  

Along I-85, the SR 34/Bullsboro Drive Exit (Exit 47/ MP 46.7) is 2.7 miles north of 

Poplar Road and the SR 14/US 27 ALT/the Moreland/Greenville Exit (Exit 41/MP 41.2) 

is approximately 2.5 miles south of the proposed interchange.  Bullsboro Drive is a 4-lane 

divided highway bordered by heavy strip commercial development.   SR 34/Bullsboro 

Drive Interchange serves as the main point of entry to the City of Newnan.   
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Poplar Road intersects the Newnan Bypass approximately 1100 feet west of the proposed 

interchange.  Newnan Crossing Boulevard East, a southern extension of Newnan 

Crossing Boulevard (currently under construction), will “T” into Poplar Road 

approximately 1600 feet east of the proposed interchange, once completed.  Lower 

Fayetteville Road (CR 546), a minor urban arterial, and Turkey Creek Road, a local 

collector, are located approximately 1.0 mile north and 0.6 miles south of the proposed I-

85/Poplar Road interchange, respectively (see Figure 2-2). 

 

2.3 Population  
 
Between 1990 and the Year 2000 Newnan’s population rose by 3,745 residents, an 

increase of approximately 30%.  During the same time period, the population of Coweta 

County increased by approximately 65.7 percent.  The growth in the City of Newnan and 

Coweta County outpaced the growth rate of State of Georgia, which saw a 21.2% 

increase during the same 10 year period (see Tables 2-1 and 2-2).   

 
 

Table 2-1: Population, City of Newnan 1970-2023 
 

Year Population Year Population 
1970 11,449 2007 25,442 
1980 11,449 2010 28,998 
1985 11,973 2015 33,307 
1990 12,497 2020 35,354 
1995 12,978 2023 35,813 
2000 16,242 2005 22,269 
2003 19,310 2010 28,998 
2004 20,612 2015 33,307 
2005 22,269 2020 35,354 
2006 24,222 2023 35,813 

1970 Population: U.S. Census Bureau.  Data for years 
1980-2004: Newnan Comprehensive Plan 2003-2023�
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Table 2-2: Population, Coweta County 1930-2030 

 

Year Population 
1930 25,127 
1940 26,972 
1950 27,786 
1960 28,893 
1980 39,268 
1990 53,853 
2000 89,215 
2010 110,498 
2020 154,411 
2030 205,023 

 

According to ARC’s Mobility 2030 Coweta County was among the top 35 fastest 

growing counties in the nation in the 1990’s (see Table 2-3). 

�

Table 2-3: County Name Rank of 3,141 counties 
 

County Ranking 
Forsyth County 2 
Henry County 4 
Paulding County 7 
Gwinnett County 31 
Coweta County 35 
Cherokee County 57 
Barrow County 66 
Newton County 96 
Walton County 104 
Fayette County 107 
Bartow County 196 
Cobb County 201 
Clayton County 309 
Rockdale County 318 
Douglas County 319 
Fulton County 430 
DeKalb County 562 
Spalding County 1707 
Source: ARC’s Mobility 2030 
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2.4  Employment, Unemployment, and Income 
 
Location and transportation are important factors instrumental in the City of Newnan and 

Coweta County's development.  Interstate 85 bisects the County providing direct access 

to Atlanta (the City of Newnan is only 40 minutes from downtown Atlanta and only 25 

minutes from Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport).  I-85 provides access to 

the north to I-20, I-75, and I-285.  This accessibility provided by I-85 to major facilities 

in the region has contributed to the City of Newnan’s and Coweta County’s growing 

economy. 

 

Employment 

According to the Newnan-Coweta Chamber of Commerce, Coweta County maintains a 

diversified industrial base which includes over 90 industries and employs over 8,000 

people.  Bon L Manufacturing; Caldwell Tanks; EGO Products; Excel Corporation; K-

Mart Distribution Center; Olsonite Corporation; Triumph Motorcycles; Yamaha Motor 

Manufacturing Corporation; and Yokogawa Corporation of America are among the 

industries located in Coweta County.   Employment data for Coweta County is presented 

in Table 2-4. 

Table 2-4: County Employment  

 
Year Employment % Change 
1990 17,800  
2000 27,500 54% 

Source: The Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC), 2004 

 

As indicated in the table above, the County employment level increased by 54% between 

1990 and 2000.  Employment growth is most concentrated in the center of the County, 

within the City limits of Newnan.  U.S. Census data indicates that the greatest number of 

jobs, 13,123, was associated with Census Tract 1703.02 in the Year 2000 (see Figure 2-

1).  This tract represents the northeastern section of the Newnan City Limits; it straddles 

I-85 and includes Bullsboro Drive from a location east of SR 34/I-85 to the town center 

of Newnan.  
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Unemployment 

Historically, Coweta County has stayed below the state’s average unemployment level, 

while Meriwether, Heard and Troup County’s unemployment rates have been higher than 

the State rate.   

 
Income 

The per capita and median household income levels for the City of Newnan and Coweta 

County are presented in Table 2-5. 

Table 2-5: Income Data 
 City of Newnan and Coweta County 

 
 Newnan  %  

Change 
Coweta 
County 

% 
Change 

1989 Median HH Income 17,202   31,925  
1999 Median HH Income 36,142  110 52,706 65 
1989 Per Capita Income 7,535   13,708  
1999 Per Capita Income 19,081  153 21,949 60 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau      

 

According to a report of the University of Georgia, Coweta County’s buying power 

(disposable personal income in thousands of dollars) was $796,012 in 1990 and 

$2,048,473 in 2001, representing a positive increase in buying power of over 157% 

during this period.  Overall, the economy of Coweta County and the City of Newnan is 

strong.1 

 

Overall, major transportation routes and access to developed areas in the county are 

believed to be a factor that has contributed to the economic development in the region.  

Access to major transportation routes, like I-85, has made the region especially attractive 

for location of major distribution centers.1 

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 Georgia Business and Economic Conditions, Simon S. Selig, Jr. Center for Economic Growth, University 
of Georgia, September-October 2001 
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2.5 Existing Land Use 
�
Newnan Land Use 
 
An existing land use map for the City of Newnan is presented as Figure 2-3.  The total 

acreage currently dedicated to each of the City’s eight land use categories are presented 

in Table 2-6. 

�
Table 2-6: Existing Land Use Allocation, 2003 

City of Newnan 
�

Land Use Category Acres Percent of 
Total Area 

Single-Family Residential 2,355 19.8 
Multi-Family Residential 474 4.0 
Commercial  691 5.8 
Industrial 523 4.4 
Public/Institutional 1,645 13.8 
Parks/Recreation/Conservation 257 2.2 
Transportation/Communications/Utilities 52 0.4 
Right-of-Way 886 7.4 
Agriculture 0 0.0 
Undeveloped 5,021 42.2 
Total 11,904 100.0% 

 

As indicated in Table 2-6, over 40 percent of the City’s land area is undeveloped. Of the 

developed land, residential land use makes up nearly a quarter of all land.  Publicly-

owned lands (Public/Institutional, Parks/Recreation/Conservation, Right-of-Way, and 

Transportation/ Communications/Utilities) make up another quarter of the City’s area, 

leaving 10 percent of the land in the City for Commercial and Industrial.2 

 

Bullsboro Drive/Hwy 34 is a primary commercial corridor of the City that has undergone 

significant commercial development.  Approximately 10 years ago the commercial areas 

along Bullsboro extended only to I-85.  Commercial centers now extend along 

Bullsboro/SR 34 from the City of Newnan to the east towards Peachtree City and 

Fayetteville.  

                                                 
2 Comprehensive Plan 2003-2023 
http://www.ci.newnan.ga.us/pubdocs/compplan/proposed/ch06.pdf 
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Coweta County Land Use 
 
The I-85/Poplar Road area is situated outside the Newnan City Limits.  An existing land 

use map for Coweta County was unavailable to assess existing land uses in the area 

immediately adjacent to the proposed interchange.  However, through field observations, 

the land use in the immediate vicinity of Poplar Road is estimated to fall into the 

County’s undeveloped or low density estate and residential categories.  See also the City 

of Newnan Existing Land Use Map (Figure 2-3) and the Coweta County Future Land Use 

Map (Figure 3-2) for reference. 

 
2.6 Analysis of 2003 Crash Information 
�
A crash analysis investigation was performed using the latest available data to document 

the existing crash rates along road segments impacted by the Poplar Road Interchange.  

The Coweta County roadways investigated include State Route (SR) 34, US 29, and 

County Route (CR) 103.   Information collected for each road segment analyzed includes 

functional classification and milepost measurements from Georgia Department of 

Transportation’s (GDOT) Road Characteristics (RC) file, obtaining 2003 crash location 

data for Coweta County, and statewide accident data from GDOT’s Office of Traffic 

Safety and Design for 2003.  The crash rate for each road segment is compared to the 

overall average crash rate along the entire road, and statewide crash rate for the 

corresponding functional classification.  The following paragraphs provide a discussion 

of the findings presented in Table 2-7. 

 

Table 2-7: 2003 Crash Data Analysis 
 

 Crash Rate per MVM traveled 

Road Road Segment Roadway Average Statewide 

SR 34 9.55 6.01 5.85 

CR 103 11.09 11.05 2.11 

0.94 NHS 
US 29 2.28 8.15 

2.69 Non-NHS 
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Bullsboro Drive (SR 34), is classified as an urban minor arterial.  A crash rate of 9.55 

crashes per 100 million vehicle miles (MVM) traveled was recorded adjacent to the I-85 

interchange, between milepost 14.6 and 15.5.  The overall average crash rate recorded 

along SR 34 in Coweta County was 6.01 crashes per 100 MVM.  This is slightly higher 

than the statewide rate of 5.85 100 MVM for this road classification.  This illustrates a 

higher incidence of crashes along SR 34 near the I-85 interchange almost double the 

statewide rate.   

 

Poplar Road (CR 103), classified as a rural major collector had a crash rate of 11.09 

crashes per 100 MVM between mileposts 0.5 and 1.4 and an overall average crash rate of 

11.05 from milepost 0 to 5.4.  These rates are significantly higher than the statewide 

average of 2.11 for this roadway type.   

 

US 29 is classified as a rural principal arterial had an overall average crash rate of 8.15 

crashes per 100 MVM traveled.  This is much higher than the rate of 2.28 reported for the 

segment immediately adjacent to I-85.  To compare the crash rate along US 29 to the 

statewide crash rate it is important to point out that US 29 is classified differently on 

either side of I-85.  North and west of I-85, US 29 is classified as a part of the National 

Highway System (NHS), while to the south and east of I-85 this designation is removed.  

NHS is a designation granted by the Federal Highway Administration signifying the road 

is “important to the nation’s economy, defense, and mobility.”  The statewide average for 

NHS roadways of this classification is 0.94, while for Non-NHS roadways the rate is 

2.69.  This indicates that along US 29 adjacent to I-85, the crash rate is more than double 

the national NHS average.   

 

In conclusion, crash rates in Coweta County are higher than statewide crash rates.  One 

possible explanation for this is that growth is occurring faster than infrastructure 

improvements are being made.  The most drastic deviation from statewide crash rates 

exists along CR 103, where the crash rate is more than five times the statewide rate.  

Closer inspection revealed a higher quantity of less severe crashes closer to Newnan, and 
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fewer more severe crashes farther away from Newnan where less development exists.  SR 

34 crashes near the I-85 interchange are more frequent and less severe than other areas of 

SR 34.  Two-thirds of these involved property damage only, while the remaining were 

injury crashes.  This trend could be explained due to the density of development adjacent 

to SR 34 around I-85.  On US 29, despite having a generally lower crash rate near the I-

85 interchange, the crashes that occurred were more severe than other areas of US 29.  

Similar to SR 34 the crash severity generally increased as the distance away from 

Newnan increased.  Overall, roads in Coweta County have higher crash rates than similar 

roadways statewide.    
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3.0 PLANNING BACKGROUND - FUTURE CONDITIONS 
 
3.1 Population Forecast 
 
Coweta’s population is expected to double by 2030 (see Table 3-1). According to The 

Atlanta Regional Commission, the population density along freeway corridors in Coweta 

County, in particular, is anticipated to increase significantly in the future3. The population 

of the City of Newnan is anticipated to increase by approximately 61% between 2005 and 

2023 (see Table 3-2). 

 

Census Tract 1703.01, north of Newnan, is forecast to lead the county in population 

growth, between the year 2000 and 2030, with an increase of 15,348 persons.  Tracts 

1703.02 and 1702.00, northwest of Newnan, are close behind with forecast increases of 

14,082 and 13,250, respectively3. 

 
Table 3-1: Coweta County, Population Forecasts for 2010-2030 

 

Year Population 
2000 89,215 
2010 110,498 
2020 154,411 
2030 205,023 

Source: Forecasts provided by The Atlanta Regional 
Commission (ARC), 2004 

 

 

                                                 
3 Population and Employment Forecasts 2000 – 2030, Atlanta Regional Commission, 2004 
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Table 3-2: City of Newnan, Population Forecasts for 2005-2023 
 

Year Population 
2005 22,269 
2006 24,222 
2007 25,442 
2010 28,998 
2015 33,307 
2020 35,354 
2023 35,813 
2005 22,269 
2010 28,998 
2015 33,307 
2020 35,354 
2023 35,813 

Source:  Newnan Comprehensive Plan 
2003-2023 

 
3.2 Employment Forecast 
 
Employment forecasts for Coweta County are presented in Table 3-3.  According to the 

table, significant employment growth is forecasted to continue over the next 25 years. 

 

Table 3-3: County Employment 2000-2030 

 
Year Employment % Change 
2000 27,500 54% 
2010 37,427 36% 
2020 51,932 39% 
2030 70,397 36% 

Source: Forecasts provided by The Atlanta Regional 
Commission (ARC), 2004 

 

The Census Tract northeast of 1703.02 (Tract 1704.01) in the I-85 corridor (located 

closer to downtown Atlanta) is projected to increase by 9,232 jobs between the Year 

2000 and 2030. Tract 1703.02, (referenced in Section 2.4) is forecasted to add 8,248 jobs 

by 2030.  Tract 1706.00, which includes the portion of Poplar Road at I-85, is forecast to 

experience Coweta’s third largest increase, of 4,299 jobs3. 
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3.3 Future Land Use 
 
Newnan Land Use 
 
The future land use allocation, prepared for the City of Newnan is summarized in Table 
3-4. 

Table 3-4: Future Land Use Allocation, 2023 
City of Newnan 

 
Land Use Category Acres Percent of 

Total Area 
Single-Family Residential  4,345 36.5% 
Multi-Family Residential  1,156 9.7% 
Commercial  1,519 12.8% 
Office/Professional  396 3.3% 
Commercial/Mixed-Use  76 0.6% 
Industrial  723 6.1% 
Public/Institutional  1,645 13.8% 
Parks/Recreation/Conservation  422 3.5% 
Transportation/Communications/Utilities  90 0.8% 
Right-of-Way  1,532 12.9% 
Agriculture  0 0.0% 
Total  11,904 100.0% 
Source: Comprehensive Plan 2003-2023 
http://www.ci.newnan.ga.us/pubdocs/compplan/proposed/ch06.pdf 
 

 

The corresponding future land use map for the City of Newnan is presented in Figure 3-1.  

According to the City’s forecast, single-family residential land will increase by nearly 

85% over the next 20 years, and multi-family residential will increase by 144%. 

Commercial land will increase by 74%, and industrial land will increase by 38%.   

 
Residential land use of either low or medium-density is forecasted for locations at the 

edges of town, and future land use near the town center is forecasted as medium-density 

residential.  

 

It is anticipated that the Newnan Crossing area, in particular, will be predominately 

commercial, office and professional and high density residential by 2023. Overall, the 

proportion of commercial land area in the City is anticipated to rise dramatically in the 

future. 
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Coweta County Land Use 

 
Coweta County’s future land use map is presented in Figure 3-2.  Land use in the vicinity 

of the proposed Poplar Road/I-85 interchange is forecasted as residential.  The County 

land use allocation forecasts low density residential land use (0-1 units/acre) east of I-

85/Poplar Road and south of Turkey Creek Road and medium residential west of the I-

85/Poplar Road proposed interchange. 
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Descriptions of the DRI’s listed in Table 3-6 are provided in the following paragraphs. 

 
Coweta County Industrial Park (Phase 1&2) 
Coweta County Industrial Park is approved for development west of I-85, east of US 29 

North and south of SR 154.  The park is planned as a 661-acre facility with 5,502,000 

square feet of light industrial and commercial space.  Roadways nearest to the park 

include I-85, US 29 N, SR 154 and Walt Sanders Road. The principal transportation 

facilities providing access to the industrial park will be SR 154 and Walt Sanders Road.   

 
Stonebridge at Newnan Crossing  
Stonebridge is an approved 200-acre residential subdivision.  Construction of 619 

residential homes and town homes is planned including amenities such as a clubhouse, 

pool, tennis courts and walking trails set within 45 acres of open space.  The intersections 

closest to Stonebridge are Lower Fayetteville Road and Shenandoah Boulevard and 

Lower Fayetteville Road and Newnan Crossing Boulevard.  The principal roadways that 

will provide access to this site will be Lower Fayetteville Road and Newnan Crossing 

Boulevard.   

 

The Forum at Newnan Crossing  
The Forum at Newnan Crossing is an approved commercial development under 

construction on the south side of Bullsboro Drive (SR 34), west of I-85.  The Forum 

consists of 404,500 square feet of retail space, 20,000 square feet of office space, a 

50,580 square foot movie theater with 2632 seats, and nine (9) out- parcels.  Newnan 

Crossing II consists of 304,729 square feet of retail space and restaurants, with 

approximately 118,629 square feet (already constructed and opened to business), and five 

(5) out-parcels for future development.   In total, this development includes 1,553,714 

square feet commercial/retail space.  The principal roadways providing access to the 

Forum include SR 34 (Bullsboro Drive), Newnan Crossing Bypass and Newnan Place 

Drive.  Bullsboro Drive/Newnan Crossing Bypass is the nearest intersection to this site. 
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Parkside Village 
Parkside Village is an approved residential development sited for construction in the 

southeastern extent of Newnan City Limits fronting Parks Road, north of Poplar Road 

and south of Lower Fayetteville Road.  The original preliminary plat approval by the City 

of Newnan consisted of 385 lots on 164 acres.  The developer has since purchased 25.12 

additional acres adjacent to the 164-acre area for construction of an additional 61 single-

family homes.  If this latter proposal is approved, a total Parkside Village will include 

446 single-family detached dwellings on 189.12 acres.  Parks Road, Lower Fayetteville 

Road, and Poplar Road are the primary roadways providing access to Parkside Village.   

 
Crossroads Church Development 
Crossroads Church is a planned Baptist worship and educational facility. The Church is 

to be constructed in three phases. If it is approved, Phase I will involve construction of a 

44,600 square foot building with 1,210 parking spaces.  Under Phases II and III, a 70,707 

square foot building with 259 parking spaces and a 193,976 square foot building with 

2,272 parking spaces will be built.  Four recreational ball fields will also be constructed 

for this development. The principal roadways providing access to the proposed 

development and the nearest intersection are Poplar Road and SR 16. 

 
Coweta County Industrial Park (Phase 3) 
Coweta County Industrial Park is a proposed Industrial Development.  This planned 

development will involve a 114.28-acre area and a 7,100,000 square foot light industrial 

use facility.  If approved, the principal roadways that would provide access to the site 

would include I-85, SR 154 and US 29 N.  The nearest intersection to the proposed park 

is I-85 and SR 154. 

 

Twin Lakes Senoia 
Twin Lakes (Senoia) is a residential development proposed near the intersection of Rock-

A-Way Road and Blue Herron Boulevard.  Twin Lakes would involve the construction of 

663 single-family residential units on approximately 760 acres.  The principal roadways 

providing access to a residential development at this location would be Rock-A-Way 

Road and Stallings Road. 
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Powell Business Park  
Powell Business Park is a mixed-use development proposed for siting near the 

intersection of SR 34 East and Walt Sanders Memorial Drive.  This 630,500 gross square 

foot development would consist of 439,000 square feet of Industrial 191,500 square feet 

of commercial space.  The principal means of accessing the business park would be via 

SR 34 East.  The nearest streets/intersection to this location is SR 34 East and Walt 

Sanders Memorial Drive. 

 
Creekside Industrial Park  
Creekside Industrial Park is a master planned industrial development located near the 

intersection of SR 34 East and Walt Sanders Memorial Drive.  Infrastructure such as 

roads sewer water gas and electric are presently in place at the industrial park.  The 

industrial park has 926,000 of existing floor space.  The proposal submitted as part of the 

DRI is for the addition of 2,057,480 square feet of floor space. 

 

Overall, DRI’s represent the addition of approximately 1,065 single family units and  

town homes, 18,078,977 square feet of commercial, industrial, or retail space, and 1,934 

acres of developed land. 

 
Table 3-7 provides supplemental information on approved or proposed developments 

compiled by the City of Newnan. 
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Table 3-7:  Approved or Proposed Developments, City of Newnan1 

 
Development Acres Units Sq. Ft. 
Belmont Park 40 120  
Avery Park 373 620  
Harpers Farm 27 104  
Calumet 158 797  
Theater Retail 52  79,000 
The Club 17 192  
The Villas 36 356  
Madison Park 52 206  
Madison Park at Newnan 
Lakes 80 283  
Auto Mall 90   
Stonebridge 195 399  
Mall 150  1,200,000 
Golden Gate 50 159  
Brookhaven Park 63 250  
Kroger   70,000 
Amli Apartments 26 248  
Lakeshore 115 234  
Southwind 61 305  
Amesbury Park 21 82  
The Preserve 25 147  
Christian's Corner 3 20  
Camden Village Walk 109 332  
Fox Ridge 134 399  
Olmstead 149 312  
Parkside Village 164 385  
Summer Grove 1,554 3,112  
Total 3,743 9,062 1,349,000 
Source: City of Newnan Community Development, June 21, 2004 
1Note: some overlap exists with DRI list in Table 3-6. 
 

 
The locations of the approved or proposed developments in Table 3-7 are presented in 
Figure 3-5. 
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3.6 Other Developments of Significance 
 
Other planned and approved developments (those not requiring a DRI) are submitted to 

Coweta County for review and approval.  Although these are developments that just fell 

short of meeting or exceeding the development thresholds that would trigger a DRI, these 

developments, individually or in combination, are significant enough to warrant mention.   

 

These projects are listed in Appendix A-1 and include 36 residential developments 

(southeast of the study area near Senoia) submitted to the Coweta County Planning 

Department since January 2003 for review and approval.  Some are considered 

significant by the County Planning Department (i.e. developments requiring construction 

of a new road or with more than ten lots).  Others are not considered significant, when 

viewed individually, however, in combination, represent a total of 981 lots that are 

planned or approved. 

 

3.7 Regional Air Quality Compliance 
 
In non-attainment areas traffic projections and planning must be consistent with the 

conforming transportation plan's assumptions.  On December 21, 2004, the United States 

Department of Transportation (US DOT), in consultation with the United States 

Environmental Protection Agency, approved the Conformity Determination for the 

Mobility 2030 Regional Transportation Plan and its associated FY 2005-2010 

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  ARC was required to show conformity to 

both the one-hour and eight-hour Ozone standards in the Mobility 2030 Plan.  Mobility 

2030 met and exceeded the requirements of both standards.  

 

The traffic projections employed for an operations analysis of the proposed I/85 Poplar 

Road interchange were obtained from ARC’s Regional Travel Demand Model, and are 

thus consistent with the conforming plan.  The proposed new interchange is included in 

the Atlanta Regional Commission’s conforming long range transportation plan (Mobility 

2030). 
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3.8 Summary 
 
A   tremendous  growth  potential  is  being  realized  in  Coweta  County, especially   in  

the  I-85/Poplar  Road  study  area.   Based  on  historic population  and  employment  

trends,  forecasted  growth,  and  planned and approved  developments,  a  new  

interchange  at  Poplar  Road and I-85 would be beneficial in providing an alternative 

access point to the growing communities adjacent to the study area and beyond.  

  

Summer Grove, Camden Village, Southwind, Stonebridge, Parkside Village and 

numerous  other  significant  residential developments in the City of Newnan and 

southeastern Coweta County are being located in close  proximity  to  the  study  area  

and  are  anticipated  to result in increasing travel demands and pressure on existing 

interchanges facilities.  Likewise, residents living in areas beyond the study area are in 

need of alternative routes.   A proposed interchange at I-85/Poplar Road has great 

potential for providing motorists originating in southeastern Coweta County, for example, 

with an alternative access point which would allow them to bypass peak hour congestion 

along SR 154 by taking SR 16 to Poplar Road to access I-85.   Currently, those who 

commute to work in Atlanta from this area of the County must rely on SR 154 to access 

I-85 North. 

  

Interstate 85 is a key component to making Coweta County an especially attractive 

location for economic investment.   Planned and approved commercial and  industrial 

developments, such as the  Forum   at  Newnan  Crossing,  Creekside  Industrial  Park, 

Coweta County Industrial  Park,  and  Powell  Business  Park, located in the vicinity of 

SR 34/Bullsboro Drive, Newnan Bypass, Newnan Crossing Boulevard, and other key 

corridors, are anticipated to place an increasing  demand  on  area  access  points  and  

roadways.   The proposed interchange along I-85 at Poplar Road would serve to alleviate 

forecasted congestion at the I-85/SR 34 interchange, along Bullsboro Drive, and along 

other key corridors in this area of Coweta County. 
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING 

An environmental screening was undertaken for the I-85 interchange at Poplar Road.  

The screening was a preliminary step in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

process designed to identify resources/issues of concern through background research and 

non-intensive visual survey of the study area.  The inventory provided below lists only 

those resources/issues of concern that are readily apparent at the screening level of 

investigation.  The inventory should not be considered exhaustive.  An environmental 

screening does not fulfill FHWA Georgia Division requirements for final approval of an 

IMR/IJR with regard to NEPA (per FHWA Georgia Division:  Interstate Access 

Requests; Section 4--Procedures for Interstate Access Requests; Subsection j—Policy 

information required in an IMR/IJR.).       

 

4.1 Current Project Description   

The project proposes to build an interchange on Interstate 85 (I-85) at Poplar Road.  As 

currently conceived, the interchange will be a typical diamond configuration (see Figure 

2-2).  Interstate-85 will be widened to accommodate exit and merge lanes.  These 

improvements will extend about 4,700 feet north and 3,250 feet south of Poplar Road.  

Poplar Road itself will also be widened to accommodate turn and merge lanes to a 

distance of about 1,650 feet west and 1,450 feet east. 

 

4.2 Cultural Resources (Archaeology and History)   

Site file research conducted on behalf of URS Corporation by staff of the Georgia 

Archaeological Site File (GASF) revealed 10 previously recorded sites within one mile of 

the I-85 corridor between State Route 34 (SR 34) and U.S. 29 (Figure 4-1, Table 4-1).  

While none of these sites are recommended eligible for inclusion in the National Register 

of Historic Places (NRHP), four of them (9CW129-132) are situated very near the 

proposed interchange on two landforms overlooking tributaries of White Oak Creek.  

This concentration of prehistoric sites suggests that there is a good chance other sites 

exist in the area, particularly in proximity to water.  The probability is high enough to 
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warrant an archaeological survey of those portions of the study area that will be directly 

impacted by the construction of the interchange.       

 

Table 4-1:  Sites Within One Mile of the Project Area* 

Site 
Number 

Site 
Name Type Cultural Affinity Eligibility Date 

Recorded 

9CW81 N/A 
lithic and 
ceramic 
scatter 

Undetermined undetermined 5/10/1982 

9CW112 N/A 
lithic 

scatter 
unknown prehistoric 

recommended 
ineligible 

4/14/1995 

9CW129 N/A 
lithic and 
ceramic 
scatter 

Woodland/ 
Mississippian 

recommended 
ineligible 10/31/1997 

9CW130 N/A 
lithic and 
ceramic 
scatter 

Middle Archaic; 
Woodland/ 

Mississippian 

recommended 
ineligible 10/31/1997 

9CW131 N/A 
lithic and 
ceramic 
scatter 

Middle Archaic; 
Woodland/Mississippian 

recommended 
ineligible 10/31/1997 

9CW132 N/A lithic 
workshop Archaic? recommended 

ineligible 10/31/1997 

9CW133 N/A lithic 
scatter Ud lithic recommended 

ineligible 10/31/1997 

9CW152 N/A house 
site 19th and 20th Century recommended 

ineligible N/A 

9CW186 N/A 
sparse 
lithic 

scatter 
unknown prehistoric recommended 

ineligible 2/25/2004 

9CW187 N/A 
sparse 
lithic 

scatter 
unknown prehistoric recommended 

ineligible 2/25/2004 

*Information provided in this table is as it appears in the Georgia Archaeological Site File 
(GASF). 

 

Staff of the GASF also examined survey reports housed at that facility. Four previous 

archaeological surveys have been conducted within one mile of the project area.  These 

include a survey for a water reservoir site and pipeline route that included Poplar Road 

(Smith 1979); a survey for the Turkey Creek Road Bridge over Turkey Creek (Joseph et 

al. 1993); A survey for the Newnan Bypass (Braley 1997); and a survey for a realignment 

of the Newnan Bypass South of Turkey Creek Road (Joseph 2000). 
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Research of files housed at the Georgia Historic Preservation Division revealed 13 

historic properties in the Newnan area that are listed in the NRHP.  Situated within the 

City itself are the Cole Town District, Greenville Street-LaGrange Street Historic 

District, Newnan Commercial Historic District, Newnan Cotton Mill and Mill Village 

Historic District, Northwest Newnan Residential Historic District, Coweta County 

Courthouse, and Willcoxon-Arnold House.  Other properties include the Platinum Point 

Historic District, north of downtown Newnan; Powell Chapel School, north of Newnan; 

Crowder, William Leonard, Home Place, west of Newnan; Goodwyn-Bailey House, east 

of the project area; Old Grove Plantation, northeast of the project area; and Gordon-

Banks House, south of Newnan.  All of these properties are sufficiently removed from the 

project area that no direct or indirect effects should result from the construction of the 

interchange.      

 

In addition to those properties listed in the NRHP, the Department of Natural Resources 

1992 Coweta County survey lists seven properties fifty years or older in the general 

project area (see Figure 4-1).  Three of these lie to the south in the vicinity of the I-85 and 

U.S. 29 Interchange; two lie west of the I-85 and SR 34 Interchange; one lies west of I-85 

on Turkey Creek Road; and one lies west of I-85 on Poplar Road.  This last property is of 

particular concern, as it lies within the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the interchange 

in its currently proposed configuration.  Further evaluation of this property and an 

assessment of effects may be required. 

 

A visual inspection of the Interchange Corridor between SR 34 and U.S. 29 was 

conducted on February 24, 2005.  Particular attention was paid to properties that may be 

50 years old or older.  In addition to the known property on Poplar Road discussed above, 

at least two additional properties will likely require evaluation (see Figure 4-1).  Two 

properties were also noted on Lower Fayetteville Road in proximity to I-85; however, as 

currently configured, the proposed interchange should have no effect on them.   

 

No National Historic Landmarks are located within or around Newnan. 
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4.3 Jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. - Wetlands and Streams 

Jurisdictional waters of the U.S. are defined by 33 CFR Part 328.3(b) and are protected 

by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 USC 1344), which is administered and 

enforced by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE). An assessment of jurisdictional 

waters of the U.S. that could be impacted by the proposed project was performed using 

U.S. Geological Survey topographic maps, the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

interactive wetland inventory map, and county soil survey maps in-house.  Although the 

area was visually surveyed no field delineations were performed and no jurisdictional 

determinations were made. 

 

According to the Hydrologic Unit Map of Georgia (USGS, 1974), the subject site is 

located in the Upper Flint River Basin (HUC 03130005).  Topographic mapping and the 

USFWS interactive wetland inventory map for the project area identified five I-85 stream 

crossings between Highway 16 and SR 34.  Any linear construction projects along this 

corridor would encounter the same crossings.  One stream was identified running parallel 

to I-85 where Lower Fayetteville Road crosses the I-85 corridor.  This stream is located 

less than one-tenth mile from the interstate corridor.  The existing mapping identified no 

wetland crossings by I-85 in this corridor.  According to existing mapping there are no 

streams or wetlands within the proposed interchange right of way at the Poplar Road 

crossing.  Additional field surveys would be required to confirm these findings.   

 

Minor impacts to jurisdictional waters of the U.S. are allowed without prior authorization 

by the ACOE.  However, if impacts exceed the allowed minor impacts (typically one-

tenth acre of wetlands or 100-linear feet of stream), permitting through the ACOE is 

required prior to any site development activities and mitigation to offset the impacts 

would be necessary.  More stringent thresholds may be required for development within 

special protected areas, such as floodplains and the cumulative impacts of the project will 

be considered.  Any longitudinal encroachments would have to be coordinated with 

ACOE and USFWS.   
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4.4 Threatened and Endangered Species 

The United States Fish and Wildlife Service County Listing of Threatened and 

Endangered Species was reviewed to determine the proposed project’s potential impact to 

protected species in Coweta County.  See Table 4-2 for a listing of these species.  No 

pedestrian surveys were conducted to identify specific habitat or populations of 

individual species.  Pursuant to the Endangered Species Act of 1973, a survey must be 

conducted to identify protected individuals and/or potential habitat for protected 

individuals within the project corridor prior to project implementation.    

 

Although no formal survey was conducted along the I-85 corridor between SR 34 and 

U.S. 29, areas were identified that would require terrestrial survey.  The need to perform 

aquatic surveys will be determined through coordination with GDOT/OEL and USFWS.  

After only a preliminary visual survey, it is impossible to identify which habitats will be 

affected among those that potentially exist within the six-mile corridor.  It is fairly 

certain, however, that the interchange design currently proposed will likely have much 

less impact on species and/or habitats listed in Table 4-2 than an alternate design 

proposing access/frontage roads that traverse streams and a variety of topographic 

settings on either side of I-85.   
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Table 4-2:  Federal and State Listed Species Known to Occur in Coweta County 

Common Name 
Scientific 

Name 
Federal 
Status 

State 
Status 

Habitat 

Bird 

Bald eagle Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus 

T E Inland waterways and estuarine areas in Georgia 

Invertebrates 

Gulf moccasinshell 
mussel 

Medionidus 
pencillatus 

E E 

Medium streams to large rivers with slight to 
moderate current over sand and gravel 
substrates; may be associated with muddy sand 
substrates around tree roots 

Oval pigtoe mussel Pleurobema 
pyriforme 

E E 
River tributaries and main channels in slow to 

moderate currents over silty sand, muddy sand, 
sand, and gravel substrates 

Purple bankclimber 
mussel 

Elliptoideus 
sloatianus 

 

T T 
Main channels of ACF basin rivers in moderate 
currents over sand, sand mixed with mud, or 
gravel substrates 

Shiny-rayed 
pocketbook mussel 

Lampsilis 
subangulata 

E E 
Medium creeks to the mainstems of rivers with 
slow to moderate currents over sandy substrates 
and associated with rock or clay 

Fish 

Bluestripe shiner Cyrinella 
callitaenia 

None T Brownwater streams 

Highscale shiner Notropis 
hypsilepis 

None T Blackwater and brownwater streams 

Floral Species 

Bay star-vine Schisandra 
glabra 

None T 
Twining on subcanopy and understory 
trees/shrubs in rich alluvial woods 

Monkeyfaces orchid Platanthera 
integrilabia 

C T 

Red maple-blackgum swamps; also sandy damp 
stream margins; on seepy, rocky, thinly 
vegetated slopes. Also known as Monkey-face 
Orchid 

Pink ladyslipper Cypripedium 
acaule 

None U Upland oak-hickory-pine forests; piney woods 

Key:  T = Threatened; E = Endangered; C = Candidate; U = Unusual; PS = Partial status; LE = Listed as endangered 

Sources: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Georgia Department of Natural Resources 

 

4.5 Community Issues 

Per Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Community Impact Assessment:  A Quick 

Reference for Transportation (Publication No. FHWA-PD-96-036): 

 

Community impact assessment is a process to evaluate the effects of a 

transportation action on a community and its quality of life.  The 

assessment process is an integral part of project planning and development 

that shapes the outcome of a project.  Its information is used continuously 
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to mold the project and provide documentation of the current and 

anticipated social environment of a geographic area with and without the 

action.  The assessment should include all items of importance to people, 

such as mobility, safety, employment effects, relocation, isolation, and 

other community issues. 

 

An assessment of community impact will likely be necessary, as some of the potential 

impacts identified by the FHWA apply to the I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange as 

currently planned.  As a capacity and volume-adding project, some increase in noise, 

vibration, dust, or odor is anticipated.  Increased traffic volume on Poplar Road could 

affect community cohesion and interaction; however it should not isolate any segment of 

the community.  As currently planned, minor residential displacement is likely to occur; 

however, farm and/or business displacement is not anticipated.  Should frontage/access 

roads be built, additional displacements might occur.  The project is not anticipated to 

cause a change in social values; however, increased traffic volumes along Poplar Road 

may affect the quality of life and the aesthetic character of the community in the vicinity 

of the interchange.  In its current configuration, the interchange is not anticipated to affect 

the use of public facilities, nor is it likely to displace any public facilities.  The 

interchange will likely have a positive impact on mobility and access and should improve 

emergency-response time.  Finally, the interchange may encourage businesses to move to 

the area, which could ultimately affect the tax base. 

 

4.6 Hazardous Material/USTs 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Enviromapper and Facility 

Registry System (FRS), and the Georgia Environmental Protection Division (EPD) 

Underground Storage Tank Database were consulted to locate known hazardous material 

sites and Underground Storage Tank (UST) locations within the project corridor.   

 

According to these sources, there are two sites that handle hazardous materials, and two 

additional sites with underground storage tanks.  Additional assessment may be required 
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(soil and groundwater sampling) if right of way is to be acquired or disturbed on or 

down-gradient of these properties where contaminants may have migrated. 

 

Known Sites in Project Area: 

Southtown Motors, 
640 Highway 34 East, Newnan, GA 30263 
FRS Registry ID: 110007493701 
Environmental Interest Type:  Small Quantity Generator (SQG) 
 
Mike Patton Chevrolet/Oldsmobile 
695 Highway 34 East, Newnan, GA 30263 
FRS Registry ID: 110006160340 
Environmental Interest Type:  Unknown 
 
Newnan Citgo #19 
1010-B Highway 34 East, Newnan, GA 30263 
EPD Facility ID: 9056051 
USTs 
 
Newnan Crossing 
1075 Highway 34 East, Newnan, GA 30263 
EPD Facility ID: 9038080 
USTs 
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4.7 Summary 

An environmental screening for the proposed I-85 Interchange at Poplar Road revealed a 

number of archaeological sites and historic structures in proximity to I-85 between SR 34 

and U.S. 29.  While none of the archaeological sites have NRHP-eligible status, their 

presence suggests other sites may also exist in the area.  Therefore, a standard Phase I 

archaeological survey will be necessary for areas directly affected by construction 

associated with the interchange project.  In addition, background research and the 

preliminary visual survey of the project area determined that at least three standing 

structures would require evaluation.  A more exhaustive historic structures survey is 

needed to fully assess the projects impact to these and any other properties within the 

APE that are 50 years old or older. 

 

Streams and wetlands are present within the corridor.  Permitting through the US Army 

Corps of Engineers prior to construction will likely be required.  The need to mitigate 

impacts to streams and wetlands is also anticipated; however, the level of mitigation 

required cannot be determined until an ecological survey and wetlands delineation have 

taken place.  Construction plans are required prior to the assessment of impacts. 

 

The impacts to threatened and endangered species cannot be determined prior to intensive 

field surveys devoted to habitat and population identification for both terrestrial and 

aquatic flora and fauna.  However, a number of threatened and endangered species are 

listed for Coweta County. 

 

Since this is a capacity and volume-adding project, some impacts to the community and 

its quality of life are anticipated.  A formal assessment concerning the nature and extent 

of these impacts will likely to be required by FHWA. 

 

There are at least four Hazardous Materials/UST sites within the immediate project 

vicinity that would require additional consideration.  Prior to right-of-way acquisition or 

disturbance, the absence of contaminants both at and down-gradient of these sites should 

be confirmed.  Additional investigation may also be requested by GDOT/OEL or FHWA. 



Interchange Justification Report  I-85 at CR103/Poplar Road   

December 8, 2006 
 

45 

5.0 TRAFFIC VOLUME PROJECTIONS - TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL 
METHODOLOGY 

 
5.1 Travel Demand Model 
 
Traffic projections for the Poplar Road Interchange Justification Report were derived 

from the most recently adopted Travel Forecasting Model Set for the Atlanta Region, 

Version 2003, developed by the Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC).  This model 

utilizes the TP+/VIPER user interface in the Cube software environment and has a 2000 

base year validation.  Future year scenarios include year 2030 based upon the currently 

adopted Mobility 2030 Regional Transportation Plan and an interim year 2020 scenario. 

 
5.2 2000 Base Year Validation Check 
 
The ARC model is validated at the multi-county regional level.  In order to assess the 

accuracy of the model estimation within the project study area, the volume-to-count 

ratios were evaluated for highway network links within the study area.  This was done to 

identify any trip generation or trip distribution characteristics that would need to be 

equally applied to the future year scenarios.  A subarea validation is often warranted 

within the context of a regional travel demand model in order to increase the reliability or 

confidence in projected highway volumes. 

 

The review of the volume-to-count ratios revealed that all major roadway facilities in the 

study area were estimated within an acceptable margin of error.  No concerns regarding 

trip generation or trip distribution were identified at the study area or corridor level.  

Therefore, no subarea validation was deemed necessary.  Neither was the need for 

applying adjustment factors to future year projections. 

 
5.3 Initial Traffic Projections 
 
Initial runs of the future year traffic projections yielded some concerns regarding trip 

distribution and assignment.  The model network as coded for the 2020 and 2030 future 

year scenarios does not provide the level of detail necessary to develop design hour 

traffic or perform traffic operational analyses.  This is primarily due to the addition of 

new roadways in the study area. 
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Planned roadway improvements in the study area will affect the distribution of traffic.  

Most notable among these are the SR 34 Bypass and the Newnan Crossing Boulevard 

East.  These roadways will serve as parallel reliever roads to I-85 between SR 34 and 

Poplar Road.  No direct loadings from centroid connectors were provided for these future 

roads in the 2020 or 2030 scenarios.  This results in a perceived under-loaded condition 

in the area of the proposed interchange. 

 
A more detailed review of the highway model network in the study area revealed that 

only large traffic analysis zones (TAZs) exist east of I-85 in the study area.  From these 

TAZs only limited loading points exist for principal roadways in the study area including 

the previously mentioned roadways and Poplar Road, resulting in unbalanced trip 

loadings and distribution. 

 

The loading problems described above can most properly be addressed in one of two 

ways.  Off-model adjustments can be made to smooth or redistribute trips in the study 

area, or model network enhancements can be made to provide additional traffic loading 

points.  In order to use the dynamic aspects of the travel demand model, it was 

determined that the latter approach, providing additional loading points, was the more 

practical course of action. 

 

Additional model analysis was required to forecast the Alternative 5 Scenario (described 

in Section 6.5) appropriately.  This alternative includes a C-D roadway system linking the 

SR 34, Poplar Road, and US 29 interchanges.  The forecast analysis for this alternative 

included coding in the C-D roadway system and several select link runs (model based 

origin and destination) to determine if any latent demand or diversions would occur on 

the C-D Roadway not forecasted for the previous alternative.  The model results indicated 

that this would not occur, but was used to determine the origins and destinations of 

vehicles traveling between the Coweta County interchanges so they would be routed 

appropriately along the C-D Roadway. 
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5.4 Network Edits 
 
Network edits associated with the Poplar Road IJR included the creation of new traffic 

analysis zones (TAZs) by splitting existing large zones.  Additional centroid connectors, 

primarily associated with the new TAZs, were added to accurately represent the 

distribution of trips in the study area.  Four large traffic analysis zones were split, 1573, 

1576, 1585, and 1586.  The zone splits are described below. 

 

� Zone 1573 was split to create two new zones, 1684 and 1685.  Zone 1684 is west 

of I-85 and provides new direct trip loading to the SR 34 Bypass and Lower 

Fayetteville Road.  Zone 1685 is on the east side of I-85 and provides direct 

access to SR 34, Newnan Crossing Boulevard East, and Lower Fayetteville Road. 

� Traffic Analysis Zone 1576 was divided along SR 34 to create a new zone on the 

south side of SR 34.  The new zone, 1686 provides additional connections to 

Lower Fayetteville Road, SR 154, and SR 34. 

� Zone 1585 was split along Poplar Road and Greison Trail to create two new 

zones, 1687 and 1688.  New zone 1687 provides traffic loading points to US 29 

and Lower Fayetteville Road.  Additional centroid connections were made to 

Poplar Road, Greison Trail, Lower Fayetteville Road and the SR 34 Bypass. 

� Traffic Analysis Zone 1586 was split to create three additional zones 1689, 1690, 

and 1691 along Poplar Road and Turkey Creek Rd.  Zone 1689 creates new 

loading points to Newnan Crossing Boulevard East, Poplar Road, and Lower 

Fayetteville Road.  Zone 1690 connects to Poplar Road, Parks Road, and SR 154.  

The new zone provides access to SR 16 and Turkey Creek Road, 1691. 

 
In conjunction with these revisions, the socio-economic data associated with the split 

zones was disaggregated.  This resulted in no net addition or loss in household, 

population, or employment in the study area.  The regional control totals were 

maintained. 
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The zone splits described above provided approximately twenty-five (25) new loading 

points in the study area.  This resulted in more evenly distributed traffic and a reasonable 

highway assignment. 

 

In addition to these network edits, the proposed Creekside interchange (CW-AR-004) 

was removed from the future year networks.  Although this interchange is part of the 

ARC 2030 Regional Transportation Plan, for the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed 

that the Poplar Road interchange will be built first. 

 

These network edits were applied consistently to the 2020 and 2030 scenarios.  The daily 

and peak hour volumes from the model were used to develop design hour volumes for the 

IJR traffic operations analyses.  In addition, turning movement percentages from the 

model were used for the future year traffic analyses. 

 
5.5 Summary 
 
Refinements are often made to a regional travel demand model in the development of 

traffic for corridor and subarea analyses.  These refinements commonly include socio-

economic data adjustments, highway network edits, and subarea validations.  In 

reviewing the 2020 and 2030 scenarios of the Travel Forecasting Model Set for the 

Atlanta Region, Version 2003, developed by the Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC), it 

was determined that network edits were necessary to effectively distribute and load the 

projected trips in the study area.  These network edits resulted in reasonably distributed 

future year traffic for use in the IJR traffic operations analyses. 
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6.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

 

6.1 Alternative 1  (No-Build Alternative) 

In this alternative, the proposed interchange at Poplar Road is not included.  All other 

projects currently planned in the ARC 2030 RTP along the roadway network within study 

area are included.  This alternative was eliminated since it does not provide improved 

access or road network connectivity for the Poplar Road area and does not provide any 

benefits in travel time or congestion savings in the design year. 

 

6.2 Alternative 2  (Build Alternative) 

Alternative 2, the Build Alternative, proposes to construct a conventional diamond 

interchange at the existing location of the Poplar Road overpass at I-85 in Coweta 

County.  The project is included in ARC’s 2030 RTP as Project CW-AR-003 with an 

implementation year of 2020.  The proposed location meets the minimum and average 

spacing requirements for interchanges in urban/suburban areas as follows: 

 

    Required Spacing  Actual Spacing 

    (Urban/Suburban) 

 Minimum Spacing    1.0/2.0       2.5 

 Average Spacing    2.0/4.0        3.2 

 

The spacing provides ample room for advance signing of the interchange.  The existing 

Poplar Road bridge over I-85 would need to be widened or replaced to accommodate the 

wider roadway section along Poplar Road.  This roadway section would be four (4) lanes, 

two (2) travel lanes each direction, separated by a minimum 20 foot wide raised median.  

The bridge would carry a minimum of six (6) lanes, four (4) travel lanes with back to 

back left turn lanes for each direction turning onto I-85 NB and SB.  Poplar Road would 

be four (4) lanes between I-85 and the Newnan Bypass intersection west of I-85, 

approximately 1200 feet, and then would taper down to the existing roadway width 

entering the City of Newnan.  Between the ramp and the Newnan Bypass, an additional 

westbound travel lane is proposed (for a total of three (3) lanes WB) to improve traffic 
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operations.  To the east, Poplar Road would be four (4) lanes for a short distance 

(approximately 400 feet) beyond the ramp terminal, and then taper back to the existing 

two (2) lane section as quickly as possible (approximately 1000 feet from the ramp 

terminal). The ramp intersections with Poplar Road would be signalized.  A conceptual 

layout of the proposed interchange is shown in Figure 6-2.  The interchange is shown in 

conceptual nature only, the details of which would need to be finalized during 

preliminary and final design according to AASHTO Green Book criteria for the 

appropriate type facility.  Typical sections detailing the proposed roadway sections are 

shown in Figure 6-8 for information only. 

  

There are no existing limits of access along Poplar Road (except the I-85 right of way 

itself).  The proposed limits of access vary along each side of Poplar Road between 

Newnan Crossing Boulevard to the east and Newnan Bypass to the west.  Current GDOT 

policy, as stated in Chief Engineer’s Policy 4A-3 entitled “Establishing Access Control”, 

is to provide a minimum of 600 feet from the ramp intersections in urban conditions and 

1000 feet in rural conditions (see Appendix A-7).  Providing at least 1000 feet of limited 

access rights along Poplar Road east and west from the ramp terminals would require the 

relocation of as many as 20 residences at substantial cost.  As this area redevelops in the 

future, this control of access will be very important in maintaining a high level of service 

and efficient traffic operations in the Poplar Road interchange area.   

    

Alternative 2 provided benefits in overall congestion and travel times within the study 

area.  It relieved the SR34 and US29 interchanges to some degree, while increasing 

density along I-85 slightly between Poplar Road and SR34.  The details of this analysis 

are included in Section 7. 

 

6.3 Alternative 3  (In Lieu Of Alternative) 

 

In Alternative three, the “In Lieu Of” Alternative, projected Design Year 2030 

deficiencies in the No Build roadway network within the study area were identified and 
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various methods of mitigation were analyzed.  The following is a list of those 

improvements included in Alternative 3: 

• Signal timing adjustments throughout the SR34 corridor from Lakeside Way 

extending west to the Newnan Bypass 

• An additional right turn lane on the SB I-85 off ramp onto SR34 WB.  This 

lane continues WB along SR34 and terminates into Amlajack Boulevard. 

• Make the SB I-85 off ramp at SR34 a two lane exit ramp. 

• Additional storage length for turn lanes on the SB I-85 off ramp at SR34, NB 

I-85 off ramp at SR34, and NB I-85 off ramp at US29. 

• Additional WB exclusive left turn lane on SR16 onto US29. 

• Additional NB lane on US29 at SR16. 

• Additional SB lane on US29 at SR16. 

• Timing adjustments to the intersection of the NB I-85 on/off ramp at US29. 

Alternative 3 provides minimal scope improvements that provide maximum benefits at a 

low overall cost.  This alternative provides benefits in overall congestion and travel times 

within the study area.  Conceptual layouts are provided in Figures 6-3 to 6-7 detailing 

these improvements.  

 

6.4 Alternative 4   (Optimized Build Alternative) 

Alternative 4, the Optimized Build Alternative, incorporates those mitigation measures 

proposed in Alternative 3; however, it includes the implementation of the proposed 

interchange facility at Poplar Road as well (Alternative 2).  Alternative 4 also includes 

the addition of an auxiliary lane SB along I-85 between SR34 and the proposed Poplar 

Road interchange to mitigate the slight decrease in LOS for this segment of interstate.  

Alternative 4 represents a complete build package and it is this study’s recommendation 

for approval.  It provides significant congestion and travel time benefits over each of the 

previous three alternatives at a modest additional cost. 
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6.5 Alternative 5   (Optimized Build with Collector-Distributor Network) 

Alternative 5, the Optimized Build with Collector-Distributor Network, incorporates 

those mitigation measures proposed in Alternative 4; however, it includes the 

implementation of a collector distributor (C-D) roadway network between SR 34 and US 

29.  In addition, this alternative removes the direct connections with I-85 at the proposed 

Poplar Road interchange as well as reducing the existing full-diamond I-85 interchanges 

at SR 34 and US 29 to half-diamond facilities.  Though Alternate 5 appears to cause 

fewer impacts across the study area, significant adverse conditions created at the 

southbound SR 34 off-ramp as well as high construction costs relative to its moderate 

benefits make Alternate 5 less desirable.  Conceptual layouts are provided in Figures 6-9 

to 6-12 detailing these improvements.  Analysis results are discussed further in Chapter 7. 

 

 

6.6    Cost Estimates 

Cost estimates, in 2005 dollars, for each of these alternatives are provided in detail in 

Appendix A-4; however, the following table summarizes the results: 

 

   Preliminary Right of Way Construction  Total Cost 

   Engineering 

      ($1000)     ($1000)      ($1000)     ($1000) 

Alternative 1           0            0  0           0 

Alternative 2       1,065       3,044        7,103      11,212 

Alternative 3         316         939        2,107       3,362 

Alternative 4       1,877       3,991       12,514      18,382 

Alternative 5       4,462       3,375       44,242      52,079 

 

NOTE:  Engineering costs have been added in this table.
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7.0 TRAFFIC ANALYSIS AND MODELING 
 

Introduction 
 
Traffic operations in the study area were analyzed according to the following alternates: 

  

� Existing 2005 

� Alternative 1 - No Build (Base Year 2020 & Design Year 2030) 

� Alternative 2 - Build (Base Year 2020 & Design Year 2030) 

� Alternative 3 - In Lieu Of (Design Year 2030) 

� Alternative 4 - Optimized Build (Design Year 2030) 

� Alternative 5 - Optimized Build with Collector-Distributor Network  

          (Design Year 2030) 

 

In the Existing 2005 alternate, interstate and surface street operational analyses were 

based upon geometric conditions as they exist in the present and traffic signal timing 

currently in place. 

 

Alternative 1 included all projects currently planned along the roadway network within 

study area.  In this alternate volumes projected by the ARC Travel Demand Model were 

applied without a proposed interchange facility at Poplar Road.  In addition, traffic signal 

timing information currently in operation was used to compare Alternatives 1 and 2 

conditions with common criteria. 

 

Alternative 2 conditions included those planned projects that are in Alternative 1 and 

existing traffic signal timing; however, alternate volumes projected by the ARC Travel 

Demand Model were applied with a proposed interchange facility at Poplar Road as well 

as a full southbound auxiliary road between SR 34 and Poplar Road. 

 

In Alternative 3, projected Design Year 2030 deficiencies in the Alternative 1 roadway 

network within the study area were identified and various methods of mitigation outside 
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of the implementation of an interstate access were analyzed.  Some methods of mitigation 

included traffic signal timing modification and additional turn lane capacities. 

 

Alternative 4 incorporates those mitigation measures proposed in Alternative 3; 

however, it includes the implementation of the proposed interchange facility at Poplar 

Road as well.  This alternate represents a complete Build package. 

 

Alternative 5 incorporates those mitigation measures proposed in Alternative 4; 

however, it includes the implementation of a collector distributor (C-D) roadway network 

between SR 34 and US 29.  This alternative removes the direct connections with I-85 at 

the proposed Poplar Road interchange as well as reducing the existing full-diamond I-85 

interchanges at SR 34 and US 29 to half-diamond facilities.  As traffic patterns on surface 

streets were not altered in this alternate, capacity analysis results in Alternate 4 apply.   

7.1 Interstate Operations Analyses 

7.1.1 Introduction 
 
The study area relative to interstate / freeway operations encompasses I-85 from just 

north of its interchange with SR 34 extending just south of its interchange with US 29.  

The adjacent roadway network and intersection operations including interchange 

intersections with SR 34, Poplar Road, and US 29 are covered in the Intersection 

Operations section of this chapter.  Alternatives will be broken down into two (2) 

sections:   

1) Interstate / Freeway Mainline Segments 

2) Interstate Freeway Ramps    

Comparative interstate mainline analyses results extracted from CORSIM modeling runs 

for the Design Year 2030 PM Peak will also be presented at the end of Section 7.1.  

These results will shed a broader light on overall operative benefits realized between 

alternative operations.  Typically, capacity analysis using HCS 2000 is limited in 

evaluating a larger study area as it focuses on a finite space; however, CORSIM provides 

a better overall evaluation of a study area and its global operations. 
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7.1.2 Methodology 
 

In this study, the methodology used for evaluating traffic operations along I-85 is based 

on criteria set forth in the Transportation Research Board’s Highway Capacity Manual, 

2000 Edition (HCM 2000).  HCS 2000 software, which emulates HCM 2000 

methodology, was used for interstate / freeway analysis.    The following is a description 

of methodologies employed for the analysis of interstate mainline segments and divergent 

and convergent ramp connections. 

 

Interstate / Freeway Mainline Segments 

 
For analysis of interstate or freeway segments the Basic Freeway Operational Analysis 

module of HCS 2000 was employed.  Analyses are based upon the following input 

variables: 

o Hourly vehicular volume 

o Peak hour factor   

o Number of interstate mainline travel lanes 

o Terrain (i.e. level, rolling, mountainous, etc.) 

o  Percentage of trucks and RVs 

o Driver Population Adjustment 

o Free Flow Speed 

From these inputs, LOS is calculated based upon density measured in passenger cars per 

mile per lane of interstate / freeway.  Table 7-1 presents LOS criteria for interstate or 

freeway segments. 
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Table 7-1 

Level of Service Criteria for Interstate or Freeway Segments 

Level of Service 

 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

 

Density (pc/mi/ln) 

 

0 - 11 

11 - 18 

18 - 26 

26 - 35 

35 - 45 

> 45 

Source: 2000 Highway Capacity Manual 

 

Interstate / Freeway Ramps 

 
For analysis of ramp facilities, the Ramp and Ramp Junctions Diverge Analysis and 

Ramp and Ramp Junctions Merge Analysis modules were employed.  Analyses are based 

upon the following input variables: 

o Ramp connection type 

o Number of interstate mainline travel lanes 

o Interstate Free Flow Speed 

o Interstate Hourly vehicular volume 

o Ramp alignment 

o Ramp Free Flow Speed 

o Ramp Hourly vehicular volume 

o Number of ramp travel lanes 

o Length of first acceleration lane 

o Adjacent ramp information (i.e. distance upstream / downstream) 

o Peak hour factor   
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o Terrain (i.e. level, rolling, mountainous, etc.) 

o Percentage of trucks and RVs 

o Driver Population Adjustment 

From these inputs, LOS is calculated based upon density measured in passenger cars per 

mile per lane of ramp influence area.  Table 7-2 presents LOS criteria for interstate or 

freeway segments. 

 

Table 7-2 

Level of Service Criteria for Interstate / Freeway Ramps 

Level of Service 

 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

 

Density (pc/mi/ln) 

 

� 10 

> 10 - 20 

> 20 - 28 

> 28 - 35 

> 35 

v/c > 1.0 

Source: 2000 Highway Capacity Manual 

 

7.1.3 Existing 2005 Conditions Analysis 
 

The section of I-85 within study limits is currently a six (6) lane facility north of its 

interchange at SR34 with the outermost northbound and southbound lanes terminating at 

SR 34.  Thus, I-85 south of SR 34 operates as a four (4) lane facility extending beyond 

US 29 to Alabama.  The posted speed limit in this area is 70 miles per hour (mph).  

Terrain in the study area is primarily rolling in nature with no apparent problematic 

conditions as a result of roadway grades.  Ramp facilities are comprised of one (1) lane 

entering / exiting I-85.   

Peak period and turning movement and 24-hour classification counts were conducted 

throughout the study area in March 2005 during a typical weekday with local schools in 
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session.  These counts were used in analyzing I-85 interstate / freeway facilities including 

mainline segments and ramps for existing 2005 conditions during the AM peak hour 

(occurring between 6am and 9am) and the PM peak hour (occurring between 4pm and 

7pm) indicated from 24-hour bi-directional tube counts recorded on I-85 immediately to 

the south of SR 34.  Existing I-85 count information is presented in Figure 7-1. 

 

Interstate / Freeway Mainline Segments 

 
The I-85 mainline from just north of the SR 34 interchange extending south to include the 

US 29 interchange was analyzed for the AM and PM peak periods.  Analysis results 

indicate that all freeway / interstate segments throughout the study area currently operate 

at a LOS A or B for both the AM and PM peak periods.  Existing I-85 mainline 

operations are presented in Figure 7-2. 

 

Interstate / Freeway Ramps 

 
I-85 ramps bordering the location of the proposed Poplar Road Interchange were 

analyzed.  The ramp facilities analyzed are as follows: 

o Southbound on-ramp from SR 34 

o Northbound off-ramp to SR 34 

o Southbound off-ramp to US 29 

o Northbound on-ramp from US 29 

 

Analysis results indicate that these ramps currently operate at a LOS A or B for both the 

AM and PM peak periods, with one exception: The southbound on-ramp from SR 34 

operates at a LOS C during the PM peak period.  A LOS D is generally considered 

acceptable by Georgia DOT for peak hour traffic; therefore, there are no concerns with 

current ramp operations.  Existing I-85 mainline operations are presented in Figure 7-2. 
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7.1.4 Base Year 2020 Analysis 
 
7.1.4.1  Alternative 1   (No Build) 

 
The section of I-85 within study limits is currently a six (6) lane facility north of its 

interchange at SR34 with the outermost northbound and southbound lanes terminating at 

SR 34.  However, in 2020 a third through lane will be added to the I-85 mainline 

throughout the study area, thereby extending the currently terminating lanes south past 

US 29.   Ramp facilities will be comprised of one (1) lane entering / exiting I-85 with 

additional vehicle storage along the southbound off-ramp at SR 34.  Also, a one (1) lane 

cloverleaf is planned and will merge with the northbound I-85 on-ramp from SR 34.     

Vehicular volume information, including relative turning movements, used in this 

scenario was based upon the ARC TP+ Travel Demand Model for the year 2020.  

Development of projected future year volumes is detailed in Section 5.0.  These volumes 

were used in analyzing I-85 interstate / freeway facilities including mainline segments 

and ramps for base year 2020 no build conditions during the AM and PM peak periods.  

Base year 2020 No Build I-85 volume information is presented in Figure 7-3. 

Interstate / Freeway Mainline Segments 
 
The I-85 mainline from just north of the SR 34 interchange extending south to include the 

US 29 interchange was analyzed for the AM and PM peak periods.  Analysis results 

indicate that all freeway / interstate segments throughout the study area are forecast to 

operate at acceptable levels of service for both the AM and PM peak periods in 2020.  

Even though the I-85 segment between the SR 34 and US 29 interchanges is forecast to 

operate at a LOS D in the southbound direction during the PM peak period and 

northbound direction during the AM peak period; a LOS D is generally considered 

acceptable for such facilities.  Base year 2020 No Build I-85 mainline operations are 

presented in Figures 7-5. 
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Interstate / Freeway Ramps 
 
Analysis results indicate that the ramps servicing the interstate system south of SR 34 

including the southbound SR 34 on-ramp, the northbound SR 34 off-ramp and the US 29 

interchange will operate at acceptable levels of service for both the AM and PM peak 

periods in 2020.  However, the ramp facilities servicing I-85 to the north side of the SR 

34 interchange are forecast to be problematic.  The southbound SR 34 off-ramp is 

forecast to operate at a LOS F during the PM peak and the northbound SR 34 on-ramp is 

forecast to operate at a LOS F during the AM peak.  It should be noted that while LOS is 

based upon density (D), in the event a facility indicates a LOS F it is due to capacity 

being exceeded (v/c > 1.0).  Base year 2020 I-85 No Build ramp operations are also 

presented in Figure 7-5. 
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7.1.4.2  Alternative 2 (Build) 

 

Interstate facilities in the 2020 Build scenario remain the same as previously stated in the 

Base Year 2020 No Build Conditions; however, a typical diamond interchange facility is 

proposed at Poplar Road.  In evaluating projected volumes and distribution patterns 

accessing I-85, it was concluded that a typical diamond interchange facility would be 

proposed.  Ramp facilities at the proposed interchange will be comprised of one (1) lane 

entering / exiting I-85 for each direction. 

 

With the implementation of an interchange at Poplar Road, distances from adjacent 

interchanges at SR 34 and US 29 are reduced by approximately ½ as the proposed 

location is situated equidistant (2.2 miles) from either interchange.  Thus, interstate 

signing distance requirements would not present any problematic issues.   

 

Vehicular volume information, including relative turning movements, used in this 

scenario is based upon the ARC TP+ Travel Demand Model for the year 2020 with the 

proposed interchange facility included.  These volumes were used in analyzing I-85 

interstate / freeway facilities including mainline segments and ramps for base year 2020 

build conditions during the AM and PM peak periods.  Base year 2020 build I-85 volume 

information is presented in Figure 7-4. 

Interstate / Freeway Mainline Segments 
 
The I-85 mainline from just north of the SR 34 interchange extending south past the 

proposed Poplar Road interchange to include the US 29 interchange was analyzed for the 

AM and PM peak periods.  Analysis results indicate that all freeway / interstate segments 

throughout the study area are forecast to operate at acceptable levels of service for both 

the AM and PM peak periods in 2020 with one exception.  The southbound I-85 segment 

between the SR 34 and Poplar Road interchanges is forecast to operate at a LOS E during 

the PM peak period.  Base year 2020 Build I-85 mainline operations are presented in 

Figures 7-5. 
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Interstate / Freeway Ramps 
 
Analysis results indicate that the ramps servicing the Poplar Road and US 29 

interchanges will operate at acceptable levels of service for both the AM and PM peak 

periods in 2020.  However, the ramp facilities servicing the SR 34 interchange are 

forecast to be problematic.  Of the four (4) facilities accessing I-85 at this interchange, 

only the northbound SR 34 off-ramp is forecast to operate at an acceptable LOS during 

the AM and PM peak periods.  Aside from this, there are only three (3) cases of 

acceptable LOS forecast.  First, the southbound SR 34 off-ramp is forecast to operate at 

an acceptable LOS C during the AM peak, but during the PM peak results indicate it 

operating at a LOS F.  Second, the southbound SR 34 on-ramp is also forecast to operate 

at a LOS C in the AM peak period, but results show a LOS F during the PM peak as well.  

Third, the northbound SR 34 on-ramp is forecast to operate at an acceptable LOS D 

during the PM peak, but during the AM peak results indicate it operating at a LOS F.   

Base year 2020 I-85 Build ramp operations are presented in Figures 7-5. 
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7.1.4.3             Comparison of Results - Base Year 2020  
Alternative 1 vs. Alternative 2 

 

Traffic patterns indicate that with the implementation of the proposed interchange facility 

at Poplar Road, some adverse impacts are expected.  This is due primarily to the ARC 

Travel Demand Model redirecting trips throughout the network due to an additional 

access point on I-85.  The southbound section of I-85 between SR 34 and Poplar Road 

will see adverse impacts.  On the other hand, the US 29 interchange and the segment of I-

85 south of the proposed Poplar Road Interchange is not forecasted to be adversely 

impacted.  No Build vs. Build operations are presented in Figures 7-6. 

Interstate / Freeway Mainline Segments 
 
In comparing analysis results, it was noted that the only reductions in LOS occurred on 

the segment of I-85 immediately in between the proposed Poplar Road interchange and 

the SR 34 interchange.  During the PM peak southbound I-85 LOS is reduced from a 

LOS D in the No Build scenario to a LOS E in the Build scenario and northbound I-85 is 

reduced from a LOS C in the No Build scenario to a LOS D in the Build scenario.  This is 

due to an increase in trips taking a shorter path with higher speeds from areas west-

northwest of I-85 and SR 34 to regions immediately east-southeast of Poplar Road.  

Otherwise, without an interchange at Poplar Road, these trips utilize the most efficient 

surface street routes thereby negatively impacting the local roadway network.  More 

vehicle trips will travel on southbound I-85 from SR 34 to Poplar Road with the proposed 

interchange in place due to a more convenient travel path.  Therefore, a reduction in 

congestion on local surface streets can be expected with the implementation of Alternate 

2. 

 

The vehicular trips that travel from the northwest to the southeast during the PM peak 

hour period are primarily work related trips.  For the baseline model, of all work trips that 

originate within Coweta County, only 34 percent satisfy the trip end internally.  The 

remaining 64 percent of work related trips travel outside the county for employment 

purposes.  As a result, I-85 is a primary travel route because of its inter-county 

connectivity, higher travel speeds and access to major employment centers. 
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By the year 2030, Coweta County is anticipated to capture a greater percentage work 

trips internally.  The ARC travel demand model projects 54 percent of work trips 

beginning and ending internally within Coweta County.  However, even with this 

projected shift in employment capture, internal to external work trips remain a significant 

factor in travel demand for I-85. 

 

In addressing future problematic conditions, an additional southbound auxiliary lane 

between the SR 34 and proposed Poplar Road interchanges was analyzed.  With the 

implementation of this auxiliary lane, operations are improved to a LOS D during the PM 

peak, thus, bringing all interstate facilities in the study area to acceptable levels of 

service.  Analysis results did not indicate the need for a northbound auxiliary lane along 

this section of I-85, as levels of service are forecast to be acceptable.      

 

Interstate / Freeway Ramps 
 
Analysis results indicate that the ramp facilities servicing the south side of the SR 34 

interchange are forecast to experience degradation in LOS in either the AM or PM peak 

period.  Analysis results do indicate an improvement in LOS for the northbound SR 34 

on-ramp during the PM peak.  Alternate 1 results indicate a LOS F, but Alternate 2 

improves operations to an acceptable LOS D.   

 

With the previously mentioned additional southbound auxiliary lane between the SR 34 

and proposed Poplar Road interchanges, future operations would improve at the SR 34 

southbound on-ramp from a LOS D in the No Build scenario and from a LOS F in the 

Build scenario to a LOS B during the PM peak period.  In addition, an improvement in 

the AM peak period (LOS C) at this location would also occur.       
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7.1.5 Design Year 2030 Analysis 
 
7.1.5.1             Alternative 1 

 

No Build conditions will be consistent with those cited in the previous Base Year 2020 

section.  There are no physical additions to be in operation in 2030 that are outside of 

those future projects already considered for the base year 2020 analyses.    

 

Vehicular volume information, including relative turning movements, used in this 

scenario was based upon the ARC TP+ Travel Demand Model for the year 2030.  

Development of projected future year volumes is detailed in Chapter 5.  These volumes 

were used in analyzing I-85 interstate / freeway facilities including mainline segments 

and ramps for design year 2030 No Build conditions during the AM and PM peak 

periods.  Design year 2030 No Build I-85 volume information is presented in Figure 7-7. 

Interstate / Freeway Mainline Segments 
 
The I-85 mainline from just north of the SR 34 interchange extending south to include the 

US 29 interchange was analyzed for the AM and PM peak periods.  Analysis results 

indicate that all freeway / interstate segments throughout the study area are forecast to 

operate at acceptable levels of service for both the AM and PM peak periods in 2030.  

Though the I-85 segment between the SR 34 and US 29 interchanges is forecast to 

operate at a LOS D in the southbound direction during the PM peak period, a LOS D is 

generally considered acceptable for such facilities.  Design year 2030 No Build I-85 

mainline operations are presented in Figures 7-9. 

Interstate / Freeway Ramps 
 
Analysis results indicate that the ramps servicing the interstate system south of SR 34 

including the southbound SR 34 on-ramp, the northbound SR 34 off-ramp and the US 29 

interchange will operate at acceptable levels of service for both the AM and PM peak 

periods in 2030.  However, the ramp facilities servicing I-85 to the north side of the SR 

34 interchange are forecast to be problematic.  The southbound SR 34 off-ramp is 
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forecast to operate at a LOS F during the PM peak and the northbound SR 34 on-ramp is 

forecast to operate at a LOS F during the AM peak and a LOS E during the PM peak.  

Again, it should be noted that while LOS is based upon density (D), in the event a facility 

indicates a LOS F it is due to capacity being exceeded (v/c > 1.0).  Design year 2030 I-85 

No Build ramp operations are presented in Figures 7-9. 
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7.1.5.2 Alternative 2 

 
As cited previously in Base Year 2020 conditions, a typical diamond interchange facility 

is proposed at Poplar Road in the 2030 Build condition.   

 

Vehicular volume information, including relative turning movements, used in this 

scenario is based upon the ARC TP+ Travel Demand Model for the year 2030 with the 

proposed interchange facility included.  These volumes were used in analyzing I-85 

interstate / freeway facilities including mainline segments and ramps for design year 2030 

build conditions during the AM and PM peak periods. Design year 2030 Build I-85 

volume information is presented in Figure 7-8. 

Interstate / Freeway Mainline Segments 
 
The I-85 mainline from just north of the SR 34 interchange extending south past the 

proposed Poplar Road interchange to include the US 29 interchange was analyzed for the 

AM and PM peak periods.  Analysis results indicate that all freeway / interstate segments 

throughout the study area would operate at acceptable levels of service for both the AM 

and PM peak periods with one exception.  The southbound I-85 segment between the SR 

34 and Poplar Road interchanges is forecast to operate at a LOS E during the PM peak 

period.  Design year 2030 Build I-85 mainline operations are presented in Figures 7-9. 

Interstate / Freeway Ramps 
 
Analysis results indicate that the ramps servicing the Poplar Road and US 29 

interchanges will operate at acceptable levels of service for both the AM and PM peak 

periods in 2030.  However, the ramp facilities servicing the SR 34 interchange are 

forecast to be problematic.  Of the five (5) facilities accessing I-85 at this interchange, 

only the northbound SR 34 off-ramp is forecast to operate at an acceptable LOS during 

the AM and PM peak periods.  Aside from this, there are only 2 cases of acceptable LOS 

forecast.  First, the southbound SR 34 off-ramp is forecast to operate at an acceptable 

LOS C during the AM peak, but during the PM peak results indicate it operating at a LOS 

F.  Second, the southbound SR 34 on-ramp is also forecast to operate at a LOS C in the 
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AM peak period, but results show a LOS F during the PM peak as well.  Design year 

2030 I-85 Build ramp operations are presented in Figures 7-9. 
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7.1.5.3        Comparison of Results – Design Year 2030     
  Alternative 1 vs. Alternative 2 
 
Impacts as a result of modifications in traffic patterns due to the implementation of an 

interchange facility at Poplar Road are expected.  The SR 34 interchange and the segment 

of I-85 north of the proposed Poplar Road interchange are forecast to experience some 

degradation in traffic operations.  However, the US 29 interchange and the segment of I-

85 south of the proposed Poplar Road Interchange is not forecast to be adversely 

impacted.  No Build vs. Build operations are presented in Figures 7-10. 

 

Degradation forecast on freeway facilities can be attributed to traffic pattern 

reassignments in the ARC TP+ Travel Demand Model.  In particular, the impacts forecast 

along the southbound I-85 On Ramp at SR 34 and southbound I-85 mainline between SR 

34 and Poplar Road are a result of trips normally destined for those areas southeast of 

Poplar Road at I-85.  Trips that would otherwise access Poplar Road and areas to the east 

via the Newnan Bypass or directly from the west in Newnan on Poplar Road (surface 

streets) will utilize I-85 and the proposed interchange (interstate facilities).  Therefore, in 

increasing trips along these facilities that are not normally accessed, some adverse 

impacts are forecast on freeway segments. 

Interstate / Freeway Mainline Segments 
 
In comparing analysis results, it was noted that reductions in LOS occurred in two (2) 

locations:  1.) On the segment of I-85 immediately in between the proposed Poplar Road  

Interchange and the SR 34 interchange, and 2.) The northbound segment of I-85 

approaching the northbound on-ramp from US 29. 

 

During the AM peak period the segment of I-85 immediately in between the proposed 

Poplar Road Interchange and the SR 34 interchange southbound I-85 LOS is reduced 

from a LOS B in the No Build scenario to a LOS C in the build scenario and northbound 

I-85 is reduced from a LOS C in the No Build scenario to a LOS D in the build scenario.   

However, these reductions did not result in unacceptable levels of service.  During the 
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PM peak southbound I-85 LOS is reduced from a LOS D in the No Build scenario to an 

unacceptable LOS E in the Build scenario.   

 

A reduction in LOS occurring on the northbound segment of I-85 approaching the 

northbound on-ramp from US 29 was also noted.  During the AM peak period 

northbound I-85 LOS is reduced from a LOS B in the No Build scenario to a LOS C in 

the build scenario; however, this is an acceptable LOS. 

 

In addressing future problematic conditions, the additional southbound auxiliary lane 

between the SR 34 and proposed Poplar Road interchanges analyzed in the base year 

2020 condition was also analyzed for design year 2030.  With the implementation of this 

auxiliary lane, operations are improved to a LOS D during the PM peak; thus, bring all 

interstate facilities in the study area to acceptable levels of service.   

Interstate / Freeway Ramps 
 
Analysis results indicate that the SR 34 southbound off-ramp, the SR 34 northbound I-85 

off-ramp, and all US 29 interchange ramps are not forecast to experience degradation in 

LOS in either the AM or PM peak period.   

 

The SR 34 southbound I-85 on-ramp is forecast to experience degradation in operations 

from a LOS B to a LOS C during the AM peak.  During the PM peak, it is forecast to 

drop from a LOS D to a LOS F.   However, with the previously mentioned additional 

southbound auxiliary lane between the SR 34 and proposed Poplar Road interchanges, 

future operations would improve at the SR 34 southbound on-ramp from a LOS D in the 

No Build scenario and from a LOS F in the Build scenario to a LOS C during the PM 

peak period.  In addition, an improvement in the AM peak period levels of service at this 

location is also likely to occur.  
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7.1.5.4             Alternative 5 

 
A C-D roadway network between SR 34 and US 29 is proposed in the 2030 Build 

condition.  In addition, this network would provide access to Poplar Road.   

 

Vehicular volume information, including relative turning movements, used in this 

scenario is based upon the ARC TP+ Travel Demand Model for the year 2030 with the 

proposed C-D facility included.  These volumes were used in analyzing I-85 interstate / 

freeway facilities including mainline segments and ramps for design year 2030 build 

conditions during the AM and PM peak periods. Design year 2030 Build I-85 volume 

information is presented in Figure 7-11. 

Interstate / Freeway Mainline Segments 
 
The I-85 mainline from just north of the SR 34 interchange extending south past Poplar 

Road to include the US 29 interchange was analyzed for the AM and PM peak periods.  

Analysis results indicate that all freeway / interstate segments throughout the study area 

would operate at acceptable levels of service for both the AM and PM peak periods.  

Design year 2030 Alternate 5 I-85 mainline operations are presented in Figures 7-12. 

Interstate / Freeway Ramps 
 
Analysis results indicate that the ramp facilities servicing the SR 34 interchange are 

forecast to be problematic.  Both ramps accessing I-85 in the vicinity of SR 34 are 

forecast to experience a LOS F for both the AM and PM peak periods.  Ramp facilities 

accessing I-85 in the vicinity of US 29 are forecast to experience a LOS C for both the 

AM and PM peak periods with one exception.  The southbound on-ramp is forecast to 

experience a LOS D during the PM peak period.  Design year 2030 I-85 Alternate 5 ramp 

operations are presented in Figure 7-12. 
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7.1.5.5             Comparison of Results – Design Year 2030     
  Alternative 5 (C-D Network) vs. Alternative 1 and Alternative 2  
 
Impacts as a result of modifications in traffic patterns due to Alternate 5 (the 

implementation of a C-D roadway network between SR 34 and US 29 that also includes 

access to Poplar Road) are expected.  The southbound off-ramp at SR 34 is forecast to 

experience degradation in traffic operations during the AM peak period.  However, the 

segment of I-85 between SR 34 and US 29 is forecast to experience an improvement in 

LOS for both the AM and PM peak periods.  Operational comparisons are presented in 

Figures 7-13. 

 

The degradation of operations forecast at the SR 34 southbound off-ramp is primarily a 

result of alterations in traffic patterns due to southbound access reductions at US 29 

(Alternates 1 and 2) and Poplar Road (Alternate 2).  Vehicles that would normally be 

expected to continue southward along I-85 until they reach their destinations (US 29 & 

Poplar Road off-ramps) would be required to exit via the SR 34 off-ramp and utilize the 

proposed C-D roadway.  Conversely, this leads to reduced traffic volumes on I-85, thus 

an improvement in LOS is forecast on I-85 between SR 34 and US 29. 

Interstate / Freeway Mainline Segments 
 
In comparing analysis results, it was noted that improvements in LOS occurred on I-85 

between SR 34 and US 29. 

 

During the AM peak period southbound I-85 between SR 34 and US 29 is improved from 

a LOS C in Alternate 2 to a LOS B in Alternate 5 and northbound I-85 is improved from 

a LOS C in Alternate 1 and a LOS D in Alternate 2 to a LOS B in Alternate 5.   During 

the PM peak period southbound I-85 between SR 34 and US 29 is improved from a LOS 

D in Alternate 1 and a LOS E in Alternate 2 to a LOS B in Alternate 5 and northbound I-

85 is improved from a LOS C in Alternates 1 and 2 to a LOS B in Alternate 5.  As 

previously mentioned, the forecast improvement is due to the redirection of trips from I-

85 onto the proposed C-D roadway network..    
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Interstate / Freeway Ramps 
 
Analysis results indicate that the SR 34 southbound off-ramp is forecast to experience 

degradation in LOS during the AM peak period when comparing Alternate 5 to 

Alternates 1 and 2.  However, the remaining interstate access points will not experience a 

change in operations. 
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7.1.5.6    Design Year 2030 CORSIM Modeling Results 
 
The previously mentioned analyses have indicated that interstate mainline facilities will 

experience some adverse impacts to performance as a result of connectivity provided by 

the proposed interchange at Poplar Road, yet the nature of these analysis are microscopic 

and, at times, lack a more general insight.  Thus, in addition to the traditional analyses 

methods cited in this report, Traffic Software Integrated System version 5.1 (TSIS 5.1) 

was employed to create corridor simulation (CORSIM) models of the various alternates. 

 

CORSIM (corridor simulation) software is utilized for the modeling of traffic operations 

on roadway and freeway networks.  Geometric parameters including all traffic control 

measures are used in constructing a roadway network to depict various conditions (i.e. 

existing, future, etc.).  Traffic volumes are then input into entering nodes and 

subsequently dispersed according to turning movement percentages, source-sink 

designations, and/or origin-destination assignments. 

 

Typically, a base or existing condition is established prior to evaluating future 

alternatives.  To accomplish this, existing volumes are recorded and input into a subject 

roadway network with appropriate geometry and traffic control features.  Once the 

existing network has been constructed, field investigations are conducted to calibrate the 

CORSIM model thereby validating animation outputs.  It should be noted that in 

calibrating models for this project, no adjustments to default values were needed in 

replicating the existing condition.  

 

Upon successful model calibration, CORSIM can be utilized as not only an animation 

tool but as a diagnostic tool as well.  This is accomplished by inserting a variety of 

proposed geometric and traffic control alternatives then evaluating animations and 

measures of effectiveness (MOE) for specified time periods. 
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The MOEs of travel time and delay were recorded on the following interstate mainline 

approaches to divergent /off-ramp facilities within the study area during the worst-case 

PM peak period: 

1. Southbound I-85 approaching SR 34 

2. Northbound I-85 approaching SR 34 

3. Southbound I-85 approaching US 29 

4. Northbound I-85 approaching US 29 

5. Southbound I-85 approaching Poplar Road (Build alternate only) 

6. Northbound I-85 approaching Poplar Road (Build alternate only) 

 

The MOEs attributed to these segments were recorded directly from PM peak period 

CORSIM model animations for the interstate mainline and are defined by arbitrary 

distances to provide a basis of comparison (i.e. measurements taken from #1 are based 

upon 1600+ feet of interstate mainline approaching SR 34).  Table 7-3 summarizes 

MOEs recorded on these segments for the various alternates. 
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*  Alternate is described further in the Intersection Operations section that follows. 

Results indicated in RED represent a comparison of equivalent links where connections were 

removed due to C-D alignment. 

Table 7-3 
PM Peak CORSIM MOE Summary Results�
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These analyses indicate modest changes in delay and travel time from No Build alternates 

to Build on most segments; however, the 2030 In Lieu Of and Optimized Build alternates 

experience significant decreases in both delay and travel time.  Further, Optimized Build 

alternate results forecast a significant reduction in delay and travel time experienced on 

the southbound segment of I-85 approaching SR 34 during the PM peak.  This actually 

indicates a significant improvement in forecast interstate mainline operations with the 

implementation of both 2030 In Lieu Of and Optimized Build strategies.  Lastly, results 

for Alternate 5 support capacity analysis results indicating a significant increase in delay 

and travel time on the southbound approach to SR 34.      

 

7.2 Intersection Operations Analyses 

7.2.1 Introduction 
 

The following intersections were analyzed for the Existing, 2020 No Build, 2020 Build, 

2030 No Build, and 2030 Build scenarios during the AM and PM peak periods: 

 

1. SR 34 at Newnan Bypass 

2. SR 34 at Amlajack Road 

3. SR 34 at Southbound I-85 On/Off-Ramp 

4. SR 34 at Northbound I-85 On/Off-Ramp 

5. SR 34 at Newnan Crossing Boulevard 

6. SR 34 at Lakeside Drive 

7. Poplar Road at Newnan Bypass (2020 and 2030 Build scenarios only) 

8. Poplar Road at Southbound I-85 On/Off-Ramp (2020 and 2030 Build 

scenarios only) 

9. Poplar Road at Northbound I-85 On/Off-Ramp (2020 and 2030 Build 

scenarios only) 

10. Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing (2020 and 2030 Build scenarios only) 

11. US 29 at Northbound I-85 On/Off-Ramp 

12. US 29 at Southbound I-85 On/Off-Ramp 

13. US 29 at SR 16* 
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* Pine Road and SR 16 are analyzed as separate unsignalized intersections in existing 

analyses and as one (1) signalized intersection in 2020 and 2030 analyses. 

 

Two (2) additional scenarios (2030 In Lieu Of and 2030 Optimized-Build) were also 

developed, and the intersections above were analyzed according to these additional 

scenarios during the PM peak as it represent the worst case peak period.  The 2030 In 

Lieu Of and 2030 Optimized-Build scenarios will be described in the sections that follow. 

 

Overall, in analyzing surface street operations the objective is to correlate both existing 

interstate operations and with projected improvements and volumes with adjacent surface 

street intersections.  Thus, quantifying any benefits or costs that may be associated with 

the addition of interstate access facilities.   

7.2.2 Methodology 
 

In this study, the methodology used for evaluating traffic operations at each intersection 

is based on criteria set forth in the Transportation Research Board’s Highway Capacity 

Manual, 2000 Edition (HCM 2000).  Synchro Traffic Signal Coordination Software by 

Trafficware was used for the analysis.  The following is a description of methodologies 

employed for the analysis of unsignalized and signalized intersections. 

 

Unsignalized Intersections 
 

For unsignalized intersections at which the side street or minor street is controlled by a 

stop sign, the criteria for evaluating traffic operations are the Level of Service (LOS) for 

the turning movements at the intersection and the Level of Service for the overall 

intersection.  LOS is based on the average controlled delay incurred at the intersection.  

Controlled delay for unsignalized intersections includes initial deceleration delay, queue 

move-up time, stopped delay, and final acceleration delay.  Several factors affect the 

controlled delay for unsignalized intersections, such as availability and distribution of 
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gaps in the conflicting traffic stream, critical gaps, and follow-up time for a vehicle in the 

queue. 

 

LOS is assigned a letter designation from A through F.  LOS A indicates excellent 

operations with little delay to motorists, while LOS F exists when there are insufficient 

gaps of acceptable size to allow vehicles on the side street to cross safely, resulting in 

extremely long total delays and long queues.  Table 7-4 presents LOS criteria for two-

way stop-controlled and all-way stop-controlled (unsignalized) intersections. 

 

 

Table 7-4 

Level of Service Criteria for Unsignalized Intersections 

Level of Service 

 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

 

Average Control Delay (sec/veh) 

 

� 10 

> 10 and � 15 

> 15 and � 25 

> 25 and � 35 

> 35 and � 50 

> 50 

Source: 2000 Highway Capacity Manual 

 

Signalized Intersections 
 

For signalized intersections, it is necessary to consider both capacity and LOS in order to 

evaluate the overall operation of the intersection.  The capacity analysis of an intersection 

is performed by comparing the volume of traffic using the various lane groups at the 

intersection to the capacity of those lane groups.  This results in a volume/capacity (v/c) 

ratio for each lane group.  A v/c greater than 1.0 is an indication that the volume of traffic 

exceeds available capacity of the intersection and may result in temporary excesses in 

demand and delay.  Although the capacity of the entire intersection is not defined, a 

composite v/c ratio for the sum of the critical lane groups within the intersection is 
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computed.  This composite v/c ratio is an indication of the overall intersection 

sufficiency.   

 

LOS for a signalized intersection is defined in terms of average controlled delay per 

vehicle, which is composed of initial deceleration delay, queue move-up time, stopped 

delay, and final acceleration delay.  Table 7-5 presents LOS criteria for signalized 

intersections as they are defined by average controlled delay.  LOS A indicates operations 

with very low controlled delay, while LOS F describes operations with extremely high 

average controlled delay.  LOS D is typically considered to be the limit of acceptable 

delay; LOS E is considered unacceptable by the general motoring public.  

 

Table 7-5 

Level of Service Criteria for Signalized Intersections 

Level of Service 

 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

 

Controlled Delay Per Vehicle (sec) 

 

� 10.0 

> 10.0 and �20.0 

> 20.0 and �35.0 

> 35.0 and �55.0 

> 55.0 and �80.0 

> 80.0 

Source: 2000 Highway Capacity Manual 

7.2.3 Existing 2005 Conditions Analysis 
 
Existing traffic signal timing information was provided by GDOT District 3 for all 

signalized intersections.  This timing information and existing turning movement counts 

were used for the analysis of all signalized intersections.  Existing 2005 turning 

movement count information is provided in Figure 7-14.  Existing intersection geometry 

and lane usage is provided in Figure 7-15. 

 

Existing intersection analyses indicate that only three (3) intersections currently operate 

at unacceptable levels of service.  The intersections of SR 34 at Newnan Bypass, SR 34 at 
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Newnan Crossing Boulevard, and US 29 at Pine Road currently operate at a LOS E 

during the PM peak period.   US 29 at Pine Road also operates at a LOS E during the AM 

peak period.  Analysis results are presented in Table 7-6 and 7-7. 
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7.2.4 Base Year 2020 Conditions Analysis 

7.2.4.1 Alternative 1 
 
Existing timing information provided by GDOT and turning movement volumes 

extracted from the ARC TP+ Travel Demand Model for the year 2020 were used for the 

analysis of all intersections.  Base Year 2020 No Build turning movement count 

information is provided in Figure 7-16.  Intersection geometry and lane usage is provided 

in Figure 7-17. 

 

Intersection analyses indicate that only three (3) intersections are forecast to operate at 

unacceptable levels of service in this scenario:  1) SR 34 at Amlajack Road; 2) SR 34 at 

Southbound I-85 On/Off-Ramps; and 3) SR 34 at Lakeside Drive.   During the AM peak 

period SR 34 at Amlajack Road and SR 34 at Lakeside Drive are forecast to operate at a 

LOS E.  During the PM peak period SR 34 at Amlajack Road is forecast to operate at a 

LOS F and SR 34 at Southbound I-85 On/Off-Ramps is forecast to operate at a LOS E.   

Analysis results are presented in Table 7-6 and 7-7. 

7.2.4.2 Alternative 2 
 
Existing timing information provided by GDOT and turning movement volumes provided 

by the ARC TP+ Travel Demand Model for the year 2020 with the implementation of a 

diamond interchange at Poplar Road and I-85 were used for the analysis of all 

intersections.  Base Year 2020 Build turning movement count information is provided in 

Figure 7-18.  Intersection geometry and lane usage is provided in Figure 7-19. 

 

Intersection analyses indicate that there is an overall increase in intersection capacity 

(v/c) at the majority of intersections in the study area as a result of implementing the 

proposed interchange facility at Poplar Road with an upgrade in LOS at the following 

three (3) intersections:  1) SR 34 at Amlajack Road; 2) SR 34 at Southbound I-85 

On/Off-Ramps; and 3) US 29 at SR 16.   During the AM peak period SR 34 at Amlajack 

Road is forecast to improve to a LOS D from a LOS E and US 29 at SR 16 is forecast to 

improve from a LOS C to a LOS B.  During the PM peak period SR 34 at Southbound I-
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85 On/Off-Ramps is forecast to improve to a LOS D from a LOS E and US 29 at SR 16 is 

forecast to improve from a LOS D to a LOS C.   Also, with the proposed southbound I-85 

interchange On/Off ramp at Poplar Road being forecast to operate at acceptable levels of 

service, the southbound right turning movement onto Poplar Road from the off-ramp is 

recommended to be a free-flowing, channelized movement.  Analysis results are 

presented in Table 7-6 and 7-7. 
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7.2.5 Design Year 2030 Analysis 

7.2.5.1 Alternative 1 
 
Existing timing information provided by GDOT and turning movement volumes 

extracted from the ARC TP+ Travel Demand Model for the year 2030 were used for the 

analysis of all intersections.  Design Year 2030 No Build turning movement count 

information is provided in Figure 7-20.  Intersection geometry and lane usage is provided 

in Figure 7-17. 

 

Intersection analyses indicate that overall intersection operations are forecast to be poor 

with the majority of intersection facilities experiencing a LOS F and saturated conditions 

(v/c > 1.0).  During the AM peak period only the three (3) following intersections are 

forecast to operate at acceptable levels of service:  1) SR 34 at Southbound I-85 On/Off-

Ramps; 2) SR 34 at Northbound I-85 On/Off-Ramps; and 3) US 29 at Southbound I-85 

On/Off-Ramp.   During the PM peak period only the two (2) following intersections are 

forecast to operate at acceptable levels of service: 1) SR 34 at Northbound I-85 On/Off-

Ramps and 2) US 29 at Northbound I-85 On/Off-Ramp.  Analysis results are presented in 

Table 7-6 and 7-7. 

7.2.5.2 Alternative 2 
 
Existing timing information provided by GDOT and turning movement volumes provided 

by the ARC TP+ Travel Demand Model for the year 2030 with the implementation of a 

diamond interchange at Poplar Road and I-85 were used for the analysis of all 

intersections.  Design Year 2030 Build turning movement count information is provided 

in Figure 7-21.  Intersection geometry and lane usage is provided in Figure 7-19. 

 

Intersection analyses indicate that overall intersection operations are forecast to be poor 

with the majority of intersection facilities experiencing a LOS F and saturated conditions 

(v/c > 1.0). However, an overall improvement due to an increase in intersection capacity 

(v/c) at the majority of intersections in the study area is forecast.  This is primarily due to 

the implementation of the proposed interchange.  Upgrades in LOS were noted at the 
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following three (3) intersections during the AM peak:  1) SR 34 at Newnan Bypass; 2) 

SR 34 at Newnan Crossing Boulevard; and 3) US 29 at SR 16.   During the AM peak 

period SR 34 at SR 34 at Newnan Bypass is forecast to improve to a LOS E from a LOS 

F, SR 34 at Newnan Crossing Boulevard is forecast to improve to a LOS D from a LOS 

E, and US 29 at SR 16 is forecast to improve from a LOS F to a LOS D.  During the PM 

peak period no elevation in LOS was noted; however, as previously stated, analyses 

indicate an overall increase in intersection capacity.   Analysis results are presented in 

Table 7-6 and 7-7. 
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7.2.5.3  Alternative 3 
 
In this alternative, the implementation of various traffic control measures and strategic 

lane additions (outside of interstate capacity increases or connections) were introduced to 

the Design Year 2030 No Build alternative in an attempt to reduce future congestion in 

lieu of constructing an interstate interchange.  The previously mentioned turning 

movement volumes provided by the ARC TP+ Travel Demand Model for the year 2030 

were used for the analysis of all intersections (Figure 7-20).  Intersection geometric 

additions and lane usage is provided in Figure 7-22. 

 

Strategies applied to the study area are as follows: 

 

1. Signal Timing adjustments throughout the SR 34 corridor from Lakeside Way 

extending west to the Newnan Bypass.  Primarily an increase in cycle length 

(170 seconds). 

2. An additional southbound right turn lane on the southbound I-85 Off Ramp 

at SR 34. 

3. Extension of dual lane section of the southbound I-85 Off Ramp at SR 34 to 

create a fully-functional two (2) lane off ramp. 

4. Additional storage lanes on the southbound I-85 Off Ramp at SR 34, 

northbound I-85 Off Ramp at SR34, and northbound I-85 Off Ramp at US 29. 

5. Additional westbound exclusive left turn lane on SR 16 at US 29. 

6. Additional northbound dual usage left turn/through lane on US 29 at SR 

16. 

7. Additional southbound through lane on US 29 at SR 16. 

8. Timing adjustments to the intersection of northbound I-85 On/Off Ramp at 

US 29.  Increase in green time to phase servicing off-ramp trips. 

 

Due to the PM peak period presenting far more significant congestion-based issues, 

analysis of these strategies was based upon PM peak period conditions. 
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Analyses indicate that an improvement in 2030 No Build intersection operations can be 

expected at the majority of the intersections in the study area; however, unacceptable 

levels of service can still be expected at SR 34 at Newnan Bypass, SR 34 at Amlajack 

Road, SR 34 at Southbound I-85 On/Off-Ramp, and SR 34 at Newnan Crossing.   

 

In comparing this scenario with the 2030 Build scenario, analyses indicated an overall 

increase in intersection capacity with two exceptions:  The intersections of SR 34 at 

Newnan Crossing and SR 34 at Lakeside Drive had marginal increases in levels of 

congestion forecast.  Analysis results are presented in Table 7-6 and 7-7. 
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7.2.5.4   Alternative 4 
 
In this alternative, the implementation of various traffic control measures and strategic 

lane additions introduced in the In Lieu Of alternate were applied to the 2030 Build 

scenario.  Also, turning movement volumes extracted from the ARC TP+ Travel Demand 

Model for the year 2030 with the implementation of a diamond interchange at Poplar 

Road and I-85 were used for the analysis of all intersections (Figure 7-21).   

 

Analyses indicate that an overall improvement to the 2030 Build and 2030 In Lieu Of 

alternates can be expected.  Only two (2) intersections are forecast to operate at 

unacceptable levels of service.  SR 34 at Newnan Bypass and SR 34 at Newnan Crossing 

are forecast to operate at a LOS F; however, forecast congestion is reduced when 

compared to all other future alternates.  Congestion forecast at the intersection of SR 34 

and Amlajack Road increase, but this is due to projected land uses and geometric 

limitations (i.e. not implementing roadway facilities on structure as a means of 

mitigation).  Analysis results are presented in Table 7-6 and 7-7. 

 

7.2.5.5   Alternative 5 
 
In this alternative, all surface street conditions presented in Alternative 4 were 

maintained.  Travel patterns along surface streets were not altered due to the introduction 

of a C-D network, thus turning movement volumes did not change and, consequently, 

analysis results remained equivalent to those in Alternate 4.    
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Shaded items indicate an improvement in operations. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 7-6 

AM Peak Intersection Analysis Results 

Signalized Intersection Analysis 

Location  
Existing 

2020  
Alt. 1 

2020  
Alt. 2 

2030 
Alt. 1 

2030 
Alt. 2 

LOS D C C F E 1. SR34 & Newnan Bypass 
v/c 0.72 0.66 0.65 0.87 0.78 

LOS C E D F F 2. SR34 & Amlajack 
v/c 0.56 1.06 0.91 1.80 1.51 

LOS A A A D C 3.  SR34 & I-85 Southbound  
    On/Off-Ramp v/c 0.48 0.78 0.71 1.10 1.02 

LOS C B B B B 4. SR34 & I-85 Northbound  
    On/Off-Ramp  v/c 0.78 0.57 0.57 0.73 0.75 

LOS B C C E D 5. SR34 & Newnan     
    Crossing  v/c 0.58 0.80 0.71 1.07 0.90 

LOS C E E F F 6. SR34 & Lakeside Dr.  
v/c 0.72 0.92 0.89 1.35 1.34 

LOS A B 7. Poplar Rd & Newnan  
    Bypass v/c 

n/a n/a 
0.36 

n/a 
0.53 

LOS A A 8. Poplar Rd & Southbound  
    Exit Ramp v/c 

n/a n/a 
0.27 

n/a 
0.38 

LOS A B 9. Poplar Rd & Northbound  
    Exit Ramp v/c 

n/a n/a 
0.45 

n/a 
0.71 

LOS B B 10. Poplar Rd & Newnan   
    Crossing v/c 

n/a n/a 
0.27 

n/a 
0.37 

LOS B D D F E 11. US 29 & I-85  
    Northbound Ramp v/c 0.56 0.78 0.73 1.16 0.97 

LOS A B B C C 12. US 29 & I-85  
    Southbound Ramp v/c 0.32 0.74 0.71 0.93 0.90 

LOS C B F D 13. US 29 & SR 16 
v/c 

n/a 
0.78 0.73 1.13 0.94 

LOS A 
US 29 & SR 16 Average 

Delay 
6.6 

Seconds 
n/a n/a n/a n/a 

LOS D 
US 29 & SR 16 Average 

Delay 
2.6 

Seconds 
n/a n/a n/a n/a 

LOS E 

US 29 & Pine Rd Average 
Delay 

4.1 
Seconds 

n/a n/a n/a n/a 
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Table 7-7 

PM Peak Intersection Analysis Results 

Signalized Intersection Analysis 

5.0 Location  
Existing 

2020 
Alt. 1 

2020 
Alt. 2 

2030 
Alt. 1 

2030 
Alt. 2 

2030 
Alt. 3 

2030 
Alt. 4 

LOS E D C F F F F 1. SR34 & Newnan 
Bypass v/c 0.96 0.85 0.72 1.23 1.13 1.11 1.02 

LOS C F F F F F F 2. SR34 & Amlajack 
v/c 0.79 1.47 1.46 2.29 2.28 2.10 2.25 

LOS C E D F F E D 3. SR34 & I-85 SB  
   On/Off-Ramp v/c 0.82 1.23 1.08 1.40 1.35 1.11 1.03 

LOS C B B C C C C 4. SR34 & I-85 NB  
    On/Off-Ramp v/c 0.87 0.78 0.75 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 

LOS E D D F F F F 5. SR34 & Newnan 
Crossing  v/c 0.88 0.91 0.86 1.16 1.06 1.16 1.06 

LOS C C C D D D D 6. SR34 & Lakeside 
Dr.  v/c 0.69 0.68 0.73 0.95 0.93 0.95 0.92 

LOS B B B 7. Poplar Rd & 
Newnan  
    Bypass 

v/c 
n/a n/a 

0.49 
n/a 

0.77 
n/a 

0.77 

LOS A A A 8. Poplar Rd & 
Southbound  
    Exit Ramp 

v/c 
n/a n/a 

0.48 
n/a 

0.68 
n/a 

0.68 

LOS A C C 9. Poplar Rd & 
Northbound   
    Exit Ramp 

v/c 
n/a n/a 

0.46 
n/a 

0.75 
n/a 

0.75 

LOS B A A 10. Poplar Rd & 
Newnan  
     Crossing 

v/c 
n/a n/a 

0.40 
n/a 

0.32 
n/a 

0.32 

LOS A C C D D D D 11. US 29 & I-85  
     Northbound Ramp v/c 0.35 0.72 0.68 0.95 0.87 0.65 0.61 

LOS B C B F F B B 12. US 29 & I-85  
     Southbound Ramp v/c 0.63 0.73 0.63 1.42 1.39 0.89 0.82 

LOS D C F F D C 13. US 29 & SR 16 
v/c 

n/a 
0.80 0.71 1.38 1.03 0.75 0.63 

Unsignalized Intersection Analysis 
LOS A 

US 29 & SR 16 Average 
Delay 

4.7 
Seconds 

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

LOS C 
US 29 & SR 16 Average 

Delay 
3.3 

Seconds 
n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

LOS E 
US 29 & Pine Rd Average 

Delay 
5.2 

Seconds 
n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

 
Items in bold indicate an improvement in LOS. 
Shaded area indicates comparison between ideal no build conditions (Alternative 3) 
and ideal build conditions (Alternative 4). 
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7.3 Traffic Operations Summary 

Interstate Operations 

 
Analyses have indicated that interstate mainline facilities may experience some adverse 

impacts to performance as a result of connectivity provided by the proposed interchange 

at Poplar Road, yet CORSIM model animations highlight potential benefits of 

implementing the 2030 Optimized Build alternate.  Through a global interaction of 

strategies applied in Alternative 3 and connectivity provided in Alternative 2, CORSIM 

model animations provide a look into the future in the form of MOEs as to the benefits I-

85 as well as the surrounding area may experience.    

 

While Alternate 4 is the preferred alternate, provisions can be made during design phases 

to allocate appropriate right-of-way that would allow future implementation of a C-D 

roadway network should Alternate 5 be desirable in the future.    

Intersection Operations 

 
Overall, intersections within the study area are forecast to be well into the range of 

unacceptable in 2020 and 2030.  However, analyses indicate that the comprehensive 

implementation of strategic geometric lane additions, modified signal timing, and an 

interchange facility at Poplar Road will minimize the affects of future generated trips 

throughout the study area.   

 

The most problematic situation presents itself at the intersection of SR 34 and Amlajack 

Road.  The rate and quantity of forecast development along Amlajack Road far exceeds 

any benefits from changes to the surrounding network may provide.  Due to the amount 

of projected left turn volume from eastbound SR 34 onto Amlajack Road and southbound 

Amlajack Road onto SR 34, problematic conditions arise that cannot be addressed in this 

study effort.  It should be mentioned that in mitigating this situation, interstate mainline 

operations would be positively affected, as well as the entire SR 34 corridor.     
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Appendix A-1 

 

Other Developments of Significance 
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Need and Purpose 

 
 



Interchange Justification Report  I-85 at CR103/Poplar Road   
 

 September 9, 2005 
 

Primary access to the Atlanta metropolitan region for the City of Newnan and Coweta 

County is via I-85.  The transportation accessibility in conjunction with other policy and 

economic factors has resulted in this area growing in all facets of land use: residential, 

industrial, commercial, and office.  The eastern portion of Coweta County is included 

within the Atlanta Urbanized Area and the projections are for all of the land use activities 

to continue to grow.  The associated growth in vehicular traffic is expected to produce a 

greater burden on the transportation network to provide acceptable levels of accessibility 

and mobility especially for those trips oriented to and from the Interstate. 

 

As the City of Newnan has grown, its eastern expansion is incorporated within the 

eastern portion of Coweta County.  The City’s primary roadway grid in this area includes 

Lower Fayetteville Road, Greison Trail, Poplar Road, and SR 34.  Additional new north-

south roadways on each side of I-85 have been constructed (Newnan By-pass) or are 

under construction (Newnan Crossing Boulevard) to strength the network.  However, 

even with this system and current improvements, given the expected growth (residential 

traffic on Newnan’s east side is expected to triple by 2010), volumes are expected to 

increase on: Lower Fayetteville Road by 200%; on Greison Trail by 64%; on SR 34 at the 

northbound I-85 ramps by 148%; and on SR 34 at the southbound I-85 ramps by 70%. 

 

The traffic analysis of the proposed I-85/Poplar Road interchange indicates that, with 

enhancements defined under the recommended Alternative 4 in place, an overall 

improvement in Level of Service on most surface streets will be realized, under the 

Design Year 2030 Condition.  The specific level of service information for various 

intersections for each alternative and analysis year is summarized in Tables 7-6 and 7-7.  

Shaded areas indicate an improved level of service over the no build alternative 

(Alternative 2). 

 

Additionally, the analysis of accident data indicates a relatively high accident rate along 

key facilities in the vicinity of the proposed interchange.  A crash analysis of 2003 
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accident data conducted as part of this IJR showed the crash rate for SR 34, along the 

segment immediately adjacent to I-85, at 9.55 crashes per million vehicle miles (MVM) 

traveled.  This rate is over 1.6 times the average statewide rate for the same facility type.  

The crash rate on Poplar Road, adjacent to the proposed interchange, was determined to 

be 11.09 crashes per million vehicle miles (MVM) traveled, over 5 times higher than the 

statewide average rate during the same period.  Taking into consideration the potential 

benefit of improved level of service offered by Alternative 4, the infrastructure 

improvements under this scenario which, as mentioned previously, were observed to 

improve traffic operations along surface streets, might also serve to address the traffic 

safety issues within the study area. 

 

To address continued lowering levels of service, increase the number of travel route 

options, redistribute traffic from intersections with a high number of accidents, and 

relieve congestion specifically within the SR 34 corridor that includes the I-85 

northbound and southbound ramps, there is a need for an additional interchange with I-85 

to serve the City of Newnan and adjacent portions of Coweta County. 

 

A preferred location for the interchange is at Poplar Road, an east-west roadway that is an 

underutilized component of the grid network of streets.  Poplar Road currently exists with 

a bridge over I-85 and is almost equidistant between the SR 34 interchange to the north 

and the US 29 interchange to the south.  Both the Newnan By-pass and Newnan Crossing 

Boulevard intersect Poplar Road within one-half mile of I-85. 

 

The Poplar Road interchange at I-85 will provide an additional option for increasing 

residential and commercial traffic in Newnan and southeast Coweta County to access the 

Interstate Highway System, in addition to providing alternate access of oversized truck 

traffic coming into and going out of Newnan and Coweta County south of SR 34, 

improving the capacity of the existing and planned local grid street network, and 

relieving the current and projected congestion concentrated at the SR 34 ramps with I-85. 
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Cost Estimates 





















ITEM DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE TOTAL

Maintenance of Traffic 1 LS $600,000.00 $600,000.00

Field Engineers Office TP 3 1 LS $45,000.00 $45,000.00

Grading Complete 1 LS $4,586,666.00 $4,586,666.00

Graded Aggregate Base Crs 10 in Incl. Matl. 287,555 SY $9.45 $2,717,394.75

4" Asph Conc Base Gp 1 or 2 Incl Bitum Matl & H Lime 287,555 SY $17.60 $5,060,968.00

2" Asph Conc B Gp 1 or 2 Incl Bitum Matl & H Lime 287,555 SY $8.80 $2,530,484.00

1 1/2" Asph. Conc. E Gp Incl. Bitum Matl & H Lime 267,555 SY $6.60 $1,765,863.00

Bitum. Tack Coat 86,266 GAL $1.50 $129,399.00

Retaining Walls 1 LS $750,000.00 $750,000.00

Storm Drainage Complete 1 LS $1,550,000.00 $1,550,000.00

Signing And Marking 1 LS $350,000.00 $350,000.00

Erosion Control 1 LS $780,000.00 $780,000.00

Grassing Complete 1 LS $50,000.00 $50,000.00

Utilities Complete 1 LS $450,000.00 $450,000.00

Signals 6 EA $110,000.00 $660,000.00

Bridges 1 LS $14,455,000.00 $14,455,000.00

Sub-Total $36,480,774.75

E&C Rate 10.00% $3,648,077.48

Inflation Rate   @ 5% 2Yrs $4,113,207.38

SUB TOTAL $44,242,059.61

Right Of Way $3,375,000.00

TOTAL $47,617,059.61

Date: 12/07/2006

Preliminary Construction Cost Estimate
POPLAR  ROAD  IJR

ALTERNATIVE  5

Page 1



Interchange Justification Report  I-85 at CR103/Poplar Road   
 

 September 9, 2005 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix A-5 

Meeting Minutes 

 

























Interchange Justification Report  I-85 at CR103/Poplar Road   
 

 September 9, 2005 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix A-6 

2030 RTP Project Information 
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Chief Engineer’s Policy 4A-3 

“Establishing Access Control”  

 
 
 
 



 

4A-3 

Establishing Access Control 

Chief Engineer's Policy 

See document history 

Roadway functional classification is the foundation of an access management program. Functional 
classification systems establish the planned function of different types of roadways and the priority 
placed on access as opposed to through traffic movement. Roadways that serve higher volumes of 
regional through traffic need more access control to preserve their traffic function. Frequent and direct 
property access is more compatible with the function of local and collector roadways.  

Regulating access is called “access control”. It is achieved through the regulation of public access rights 
to and from properties abutting the highway facilities. Official Code of Georgia, Annotated (OCGA) 32-
6-111 and OCGA 32-6-112 give the Department this authority. These regulations generally are 
categorized as full control of access, partial control of access, access management, and 
driveway/entrance regulations.  

For the purpose of this policy, the following definitions will apply:  

� “Full control of access” means that preference is given to through traffic by providing access 
connections by means of ramps with only selected public roads and by prohibiting crossings at 
grade and direct driveway connections. 

� “Partial control of access” means that preference is given to through traffic to a degree. Access 
connections, which may be at-grade or grade-separated, are provided with selected public roads 
and private driveways.  

In areas with partial control of access the decision to grant access to private driveways is made at the 
time of project development, and thereafter no private driveway access is to be added.  

The following guidelines will be used to establish access control (A/C):  

1. Full control of access will be established on all Interstates. 

Page 1 of 34A--Chief Engineer

8/2/2005http://www.dot.state.ga.us/topps/ss/chengr/4a-3.htm



2. Full control of access will be established on major arterials constructed on new location with 
grade separated interchanges. 

3. Partial control of access will be established on minor and major arterial projects constructed on 
new location with intersections at-grade. Breaks in access will only be permitted for public road 
intersections, and where property that is not accessible from existing roadways abuts or has been 
bisected by the new roadway alignment and limits of access has not been acquired by the 
Department. 

4. A/C will not be established on portions of projects on new location which are less than a mile in 
length, unless the project connects to a section of roadway where A/C has been/will be 
established. (Exception would be to preserve the functional area of an intersection, as defined in 
paragraph 7). 

5. Partial control of access will be established on existing major arterials that are being widened, 
when a planning study for upgrading the arterial has determined that partial access control is 
advisable. On this type project, every attempt will be made to consolidate existing access to the 
roadway by developing a supporting roadway network. All undeveloped property frontage will be 
A/C. Waivers of this policy will only be considered in the right of way acquisition phase when an 
economic impact analysis determines that it is not cost effective to acquire access rights. Any 
exceptions must be approved by the Chief Engineer. 

6. For projects that involve an Interstate interchange, new construction or reconstruction, A/C will be 
established along the intersecting route for a minimum distance of 600 feet in urban areas, and 
1000 feet in rural areas, measured from the intersection of the ramp centerline with the crossroad 
centerline. Any exceptions must be approved by the Chief Engineer. In cases where existing 
development has access within the limits stated above, waivers of this policy will only be 
considered when an economic impact analysis determines that it is not cost effective to acquire the 
access rights. 

7. On major and minor arterials, and major collector roadways that are being reconstructed, it is 
desirable that A/C be acquired so that driveway connections are not permitted within the 
functional area of any intersection. The functional area of an intersection is the area where 
motorists are responding to the intersection, decelerating, and maneuvering into the appropriate 
lane to stop or complete a turn. Access connections too close to intersections can cause serious 
traffic conflicts that impair the function of the affected facility. 

Upstream functional distance is defined as the distance traveled during perception-reaction time, 
plus the deceleration distance while the driver maneuvers to a stop, plus the queue storage. 
Downstream functional distance is defined as the stopping sight distance.  

Record of Access Control: From the date of adpotion of this policy all A/C acquired by the Department 
will be properly recorded by the Office of Right of Way. The Office of Transportation Data will develop 
and maintain a current listing of all sections of roadway that are A/C.  

Document History: 

� added to TOPPS: 12/14/04  
� moved from Traffic Operations to Chief Engineer: 01/27/05  
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INTRODUCTION 
Pond & Company has conducted an analysis of the future traffic conditions and transportation 
needs for the proposed I-85 at Poplar Road interchange in Coweta County, Georgia.  This 
project includes widening Poplar Road to four lanes from Newnan Crossing Bypass to Newnan 
Crossing Boulevard.  Other projects in the area projected to be completed before 2020 include 
the extension of Newnan Crossing Bypass south to SR 16 (4-lane divided road) and widening 
SR 16 to a four-lane divided road from US 29/27 to Newnan Crossing Bypass.  There is also a 
project to align the SR16 and Pine Road intersections into one intersection with US29/27.  The 
following are project numbers for these projects: 
 

Project Numbers:  
 I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange PI-0009323 
 Newnan Bypass Extension PI-0007694 
 SR 16 Widening and Reconstruction PI-0006877 
 Intersection Improvement of US29/27 Alt/SR14 at SR16 and Pine Road PI-0006293 

 
Figure 1 shows the area included in the traffic analyses.  Previous planning efforts for these four 
projects have taken place separately.  These projects were examined together to produce 
common design traffic volumes for use in traffic analysis and environmental documentation. 
 
The traffic analysis indicates the need for Poplar Road to be a four-lane divided roadway from 
Newnan Crossing Bypass to Newnan Crossing Boulevard to provide for future travel demand 
along the corridor.  This segment will include two new intersections with the I-85 northbound 
and southbound ramps.  The Piedmont Newnan Hospital is currently under construction on the 
south side of Poplar Road, just east of I-85.  Upon completion, one new intersection east of I-85 
will be added as driveway access to the hospital.  Additionally, the existing 3-leg intersection of 
Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing Boulevard will be converted to a 4-leg intersection, with the 
south leg as a driveway to the hospital. 
 
The traffic analysis addresses the lane geometry requirements for the Poplar Road Interchange 
Project based on design year (2040) forecasts.  The Atlanta Regional Commission’s (ARC’s) 
Travel Demand Model was used to develop opening year and design year traffic projections 
within the study area.  The opening year for the extension of the Newnan Crossing Bypass and 
the intersection improvement of US29/27 at SR16 and Pine Road is 2015.  The opening year for 
the I-85 at Poplar Road interchange is 2020.  The design year for all of these projects is 2040.  
These traffic projections were analyzed using the methodologies contained in the Highway 
Capacity Manual.  Required lane geometry was developed based on the design year volumes 
and results of the capacity analysis recommendations.  Signal Warrant summary data and traffic 
analysis summary data are provided in the appendix of this report.  Balanced traffic flow 
diagrams are provided under a separate cover. 
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Figure 1: Project Location Map 
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2010, 2015, 2020, AND 2040 BALANCED FLOW DIAGRAMS 
Future year traffic forecasts were prepared based on an examination of existing traffic flow, 
historic traffic volume trends, and growth projections from the ARC TP+ model.  The 
methodology for the traffic forecasts and resulting balanced traffic flow diagrams are provided in 
Appendix A (under separate cover).  The traffic flow diagrams contain daily and peak hour 
existing traffic volumes and traffic volume forecasts for build and no-build conditions for the 
following years: 

 2010 existing traffic volumes 
 2015, the opening year for the Newnan Crossing Bypass extension and the intersection 

improvement of US29/27 at SR16 and Pine Road. 
 2020, the opening year for the Poplar Road at I-85 interchange 
 2040, the design year for these projects 

 
The forecast traffic volumes were reviewed and approved by the Georgia Department of 
Transportation (GDOT) Office of Planning on September 14, 2011. 
 

POTENTIAL SIGNALIZATION NEEDS 
The installation of a traffic signal at an intersection is typically based on current or projected 
traffic volumes or other conditions such as proximity to a school, high pedestrian volumes, or 
safety considerations.  The addition of a new interchange with I-85 and the construction of the 
Piedmont Newnan Hospital will both increase future traffic volumes along Poplar Road.  Three 
new intersections will be created along the corridor, and a fourth leg will be added at the 
intersection of Poplar Road and Newnan Crossing Boulevard.  Traffic analyses for the Build 
alternative along the Poplar Road corridor include the following intersections: 

 Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing Bypass 
 Poplar Road at I-85 SB Ramps 
 Poplar Road at I-85 NB Ramps 
 Poplar Road at Hospital Driveway 1 
 Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing Boulevard/Hospital Driveway 2 

 
The intersection of Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing Bypass is currently signalized.  The other 
intersections either are unsignalized or do not currently exist.  To determine signalization needs 
along the corridor, a traffic signal warrant analysis was conducted on each of the four 
unsignalized intersections using projected 2020 traffic volumes.  This analysis was conducted 
using the criteria in the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) published by the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in 2009.  Right turn volumes were removed from the 
side street approach volumes in performing the signal warrant analysis. 
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The MUTCD states that an investigation of the need for a traffic control signal shall include an 
analysis of the applicable factors contained in the following traffic signal warrants and other 
factors related to existing operation and safety at the study location.  Each of the following 
signal warrants were considered and were evaluated where appropriate: 

 Warrant 1, Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume - Evaluated 
 Warrant 2, Four-Hour Vehicular Volume - Evaluated 
 Warrant 3, Peak Hour - Evaluated 
 Warrant 4, Pedestrian Volume – Not Evaluated 
 Warrant 5, School Crossing – Not Applicable 
 Warrant 6, Coordinated Signal System – Not Applicable 
 Warrant 7, Crash Experience – Not Evaluated 
 Warrant 8, Roadway Network – Evaluated 
 Warrant 9, Intersection Near a Grade Crossing – Not Applicable 

 

Table 1 shows the results of these warrant analyses for each intersection. Additional details are 
provided in Appendix B. 
 
Table 1: Signal Warrant Analyses, 2020 Build Alternative 

Warrant 
Number 

Poplar Road Intersections 

At I-85 SB 
Ramps 

At I-85 NB 
Ramps 

At Hospital 
Driveway 1 

At Newnan Crossing 
Boulevard 

Warrant 1 Met Met Met Met 

Warrant 2 Met Met Met Met 

Warrant 3 Met Met Met Met 

Warrant 4 Not Evaluated 

Warrant 5 Not Applicable 

Warrant 6 Not Applicable 

Warrant 7 Not Evaluated 

Warrant 8 Met Met Met Met 

Warrant 9 Not Applicable  
 

As the table shows, all four of the intersections analyzed meet warrants 1, 2, 3, and 8.  
Therefore, traffic signals are recommended at all four of these locations in the year 2020.  The 
traffic signal at the intersection of Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing Boulevard/Hospital 
Driveway 2 may need to be implemented before the year 2020 to serve the Piedmont Newnan 
Hospital.   
 

Traffic signals were included at all of these intersections in the 2020 Build and 2040 Build traffic 
analyses.  Traffic signals were also included in the 2020 No Build and 2040 No Build analyses 
at the intersections of Poplar Road at Hospital Driveway 1 and Poplar Road at Newnan 
Crossing Boulevard/Hospital Driveway 2.  The Piedmont Hospital DRI recommends 
signalization at each of these intersections. This can happen independently of other roadway 
projects in the area.   
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INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
Peak hour intersection analyses were conducted along the Poplar Road corridor for the 
following scenarios: 

 2010 Existing Conditions 
 2020 No Build Alternative 
 2020 Build Alternative 

 2040 No Build Alternative 
 2040 Build Alternative 

 

Peak hour traffic counts were conducted at the intersection of Poplar Road at the Newnan 
Crossing Bypass and the intersection of Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing Boulevard in 
December 2010.  Projected traffic volumes in the traffic flow diagrams were used for the 2020 
and 2040 traffic analyses.  These peak hour traffic volumes were used to conduct traffic 
analyses using Trafficware Synchro software, version 7, which is based on the methodology 
from the Highway Capacity Manual(HCM), by the Transportation Research Board.  Appendix C 
contains the results of the intersection capacity analyses.   

The overall LOS reflects the average delay for all signalize intersection movements. Delay for 
individual movements can be worse or better that the intersection LOS. The signalized 
intersection analyses in this report result in LOS D or better conditions for all intersections and 
movements. The HCM methodology does not provide an overall LOS for unsignalized 
intersections.  Instead, only individual movements or approaches that have conflicts at an 
unsignalized intersection have an LOS.  Therefore, this data is presented in the table. 

 

2010 Existing Conditions Intersection Analysis 
Figure 2 shows the existing intersections and lane geometry within the corridor.  Poplar Road is 
currently a 2-lane, undivided roadway, roughly oriented to the east and west.  It crosses over I-
85 but has no access to I-85.  Downtown Newnan is located to the west, while mostly rural, 
unincorporated Coweta County is located to the east. 
 

Table 2 shows the results of the 2010 Existing Conditions peak hour intersection analyses.  As 
the table shows, both intersections analyzed operate with an acceptable Level-of-Service 
(LOS).  Little traffic congestion currently exists along the corridor.  Poplar Road is classified by 
GDOT as a rural minor arterial east of I-85 and an urban minor arterial west of I-85.  With no 
access to I-85 and no major developments along the corridor, existing traffic volumes are 
relatively low. 
 

Table 2: 2010 Existing Conditions Peak Hour Intersection Analysis Results 

Intersection 
AM Peak PM Peak 

LOS Delay (sec) LOS Delay (sec)

Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing Bypass - Signalized B 15 B 12 

Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing Boulevard - Stop-Controlled 

     Eastbound Left-Turn A 9 A 2 

     Southbound Approach B 14 C 21 
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Figure 2: 2010 Existing Lane Geometry 
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The intersection of Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing Bypass is currently the only signalized 
intersection within the corridor.  The overall intersection LOS is shown in Table 2. The 
intersection of Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing Boulevard is currently unsignalized but is 
projected to warrant a traffic signal when the Piedmont Newnan Hospital is complete.   

 
2020 Opening Year Intersection Analysis 
The year 2020 is the opening year for the interchange at I-85 and Poplar Road.  The 2020 No 
Build alternative does not include this interchange.  However, it assumes that the Piedmont 
Newnan Hospital, which is currently under construction, will be completed before the year 2020.  
A new intersection serving the hospital, known as Poplar Road at Hospital Driveway #1, was 
included in this analysis.  The existing three-leg intersection of Poplar Road and Newnan 
Crossing Boulevard will have a fourth leg added, known as Hospital Driveway #2.  These 
Driveway designations correspond to the driveway designation in the Piedmont Hospital DRI 
traffic analysis.  The Piedmont Hospital DRI recommends signalization at each of these 
intersections, and the MUTCD signal warrant criteria are met in opening year 2020, so traffic 
signals were included in this analysis.  The results of the 2020 No Build Alternative analysis are 
shown in Table 3. 
 
Table 3: 2020 No Build Alternative Peak Hour Intersection Analysis Results 

Intersection 
AM Peak PM Peak 

LOS Delay (sec) LOS Delay (sec) 

Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing Bypass B 17 B 19 

Poplar Road at Hospital Driveway #1 A 10 B 18 

Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing 
Boulevard/Hospital Driveway #2 

C 22 C 34 

 
As the table shows, all three signalized intersections operate at an overall acceptable LOS (LOS 
D or better) in the 2020 No Build Alternative.  While the completion of the Piedmont Newnan 
Hospital is projected to increase traffic volumes along the corridor, no access to I-85 prevents 
significant traffic growth that is not related to the hospital.  This results in relatively low traffic 
congestion at the intersections along the corridor. 
 
The 2020 Build Alternative includes the following design changes: 

 A new interchange with I-85 
 Poplar Road will be widened to a 4-lane, divided roadway from Newnan Crossing 

Bypass to Newnan Crossing Boulevard 
 New traffic signals will be added at the intersections with the I-85 southbound ramps and 

the I-85 northbound ramps 
 The two new traffic signals added in the 2020 No Build alternative to serve Piedmont 

Newnan Hospital will also be added in the build alternative 
 Other lane geometry changes will be made to accommodate the increase in traffic 

volumes 
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Detailed information about the lane geometry recommendations for the intersections along the 
corridor is located in the Design Recommendations section of this report.  Table 4 shows the 
results of the 2020 Build Alternative analysis.  As the table shows, all intersections along the 
corridor are projected to operate at an acceptable LOS (LOS D or better) in the year 2020. 

 
Table 4: 2020 Build Alternative Peak Hour Intersection Analysis Results 

Intersection 
AM Peak PM Peak 

LOS Delay (sec) LOS Delay (sec) 

Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing Bypass C 24 C 26 

Poplar Road at I-85 SB Ramps B 11 B 12 

Poplar Road at I-85 NB Ramps B 11 A 7 

Poplar Road at Hospital Driveway #1 A 10 B 14 

Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing 
Boulevard/Hospital Driveway #2 B 20 C 25 

 

2040 Design Year Intersection Analysis 
The year 2040 is the design year for the interchange at I-85 and Poplar Road.  The 2040 No 
Build alternative does not include this interchange.  The lane geometry and signalization in the 
2040 No Build alternative are the same as the 2020 No Build alternative.  The results of the 
2040 No Build Alternative analysis are shown in Table 5.  As the table shows, all of the 
intersections operate with an acceptable LOS (LOS D or better). 
 
Table 5: 2040 No Build Alternative Peak Hour Intersection Analysis Results 

Intersection 
AM Peak PM Peak 

LOS Delay (sec) LOS Delay (sec) 

Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing Bypass B 14 B 20 

Poplar Road at Hospital Driveway #1 A 8 B 15 

Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing 
Boulevard/Hospital Driveway #2 

C 25 D 44 

 
The 2040 Build Alternative includes the same design changes present in the 2020 Build 
Alternative.  Some additional lane geometry changes are also recommended.  Detailed 
information about these lane geometry recommendations are located in the Design 
Recommendations section of this report. 
 
Table 6 shows the results of the 2040 Build Alternative analysis.  As the table shows, all 
intersections along the corridor are projected to operate at an acceptable LOS (LOS D or better) 
in the year 2040.  The intersection of Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing Bypass is projected to 
operate at LOS D during the PM peak hour.  All other intersections are projected to operate at 
LOS C or better during both the AM and PM peak hours.  This shows relatively low traffic 
congestions levels along the corridor. 



I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Concept Report Traffic Study State of Georgia  
Project: PI-0009323  Department of Transportation 
February 2, 2012 
Page 9 of 19 
 

 

As congestion increases at the adjacent interchange at I-85 and SR 34, the low traffic 
congestion levels on Poplar Road will continue to make it a viable alternative route and access 
point to I-85. 
 
Table 6: 2040 Build Alternative Peak Hour Intersection Analysis Results 

Intersection 
AM Peak PM Peak 

LOS Delay (sec) LOS Delay (sec) 

Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing Bypass C 30 D 38 

Poplar Road at I-85 SB Ramps B 18 C 21 

Poplar Road at I-85 NB Ramps B 16 B 11 

Poplar Road at Hospital Driveway #1 A 9 B 15 

Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing 
Boulevard/Hospital Driveway #2 

B 19 C 32 

 

Evaluation of Need for Loop Ramps 
Based on this analysis, no loop ramps are needed at this interchange.  It should be noted that 
during the PM peak hour, the southbound left-turn movement from the southbound off-ramp 
onto Poplar Road is relatively high.  The projected volume for this movement is 460 vehicles 
during the PM peak hour.  This movement is projected to operate at LOS D in the 2040 Build 
Alternative.  A loop ramp connecting I-85 southbound to Poplar Road eastbound would remove 
this left-turn movement and replace it with a free-flow movement on the loop.  However, the 
preliminary traffic projections do not show significant traffic congestion at the interchange using 
a traditional diamond interchange design.  Therefore, a loop ramp is not necessary for the 
design year of these projects. 
 

Evaluation of Roundabouts along Poplar Road 
Roundabouts were considered at the intersection of I-85 NB ramps at Poplar Road and at the 
intersection of I-85 SB ramps at Poplar Road.  The GDOT Roundabout Analysis Tool, version 
2.0  was used to analyze these intersections.  This tool is based on the HCM 2010 Model and 
the UK model, which is referenced in FHWA’s Roundabout Design Guide (2000) standards.  
Analysis was conducted for the AM and PM peak hours using the projected year 2040 traffic 
volumes.   
 
As is referenced in the roundabout tool, there is a large difference in assumed capacity between 
these two models. The HCM model has lower capacity and is assumed to coorelate to 
conditions where roundabout expectancy is low. The UK model is based on experience in the 
UK, where expectancy is high.  GDOT indicated that their research suggests the HCM model 
delays are 30% to 40% higher than would be expected in areas with high roundabout use.  
Since roundabout use is increasing in Georgia, GDOT assumes that year 2040 conditions would 
have much higher expectancy than current conditions. Therefore, the results of the roundabout 
analysis tool were interpolated between the HCM and UK models to provide delay results that 
reflect a 30% reduction in delay from the HCM model values. 
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The initial analysis in the GDOT Roundabout Analysis Tool showed that a single lane 
roundabout would not provide adequate service at each intersection.  The analyses also 
assumed that right-turn bypass lanes would be included for all right-turn movements at the 
intersections.  The GDOT Roundabout Analysis Tool provides an LOS for each approach to the 
intersection and for any right-turn bypass lanes at the intersection.  The results of the analyses 
are shown in Table 7 and Table 8.  Detailed roundabout analysis results are provided in 
Appendix D. 
 
Table 7: 2040 Roundabout Analysis Results, Poplar Road at I-85 SB Ramps 

Poplar Road at I-85 SB Ramps 

Approach/Bypass Lane AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Southbound B B 

Southbound Right-turn Bypass B B 

Eastbound A D 

Eastbound Right-turn Bypass A A 

Westbound A A 
 
Table 8: 2040 Roundabout Analysis Results, Poplar Road at I-85 NB Ramps 

Poplar Road at I-85 NB Ramps 

Approach/Bypass Lane AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Northbound A B 

Northbound Right-turn Bypass B B 

Eastbound A B 

Westbound C B 

Westbound Right-turn Bypass A A 
 
As the tables show, all approaches operate with LOS D or better conditions at both intersections 
with roundabout control.  The Synchro analysis showed that a signalized intersection at each of 
these two locations is projected to operate at LOS B or C during the AM and PM peak hours in 
the year 2040.   
 
Under current conditions, driver expectation of roundabouts  at interchange  ramp termini is low.  
As drivers use a roundabout regularly, driver familiarity increases.  In addition, GDOT has 
indicated that increased implementation of roundabouts through year 2040 is expected to result 
in increased familiarity and improved driver expectancy.  The I-85 at Poplar Road interchange 
will serve many commuters and regular interchange users.  However, the location of the 
Piedmont Newnan Hospital on Poplar Road, just east of the interchange, will draw significant 
numbers of drivers from outside the area, as well as infrequent and elderly drivers. These users 
are less likely to have familiarity with the roundabout at interchange ramp termini. 
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The analysis results indicate both roundabouts and traffic signals would result in acceptable 
levels of service at the ramp termini intersections.  Since signalized intersections are the more 
prevalent and expected control at ramp termini and the ramps are located near a hospital with a 
higher proportion of elderly drivers and those with limited mobility and visual acuity, traffic 
signals have been shown as the recommended intersection control. 
 

ROADWAY CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

Traffic conditions along Poplar Road were analyzed to determine the number of travel lanes 
needed to accommodate future travel demand with an acceptable level-of-service (LOS).  For 
purposes of evaluating the roadway laneage needs, the criteria of LOS D was used as the lower 
limit of acceptable operations.  This criteria represents conditions considered to be acceptable 
for most drivers in urban and suburban areas.  The arterial analysis was performed using 
Trafficware Synchro 7.0, which utilizes methodology from the Arterials section of the Highway 
Capacity Manual (HCM).   
 
The roadway capacity analysis indicates a four-lane section is needed along Poplar Road from 
Newnan Crossing Bypass to Newnan Crossing Boulevard.  This capacity is needed to 
accommodate design year traffic volumes, which are projected to range from about 20,000 to 
25,000 vehicles per day along the corridor.  The completion of the Piedmont Newnan Hospital 
on Poplar Road east of I-85 will also contribute significant amounts of turning traffic along the 
roadway. 
 
Arterial LOS analyses were conducted for the Poplar Road corridor from the Newnan Crossing 
Bypass to Newnan Crossing Boulevard.  These analyses included 2010 Existing Conditions 
data, 2020 No Build and Build alternatives, and 2040 No Build and Build alternatives. 
 
Arterial analyses are impacted significantly by the number of signalized intersections along a 
corridor.  The 2010 Existing Conditions includes one traffic signal along the Poplar Road 
corridor, at the intersection with the Newnan Crossing Bypass.  The 2020 and 2040 No Build 
alternatives include two additional traffic signals at the driveways for the Piedmont Newnan 
Hospital, for a total of three traffic signals along the corridor.   
 
The 2020 and 2040 Build alternatives include the traffic signals at Piedmont Newnan Hospital, 
as well as two new traffic signals serving the ramps for the new interchange with I-85, for a total 
of five traffic signals.  The results of the arterial analyses are shown in Table 9. Detailed results 
are provided in Appendix E. 
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Table 9: Existing and Future Conditions Arterial Analysis – Poplar Road 

Alternative 
Number of 

Lanes Direction

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

LOS 
Avg Travel 

Speed (mph) LOS 
Avg Travel 

Speed (mph) 

Existing Conditions 2-lane 

WB  B 33 B 34 

EB C 25 C 25 

2020 No Build 2-lane 

WB  C 26 C 24 

EB B 31 C 23 

2020 Build 4-lane 

WB  C 24 C 23 

EB C 27 C 23 

2040 No Build 2-lane 

WB  C 25 C 24 

EB B 30 C 22 

2040 Build 4-lane 

WB  D 21 D 19 

EB C 22 D 19 

 
As the table shows, the Poplar Road corridor operates at LOS D or better in the existing 
conditions analysis and in each of the alternatives.  The Build alternatives have significantly 
higher traffic volumes along Poplar Road than the No Build alternatives due to the new 
interchange with I-85 that is included in the Build alternatives.  This additional traffic volume will 
help relieve traffic at nearby congested interchanges. 
 

I-85 CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
Operational analyses were performed to determine the effects implementing the Poplar Road at 
I-85 interchange will have on the existing freeway system.  Freeway sections approaching the 
adjacent interchanges to the proposed interchange as well as the adjoining merge/diverge 
ramps were analyzed. The balanced traffic flow diagrams with forecast traffic for years 2020 and 
2040 were used in these analyses.  The detailed results of these analyses are provided in 
Appendix F. 
 

I-85 Freeway Analysis 

Operational analysis was conducted on I-85 freeway sections within the study area. The Level 
of Service (LOS) was determined for the No-Build and Build alternatives for the opening year 
2020 and the design year 2040 for the I-85 at Poplar Road interchange.  This allows a 
comparison of the impact of the interchange on the freeway system.  These analyses were 
conducted using the McTrans HCS+ software version 5.5, which emulates the Highway 
Capacity Manual methodology. 
 
Table 10 shows the results of the Freeway analyses for the 2020 No Build alterative and the 
2020 Build alternative.  As the table shows, each segment analyzed is projected to operate at 
LOS D or better in the year 2020. 
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Table 10: Freeway Analysis Results, 2020 Alternatives 

Freeway Section 

No-Build Build 

2020 AM Peak 2020 PM Peak 2020 AM Peak 2020 PM Peak 

LOS Density 
(pc/hr/ln) 

LOS Density 
(pc/hr/ln) 

LOS Density 
(pc/hr/ln) 

LOS Density 
(pc/hr/ln) 

I-85 Northbound Between 
SR 34 and Poplar Road 

C 20.5 B 17.8 C 21.5 C 18.6 

I-85 Southbound Between 
SR 34 and Poplar Road 

C 19.9 C 25.6 B  11.6 D 27.1 

I-85 Northbound Between 
Poplar Road and US 27/29 

Same as Above C 20.4 B 17.9 

I-85 Southbound Between 
Poplar Road and US 27/29 

Same as Above A 11.0 C 25.8 

 
Table 11 shows the results of the Freeway analyses for the 2040 No Build alternative and the 
2040 Build alternative.  As the table shows, each segment analyzed is projected to operate at 
LOS D or better in the year 2040. 
 
Table 11: Freeway Analysis Results, 2040 Build Alternative  

Freeway Section 

No-Build Build 

2040 AM Peak 2040 PM Peak 2040 AM Peak 2040 PM Peak 

LOS 
Density 

(pc/hr/ln) 
LOS

Density 
(pc/hr/ln) 

LOS
Density 

(pc/hr/ln) 
LOS 

Density 
(pc/hr/ln) 

I-85 Northbound Between 
SR 34 and Poplar Road 

C 24.9 C 26.2 C 24.9 C 21.2 

I-85 Southbound Between 
SR 34 and Poplar Road 

C 19.9 D 33.6 C 19.7 D 33.2 

I-85 Northbound Between 
Poplar Road and US 27/29 

Same as Above C 25.2 C 21.1 

I-85 Southbound Between 
Poplar Road and US 27/29 

Same as Above C 18.3 D 31.6 

 

I-85 Merge/ Diverge Ramp Analysis 
Peak directional ramp volumes were derived for the I-85 at Poplar Road interchange for the 
years 2020 and 2040, as shown in the balanced flow traffic diagrams.  Merge/Diverge analyses 
were conducted using these volumes and the methodology from the HCM 2000.  These 
analyses were conducted using the McTrans HCS+ software version 5.5, which emulates the 
Highway Capacity Manual methodology.  These analyses consider the traffic volumes on the 
ramp as well as on the I-85 mainline. 
 
The results of the 2020 Build Alternative Merge/Diverge analyses are shown in Table 12.  As 
the table shows, each analysis resulted in a projected LOS of C or better.  This is an acceptable 
LOS for each of these merge and diverge locations. 
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Table 12: I-85 Merge/Diverge Analysis Results, 2020 Build Alternative 

Ramp 
2020 AM Peak 2020 PM Peak 

LOS Density 
(pc/mi/ln) 

Decel. / Accel. 
Lane Length LOS Density 

(pc/mi/ln) 
Decel. / Accel. 
Lane Length 

Poplar Road 
Northbound Off-Ramp 

B  19.9 230 ft B 17.8 230 ft 

Poplar Road 
Northbound On-Ramp 

B  12.4 1400 ft B 10.0 1400 ft 

Poplar Road 
Southbound Off-Ramp 

B  11.9 350 ft C 23.2 350 ft 

Poplar Road 
Southbound On-Ramp 

A 4.8 1400 ft B 14.6 1400 ft 

 
The results of the 2040 Build Alternative Merge/Diverge analyses are shown in Table 13.  As 
the table shows, each analysis resulted in a projected LOS of D or better.  Again, this is an 
acceptable LOS for each of these merge and diverge locations. 
 
Table 13: I-85 Merge/Diverge Analysis Results, 2040 Build Alternative  

Ramp 
2040 AM Peak 2040 PM Peak 

LOS Density 
(pc/mi/ln) 

Decel. / Accel. 
Lane Length LOS Density 

(pc/mi/ln) 
Decel. / Accel. 
Lane Length 

Poplar Road 
Northbound Off-Ramp 

D 31.6 230 ft C 27.8 230 ft 

Poplar Road 
Northbound On-Ramp 

C 23.1 1400 ft B 19.3 1400 ft 

Poplar Road 
Southbound Off-Ramp 

B 18.7 350 ft D 35.0 350 ft 

Poplar Road 
Southbound On-Ramp 

A 10.0 1400 ft C 27.7 1400 ft 

 

 

USER BENEFITS FOR I-85 AT POPLAR ROAD INTERCHANGE 
Construction of the I-85 at Poplar Road interchange provides benefits to travelers making 
regional trips in the vicinity of the interchange.  The new interchange results in significant 
reductions in both vehicle miles of travel (VMT) and vehicle hours of travel (VHT).  This is 
caused by reducing trip length for access to I-85, as well as reducing traffic volume at the 
congested I-85 at SR 34 interchange to the north. 
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Comparison of Areawide Travel and Delay 

Implementation of the Poplar Road interchange provides an improvement in both the vehicle 
miles of travel (VMT) and vehicle hours of travel (VHT).  The travel demand model used as a 
tool to determine future traffic volumes indicated the following changes in VMT and VHT for year 
2030 (the current ARC model horizon year) due to implementation of the Poplar Road 
interchange: 

 VMT Reduced by 141,368 vehicle miles per day 
 VHT Reduced by 4,838 vehicle hours per day 

These are significant travel benefits resulting from the increased access to I-85, as well as 
shifting of traffic from more congested roads, such as SR 34. Documentation regarding 
application of the travel demand model is provided in Appendix G. 
 

Comparison of Daily Traffic Volumes for Poplar Road and Adjacent Interchange 

The new interchange at Poplar Road will result in significant increases in traffic volume along 
the road, in comparison to no-build conditions.  This additional traffic volume will help relieve 
traffic at nearby congested interchanges. Table 14 provides a comparison of daily traffic 
volumes with no-build and build conditions. As this table shows, the presence of the Poplar 
Road interchange provides a significant reduction in traffic at the congested SR 34 interchange 
in years 2020 and 2040. It also provides a significant reduction in traffic volumes at the US 
27/29 interchange north of I-85 in year 2020. 
 
Table 14: Comparison of Daily Traffic Volumes for Poplar Road and Adjacent Interchanges 

Intersection 
2010 2020 2040 

Existing No-Build Build % Change No-Build Build % Change

SR 34 West of I-85 41,300 45,300 39,800 -14% 65,400 61,900 -6% 

SR 34 East of I-85 43,700 48,610 43,910 -11% 62,800 57,700 -9% 

Poplar Road West of I-85 7,000 12,500 15,000 17% 13,000 24,400 47% 

Poplar Road East of I-85 7,000 12,500 19,300 35% 13,000 25,500 49% 

US 27/29 North of I-85 14,700 28,160 24,400 -15% 36,200 38,100 5% 

US 27/29 South of I-85 8,600 29,800 30,200 1% 39,300 43,200 9% 
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DESIGN RECOMMENDATIONS 
This project includes the addition of a new interchange at I-85 and Poplar Road and widening 
Poplar Road to four lanes from Newnan Crossing Bypass to Newnan Crossing Boulevard.  The 
proposed termination points provide logical locations to begin and end the proposed 
improvements as they provide connections to major roadways along the corridor.  The 
intersections at these roadways have relatively high turning volumes.  This shows a need for 
adequate capacity for turning traffic while less capacity is needed for through traffic. 
 
The recommended lane geometry at each intersection in the opening year 2020 and the design 
year of 2040 are shown in Figure 3.  As the figure shows, there are few differences between the 
recommendations for the 2020 and the 2040 designs.  These differences include the following: 

 Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing Bypass – one westbound left-turn lane is needed in 
2020, but dual left-turn lanes are needed by 2040 

 Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing Boulevard – one eastbound left-turn lane is needed in 
2020, but dual left-turn lanes are needed by 2040 

 

Recommended Turn Lane Storage Lengths 
The length of turning lanes for the I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange project were determined to 
provide adequate storage for design year 2040 traffic conditions.  Three criteria were 
considered in determining recommended turn lane storage lengths: 

GDOT Minimum Storage - The GDOT Regulations for Driveway and Encroachment 
Control manual, Table 4-8 and Table 4-9, provides minimum storage lengths for left-turn 
and right-turn lanes based on the roadway’s posted speed limit.  All recommended turn 
lane storage lengths meet the requirements in these tables. 

Storage for Arrivals in 1.5 Signal Cycles - Recommended storage lengths for the turn 
lanes at each intersection were analyzed further based on traffic volumes and proposed 
signal timing in the 2040 Build alternative.  The GDOT Regulations for Driveway and 
Encroachment Control manual also states, “for signalized intersections, the storage 
should be sufficient to accommodate the number of vehicles arriving during 1.5 signal 
cycles, using peak hour volumes.”  Storage lengths based on this methodology were 
developed for each intersection.   

Traffic Operational Analysis - The Synchro analysis of the AM and PM peak hours also 
provides projected queue lengths based on the analysis results.  Storage lengths based 
on the Synchro analyses were developed for each intersection. 

The longest storage length from each of these methodologies is the recommended storage 
length for each turn lane at each intersection.  The storage length developed using each of 
these methodologies, along with the recommended storage lengths, are shown in Table 15 
through Table 19.  The recommended storage lengths are also shown in Figure 3. 
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Table 15: Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing Bypass, Recommended Storage Lengths 

Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

Movement LT RT LT RT LT RT LT RT 

Number of Turn Lanes 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 

2040 Synchro Queue Lengths 90 55 200 290 90 75 240 50 

1.5 Cycle Length Storage 177 125 219 615 229 292 276 135 

GDOT Minimum Storage 235 175 235 175 235 175 235 175 

Recommended Length 235 175 235 615 235 295 280 175 
 
Table 16: Poplar Road at I-85 SB Ramps, Recommended Storage Lengths 

Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

Movement LT RT LT RT LT RT LT RT 

Number of Turn Lanes N/A 1 2 N/A N/A N/A 2 
Free 
Flow 

2040 Synchro Queue Lengths N/A 80 195 N/A N/A N/A 185 N/A 

1.5 Cycle Length Storage N/A 313 229 N/A N/A N/A 240 N/A 

GDOT Minimum Storage N/A 175 235 N/A N/A N/A 235 N/A 

Recommended Length N/A 315 235 N/A N/A N/A 240 240*
*Storage for free flow right turn is equal to length needed to clear queue in adjacent lane 
 
Table 17: Poplar Road at I-85 NB Ramps, Recommended Storage Lengths 

Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

Movement LT RT LT RT LT RT LT RT 

Number of Turn Lanes 1 N/A N/A 1 2 2 1 1 

2040 Synchro Queue Lengths 140 N/A N/A 10 155 65 N/A N/A 

1.5 Cycle Length Storage 281 N/A N/A 479 172 229 N/A N/A 

GDOT Minimum Storage 235 N/A N/A 175 235 175 N/A N/A 

Recommended Length 285 N/A N/A 480 235 230 N/A N/A 

 
Table 18: Poplar Road at Hospital Driveway #1, Recommended Storage Lengths 

Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

Movement LT RT LT RT LT/RT LT RT 

Number of Turn Lanes N/A 1 1 N/A 2 N/A N/A 

2040 Synchro Queue Lengths N/A 25 30 N/A 225 N/A N/A 

1.5 Cycle Length Storage N/A 500 83 N/A 234 N/A N/A 

GDOT Minimum Storage N/A 175 235 N/A 235 N/A N/A 

Recommended Length N/A 500 235 N/A 235 N/A N/A 
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Table 19: Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing Boulevard/Hospital Driveway #2, Recommended 
Storage Lengths 

Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

Movement LT RT LT RT LT RT LT TH RT 

Number of Turn Lanes 2 N/A 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Free 
Flow 

2040 Synchro Queue Lengths 315 N/A 250 60 125 65 265 170 N/A 

1.5 Cycle Length Storage 344 N/A 240 250 156 219 313 177 N/A 

GDOT Minimum Storage 235 N/A 235 175 235 175 235 175 N/A 

Recommended Length 345 N/A 250 250 235 220 315 N/A 180* 
*Storage for free flow right turn is equal to length needed to clear queue in adjacent lane 
 
  



I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Concept Report Traffic Study State of Georgia  
Project: PI-0009323  Department of Transportation 
February 2, 2012 
Page 19 of 19 
 

 

Figure 3: 2040 Build Alternative Lane Geometry and Turn Lane Storage Length 
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Appendix A 
Traffic Flow Diagrams 
 
Under Separate Cover 
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Appendix B 
Signal Warrant Analysis Results 
 
 
 
The traffic volume projections for year 2020 were used in the signal 
warrant analysis.  The Site Information Sheets in this appendix do not 
indicate a growth percentage because the volume growth was applied 
prior to entering data into the software. 
 
 
  



Warrants Summary Matrix Report

10/20/2011

INTID Intersection Name 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Warrant Status

 4 Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing Blvd/Hospital Driveway 2Met Met Met Not Met Not Met Not Met MetNot Met

 3 Poplar Road at Hospital Driveway 1 Met Met Met Not Met Not Met Not Met MetNot Met

 2 Poplar Road at I-85 NB Ramps Met Met Met Not Met Not Met Not Met MetNot Met

 1 Poplar Road at I-85 SB Ramps Met Met Met Not Met Not Met Not Met MetNot Met

1



10/20/2011

Warrants Summary Report
1: Poplar Road at I-85 SB Ramps

Poplar Road I-85 SB Off-Ramp

EB/WB SB

2 2

3545

Street Name

Direction

Number of Lanes

Approach Speed

Major Street Minor Street

Summary

Warrant 1, Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume

Warrant Met? Notes

Yes

Condition A Met?

Condition B Met?

Yes

Yes

12 Hours met (8 required)

12 Hours met (8 required)

Warrant 2, Four-Hour Vehicular Volume

Warrant 3, Peak  Hour

Warrant 4, Pedestrian Volume

Warrant 5, School Crossing

Warrant 6, Coordinated Signal System

Warrant 7, Crash Experience

Warrant 8, Roadway Network

Peds > 100 Condition Met?

Peds > 190 Condition Met?

Traffic Volume Condition?

Ped Condition?

Yes 12 Hours met (4 required)

Yes

Condition A Met?

Condition B Met?

No 0 Hours met (1 required)

Yes 11 Hours met (1 required)

No

No 0 Hours met (4 required)

No 0 Hours met (1 required)

No

No

No

Yes 12 Hours met (8 required)

No 0 Hours met (8 required)

Yes

1



10/20/2011

Warrants Summary Report
2: Poplar Road at I-85 NB Ramps

Poplar Road I-85 NB Off-Ramp

EB/WB NB

2 2

3545

Street Name

Direction

Number of Lanes

Approach Speed

Major Street Minor Street

Summary

Warrant 1, Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume

Warrant Met? Notes

Yes

Condition A Met?

Condition B Met?

Yes

Yes

12 Hours met (8 required)

11 Hours met (8 required)

Warrant 2, Four-Hour Vehicular Volume

Warrant 3, Peak  Hour

Warrant 4, Pedestrian Volume

Warrant 5, School Crossing

Warrant 6, Coordinated Signal System

Warrant 7, Crash Experience

Warrant 8, Roadway Network

Peds > 100 Condition Met?

Peds > 190 Condition Met?

Traffic Volume Condition?

Ped Condition?

Yes 12 Hours met (4 required)

Yes

Condition A Met?

Condition B Met?

No 0 Hours met (1 required)

Yes 10 Hours met (1 required)

No

No 0 Hours met (4 required)

No 0 Hours met (1 required)

No

No

No

Yes 12 Hours met (8 required)

No 0 Hours met (8 required)

Yes

2



10/20/2011

Warrants Summary Report
3: Poplar Road at Hospital Driveway 1

Poplar Road Hospital Driveway 1

EB/WB NB

2 2

2545

Street Name

Direction

Number of Lanes

Approach Speed

Major Street Minor Street

Summary

Warrant 1, Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume

Warrant Met? Notes

Yes

Condition A Met?

Condition B Met?

Yes

Yes

12 Hours met (8 required)

12 Hours met (8 required)

Warrant 2, Four-Hour Vehicular Volume

Warrant 3, Peak  Hour

Warrant 4, Pedestrian Volume

Warrant 5, School Crossing

Warrant 6, Coordinated Signal System

Warrant 7, Crash Experience

Warrant 8, Roadway Network

Peds > 100 Condition Met?

Peds > 190 Condition Met?

Traffic Volume Condition?

Ped Condition?

Yes 12 Hours met (4 required)

Yes

Condition A Met?

Condition B Met?

No 0 Hours met (1 required)

Yes 11 Hours met (1 required)

No

No 0 Hours met (4 required)

No 0 Hours met (1 required)

No

No

No

Yes 12 Hours met (8 required)

No 0 Hours met (8 required)

Yes

3



10/20/2011

Warrants Summary Report
4: Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing Blvd/Hospital Driveway 2

Poplar Road Newnan Crossing Boulevard

EB/WB NB/SB

2 2

4545

Street Name

Direction

Number of Lanes

Approach Speed

Major Street Minor Street

Summary

Warrant 1, Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume

Warrant Met? Notes

Yes

Condition A Met?

Condition B Met?

Yes

Yes

12 Hours met (8 required)

11 Hours met (8 required)

Warrant 2, Four-Hour Vehicular Volume

Warrant 3, Peak  Hour

Warrant 4, Pedestrian Volume

Warrant 5, School Crossing

Warrant 6, Coordinated Signal System

Warrant 7, Crash Experience

Warrant 8, Roadway Network

Peds > 100 Condition Met?

Peds > 190 Condition Met?

Traffic Volume Condition?

Ped Condition?

Yes 11 Hours met (4 required)

Yes

Condition A Met?

Condition B Met?

No 0 Hours met (1 required)

Yes 9 Hours met (1 required)

No

No 0 Hours met (4 required)

No 0 Hours met (1 required)

No

No

No

Yes 12 Hours met (8 required)

No 0 Hours met (8 required)

Yes

4
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1: Poplar Road at I-85 SB Ramps

Raw Volumes

10/20/2011

SBL SBT EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBRTime
48 0 0 100 35 38 93 007:00

48 0 0 100 35 38 93 007:15

48 0 0 100 35 38 93 007:30

48 0 0 100 35 38 93 007:45

48 0 0 100 35 38 93 008:00

48 0 0 100 35 38 93 008:15

48 0 0 100 35 38 93 008:30

48 0 0 100 35 38 93 008:45

40 0 0 69 24 29 70 009:00

39 0 0 61 21 27 65 009:15

60 0 0 71 25 30 72 009:30

47 0 0 73 25 34 81 009:45

46 0 0 69 23 31 74 010:00

51 0 0 73 25 33 77 010:15

56 0 0 79 27 34 80 010:30

42 0 0 77 26 36 85 010:45

61 0 0 81 27 39 89 011:00

46 0 0 86 29 38 88 011:15

45 0 0 90 30 39 90 011:30

57 0 0 90 30 41 93 011:45

67 0 0 106 35 43 95 012:00

66 0 0 110 36 45 102 012:15

63 0 0 101 33 41 92 012:30

55 0 0 100 33 43 95 012:45

59 0 0 92 30 45 99 013:00

48 0 0 99 32 41 90 013:15

49 0 0 109 35 44 97 013:30

55 0 0 103 33 45 98 013:45

52 0 0 105 33 47 100 014:00

61 0 0 121 38 43 93 014:15

61 0 0 105 33 43 92 014:30

65 0 0 97 31 45 96 014:45

74 0 0 103 32 45 93 015:00

59 0 0 100 31 46 95 015:15

75 0 0 116 37 51 106 015:30

75 0 0 121 38 51 106 015:45

80 0 0 138 43 63 128 016:00

80 0 0 138 43 63 128 016:15

80 0 0 138 43 63 128 016:30

80 0 0 138 43 63 128 016:45

80 0 0 138 43 63 128 017:00

80 0 0 138 43 63 128 017:15

80 0 0 138 43 63 128 017:30

80 0 0 138 43 63 128 017:45

60 0 0 99 30 51 103 018:00

48 0 0 110 34 48 97 018:15

52 0 0 84 26 42 86 018:30

48 0 0 63 20 34 69 018:45

1



2: Poplar Road at I-85 NB Ramps

Raw Volumes

10/20/2011

NBL EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBRTime
43 55 93 0 0 113 8007:00

43 55 93 0 0 113 8007:15

43 55 93 0 0 113 8007:30

43 55 93 0 0 113 8007:45

43 55 93 0 0 113 8008:00

43 55 93 0 0 113 8008:15

43 55 93 0 0 113 8008:30

43 55 93 0 0 113 8008:45

24 40 74 0 0 73 4709:00

23 35 66 0 0 68 4409:15

36 41 76 0 0 76 4909:30

28 42 78 0 0 85 5509:45

27 37 76 0 0 81 4710:00

30 39 80 0 0 84 4910:15

33 43 87 0 0 88 5210:30

25 42 85 0 0 93 5510:45

37 40 92 0 0 101 5411:00

28 43 97 0 0 100 5311:15

27 45 102 0 0 103 5511:30

34 45 103 0 0 106 5711:45

41 49 124 0 0 113 5412:00

40 51 129 0 0 121 5812:15

38 47 118 0 0 110 5312:30

33 46 117 0 0 113 5512:45

36 39 110 0 0 122 5313:00

29 42 118 0 0 111 4813:15

30 46 131 0 0 120 5213:30

34 44 124 0 0 122 5313:45

32 41 129 0 0 129 5014:00

38 47 148 0 0 119 4614:15

38 41 129 0 0 119 4614:30

40 38 120 0 0 124 4814:45

46 36 130 0 0 125 4315:00

37 35 126 0 0 127 4415:15

47 41 147 0 0 142 4915:30

47 42 153 0 0 142 4915:45

35 43 175 0 0 155 4816:00

35 43 175 0 0 155 4816:15

35 43 175 0 0 155 4816:30

35 43 175 0 0 155 4816:45

35 43 175 0 0 155 4817:00

35 43 175 0 0 155 4817:15

35 43 175 0 0 155 4817:30

35 43 175 0 0 155 4817:45

38 31 128 0 0 143 4418:00

30 35 142 0 0 134 4118:15

33 26 108 0 0 119 3718:30

30 20 82 0 0 96 2918:45

2



3: Poplar Road at Hospital Driveway 1

Raw Volumes

10/20/2011

NBL NBT EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBRTime
40 0 0 23 133 20 153 007:00

40 0 0 23 133 20 153 007:15

40 0 0 23 133 20 153 007:30

40 0 0 23 133 20 153 007:45

40 0 0 23 133 20 153 008:00

40 0 0 23 133 20 153 008:15

40 0 0 23 133 20 153 008:30

40 0 0 23 133 20 153 008:45

52 0 0 26 94 9 74 009:00

33 0 0 23 83 9 69 009:15

38 0 0 27 96 10 76 009:30

57 0 0 28 98 11 86 009:45

41 0 0 35 83 10 79 010:00

41 0 0 37 89 10 82 010:15

55 0 0 40 96 10 85 010:30

38 0 0 39 94 11 90 010:45

55 0 0 51 87 11 96 011:00

79 0 0 54 93 11 95 011:15

82 0 0 57 97 12 97 011:30

87 0 0 57 98 12 100 011:45

74 0 0 81 101 12 104 012:00

65 0 0 84 105 13 111 012:15

57 0 0 76 96 11 101 012:30

65 0 0 76 95 12 104 012:45

49 0 0 81 75 12 109 013:00

41 0 0 87 81 11 99 013:15

38 0 0 96 90 12 106 013:30

46 0 0 91 85 12 108 013:45

41 0 0 105 72 12 112 014:00

76 0 0 121 83 11 103 014:15

85 0 0 105 72 11 103 014:30

79 0 0 98 67 11 107 014:45

125 0 0 116 58 11 105 015:00

79 0 0 112 56 11 107 015:15

85 0 0 131 66 12 120 015:30

164 0 0 136 68 12 120 015:45

100 0 0 158 55 10 103 016:00

100 0 0 158 55 10 103 016:15

100 0 0 158 55 10 103 016:30

100 0 0 158 55 10 103 016:45

100 0 0 158 55 10 103 017:00

100 0 0 158 55 10 103 017:15

100 0 0 158 55 10 103 017:30

100 0 0 158 55 10 103 017:45

76 0 0 123 43 11 118 018:00

68 0 0 137 48 11 110 018:15

49 0 0 105 37 10 98 018:30

68 0 0 79 28 8 79 018:45

3



4: Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing Blvd/Hospital Driveway 2

Raw Volumes

10/20/2011

NBL NBT SBL SBT EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBRTime
15 15 23 40 15 8 10 58 140 4307:00

15 15 23 40 15 8 10 58 140 4307:15

15 15 23 40 15 8 10 58 140 4307:30

15 15 23 40 15 8 10 58 140 4307:45

15 15 23 40 15 8 10 58 140 4308:00

15 15 23 40 15 8 10 58 140 4308:15

15 15 23 40 15 8 10 58 140 4308:30

15 15 23 40 15 8 10 58 140 4308:45

17 17 9 13 36 24 23 11 24 809:00

11 11 17 26 32 21 20 10 22 809:15

13 13 15 23 37 24 23 12 24 809:30

19 19 15 23 38 25 24 13 27 909:45

14 14 13 18 34 28 19 13 24 910:00

14 14 22 28 36 30 21 13 25 1010:15

18 18 20 27 39 32 22 14 26 1010:30

13 13 18 23 38 32 22 15 27 1110:45

18 18 25 28 38 38 19 17 27 1211:00

26 26 22 25 40 41 21 16 26 1211:15

27 27 22 25 42 43 21 17 27 1211:30

29 29 22 25 42 43 22 17 28 1211:45

25 25 36 36 47 57 21 19 27 1412:00

22 22 57 57 49 60 22 20 29 1512:15

19 19 33 33 44 54 20 19 26 1312:30

22 22 47 47 44 54 20 19 27 1412:45

16 16 31 26 38 55 14 21 26 1513:00

14 14 46 40 41 60 15 19 24 1413:15

13 13 42 37 45 66 17 21 25 1513:30

15 15 41 35 43 62 16 21 26 1513:45

14 14 45 34 41 70 12 23 24 1614:00

25 25 36 27 47 81 14 21 23 1514:15

28 28 45 34 41 70 12 21 22 1514:30

26 26 45 34 38 65 11 22 23 1614:45

42 42 60 39 37 76 8 23 21 1615:00

26 26 66 43 36 73 7 23 21 1615:15

28 28 52 34 42 85 8 26 24 1815:30

55 55 58 38 44 88 9 26 24 1815:45

40 40 75 43 53 125 5 58 45 4016:00

40 40 75 43 53 125 5 58 45 4016:15

40 40 75 43 53 125 5 58 45 4016:30

40 40 75 43 53 125 5 58 45 4016:45

40 40 75 43 53 125 5 58 45 4017:00

40 40 75 43 53 125 5 58 45 4017:15

40 40 75 43 53 125 5 58 45 4017:30

40 40 75 43 53 125 5 58 45 4017:45

26 26 51 29 33 78 3 27 21 1918:00

23 23 84 48 37 87 3 25 20 1818:15

16 16 57 32 28 67 3 22 17 1618:30

23 23 57 32 21 50 2 18 14 1318:45
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Warrant 2: Four-hour Vehicular Volume
1: Poplar Road at I-85 SB Ramps

10/20/2011

Direction

Approach Speed

Number of Lanes

Street Name

Major Street Minor Street

Poplar Road

EB/WB

2

45

I-85 SB Off-Ramp

SB

2

35

Warrant 2 Met? Yes 12 Hours met (4 required)

NoLow Population?

1



Warrant 2: Four-hour Vehicular Volume
2: Poplar Road at I-85 NB Ramps

10/20/2011

Direction

Approach Speed

Number of Lanes

Street Name

Major Street Minor Street

Poplar Road

EB/WB

2

45

I-85 NB Off-Ramp

NB

2

35

Warrant 2 Met? Yes 12 Hours met (4 required)

NoLow Population?

2



Warrant 2: Four-hour Vehicular Volume
3: Poplar Road at Hospital Driveway 1

10/20/2011

Direction

Approach Speed

Number of Lanes

Street Name

Major Street Minor Street

Poplar Road

EB/WB

2

45

Hospital Driveway 1

NB

2

25

Warrant 2 Met? Yes 12 Hours met (4 required)

NoLow Population?

3



Warrant 2: Four-hour Vehicular Volume
4: Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing Blvd/Hospital Driveway 2

10/20/2011

Direction

Approach Speed

Number of Lanes

Street Name

Major Street Minor Street

Poplar Road

EB/WB

2

45

Newnan Crossing Boulevard

NB/SB

2

45

Warrant 2 Met? Yes 11 Hours met (4 required)

NoLow Population?

4



1: Poplar Road at I-85 SB Ramps
10/20/2011

Warrant 3: Peak Hour

No

2

45

2

35

Poplar Road

Major Street Minor Street

EB/WB

I-85 SB Off-Ramp

SBDirection

Approach Speed

Number of Lanes

Street Name

Low Population?

Warrant 3 Met? Yes

Condition A Met? No 0 Hours met (1 required)

Met

Not Met

Not Met

Minor Approach Volume Condition

Minor Approach Time Delay Condition

Total Entering Intersection Volume Condition

Condition B Met? Yes 11 Hours met (1 required)

1



2: Poplar Road at I-85 NB Ramps
10/20/2011

Warrant 3: Peak Hour

No

2

45

2

35

Poplar Road

Major Street Minor Street

EB/WB

I-85 NB Off-Ramp

NBDirection

Approach Speed

Number of Lanes

Street Name

Low Population?

Warrant 3 Met? Yes

Condition A Met? No 0 Hours met (1 required)

Met

Not Met

Not Met

Minor Approach Volume Condition

Minor Approach Time Delay Condition

Total Entering Intersection Volume Condition

Condition B Met? Yes 10 Hours met (1 required)

2



3: Poplar Road at Hospital Driveway 1
10/20/2011

Warrant 3: Peak Hour

No

2

45

2

25

Poplar Road

Major Street Minor Street

EB/WB

Hospital Driveway 1

NBDirection

Approach Speed

Number of Lanes

Street Name

Low Population?

Warrant 3 Met? Yes

Condition A Met? No 0 Hours met (1 required)

Met

Not Met

Not Met

Minor Approach Volume Condition

Minor Approach Time Delay Condition

Total Entering Intersection Volume Condition

Condition B Met? Yes 11 Hours met (1 required)

3



4: Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing Blvd/Hospital Driveway 2
10/20/2011

Warrant 3: Peak Hour

No

2

45

2

45

Poplar Road

Major Street Minor Street

EB/WB

Newnan Crossing Boulevard

NB/SBDirection

Approach Speed

Number of Lanes

Street Name

Low Population?

Warrant 3 Met? Yes

Condition A Met? No 0 Hours met (1 required)

Met

Not Met

Not Met

Minor Approach Volume Condition

Minor Approach Time Delay Condition

Total Entering Intersection Volume Condition

Condition B Met? Yes 9 Hours met (1 required)

4



Warrant 8: Roadway Network
1: Poplar Road at I-85 SB Ramps

10/20/2011

Poplar Road

EB/WB

SB

Major Direction

Major Street Name

Minor Direction

Growth Rates (per year)

SB EB WB

R

L

T

R

L

T

R

L

T

 0.00%

 0.00%

 0.00%

 0.00%

 0.00%

 0.00%

 0.00%

 0.00%

 1808

 0.00

 1808

Yes

Yes

Yes

Existing Peak Hour  0

 0

 0

 0

 0

 0.00%

 0

 0

 0

 0

 0

Highest Hour

Second Highest Hour

Third Highest Hour

Fourth Highest Hour

Fifth Highest Hour

Highest Hour

Second Highest Hour

Third Highest Hour

Fourth Highest Hour

Fifth Highest Hour

Condition A, Total Entering Volume Condition B, Non-normal Business Day

 0.00

Yearly Growth Rate

Years

Existing

Future

Years

Future Peak Hour

Warrant 1 in 5 Years?

Warrant 2 in 5 Years?

Warrant 3 in 5 Years?

Yes NoCondition A Met? Condition B Met?

Warrant 8 Met? (A or B) Yes

1



Warrant 8: Roadway Network
2: Poplar Road at I-85 NB Ramps

10/20/2011

Poplar Road

EB/WB

NB

Major Direction

Major Street Name

Minor Direction

Growth Rates (per year)

L

T

R

NB

 0.00%

EB WB

R

L

T

R

L

T

 0.00%

 0.00%

 0.00%

 0.00%

 0.00%

 0.00%

 1824

 0.00

 1824

Yes

Yes

Yes

Existing Peak Hour  0

 0

 0

 0

 0

 0.00%

 0

 0

 0

 0

 0

Highest Hour

Second Highest Hour

Third Highest Hour

Fourth Highest Hour

Fifth Highest Hour

Highest Hour

Second Highest Hour

Third Highest Hour

Fourth Highest Hour

Fifth Highest Hour

Condition A, Total Entering Volume Condition B, Non-normal Business Day

 0.00

Yearly Growth Rate

Years

Existing

Future

Years

Future Peak Hour

Warrant 1 in 5 Years?

Warrant 2 in 5 Years?

Warrant 3 in 5 Years?

Yes NoCondition A Met? Condition B Met?

Warrant 8 Met? (A or B) Yes

2



Warrant 8: Roadway Network
3: Poplar Road at Hospital Driveway 1

10/20/2011

Poplar Road

EB/WB

NB

Major Direction

Major Street Name

Minor Direction

Growth Rates (per year)

L

T

R

NB

 0.00%

 0.00%

EB WB

R

L

T

R

L

T

 0.00%

 0.00%

 0.00%

 0.00%

 0.00%

 0.00%

 1778

 0.00

 1778

Yes

Yes

Yes

Existing Peak Hour  0

 0

 0

 0

 0

 0.00%

 0

 0

 0

 0

 0

Highest Hour

Second Highest Hour

Third Highest Hour

Fourth Highest Hour

Fifth Highest Hour

Highest Hour

Second Highest Hour

Third Highest Hour

Fourth Highest Hour

Fifth Highest Hour

Condition A, Total Entering Volume Condition B, Non-normal Business Day

 0.00

Yearly Growth Rate

Years

Existing

Future

Years

Future Peak Hour

Warrant 1 in 5 Years?

Warrant 2 in 5 Years?

Warrant 3 in 5 Years?

Yes NoCondition A Met? Condition B Met?

Warrant 8 Met? (A or B) Yes

3



Warrant 8: Roadway Network
4: Poplar Road at Newnan Crossing Blvd/Hospital Driveway 2

10/20/2011

Poplar Road

EB/WB

NB/SB

Major Direction

Major Street Name

Minor Direction

Growth Rates (per year)

L

T

R

NB

 0.00%

 0.00%

SB EB WB

R

L

T

R

L

T

R

L

T

 0.00%

 0.00%

 0.00%

 0.00%

 0.00%

 0.00%

 0.00%

 0.00%

 2096

 0.00

 2096

Yes

Yes

Yes

Existing Peak Hour  0

 0

 0

 0

 0

 0.00%

 0

 0

 0

 0

 0

Highest Hour

Second Highest Hour

Third Highest Hour

Fourth Highest Hour

Fifth Highest Hour

Highest Hour

Second Highest Hour

Third Highest Hour

Fourth Highest Hour

Fifth Highest Hour

Condition A, Total Entering Volume Condition B, Non-normal Business Day

 0.00

Yearly Growth Rate

Years

Existing

Future

Years

Future Peak Hour

Warrant 1 in 5 Years?

Warrant 2 in 5 Years?

Warrant 3 in 5 Years?

Yes NoCondition A Met? Condition B Met?

Warrant 8 Met? (A or B) Yes

4
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Timings 2040 No Build AM

3: Poplar Road & Newnan Crossing Bypass 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 230 380 10 40 470 370 10 120 20 130 70 180

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 130 130 140 140 350 200 350 200

Storage Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 75 75 100 90 100 100 100 75

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 45 45

Link Distance (ft) 1624 3080 2748 1351

Travel Time (s) 24.6 46.7 41.6 20.5

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 250 413 11 43 511 402 11 130 22 141 76 196

Turn Type pm+pt Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 7 4 8 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6

Detector Phase 7 4 4 8 8 8 2 2 2 1 6 6

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Minimum Split (s) 8.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 8.0 20.0 20.0

Total Split (s) 14.0 52.0 52.0 38.0 38.0 38.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 8.0 28.0 28.0

Total Split (%) 17.5% 65.0% 65.0% 47.5% 47.5% 47.5% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 10.0% 35.0% 35.0%

Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5

All-Red Time (s) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Recall Mode Min C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max Max Max Max Min Max Max

Act Effct Green (s) 48.0 48.0 48.0 34.6 34.6 34.6 16.0 16.0 16.0 24.0 24.0 24.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.30 0.30 0.30

v/c Ratio 0.57 0.37 0.01 0.10 0.63 0.44 0.04 0.18 0.07 0.42 0.07 0.32

Control Delay 13.0 9.4 3.6 10.7 15.7 2.5 15.8 18.4 5.6 26.0 20.3 5.0

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 13.0 9.4 3.6 10.7 15.7 2.5 15.8 18.4 5.6 26.0 20.3 5.0

LOS B A A B B A B B A C C A

Approach Delay 10.7 9.9 16.5 15.0

Approach LOS B A B B

Queue Length 50th (ft) 53 96 0 8 121 0 4 28 5 53 14 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 88 150 6 m20 212 13 m10 43 m10 99 29 45

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1544 3000 2668 1271

Turn Bay Length (ft) 130 130 140 140 350 200 350 200

Base Capacity (vph) 446 1118 954 419 805 913 263 708 334 338 1062 612

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.56 0.37 0.01 0.10 0.63 0.44 0.04 0.18 0.07 0.42 0.07 0.32

Intersection Summary



Timings 2040 No Build AM

3: Poplar Road & Newnan Crossing Bypass 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 80

Actuated Cycle Length: 80

Offset: 46 (58%), Referenced to phase 4:EBTL and 8:WBTL, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 60

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.63

Intersection Signal Delay: 11.6 Intersection LOS: B

Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.3% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.

Splits and Phases:     3: Poplar Road & Newnan Crossing Bypass



Timings 2040 No Build AM

12: Poplar Road & Hospital Driveway #1 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 180 350 230 750 130 60

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 200 250 0 100

Storage Lanes 1 1 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 100 100 25 100

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 45

Link Distance (ft) 3080 759 688

Travel Time (s) 46.7 11.5 10.4

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 196 380 250 815 141 65

Turn Type Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 4 3 8 2

Permitted Phases 4 8 2

Detector Phase 4 4 3 8 2 2

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Minimum Split (s) 20.0 20.0 8.0 20.0 20.0 20.0

Total Split (s) 49.0 49.0 11.0 60.0 20.0 20.0

Total Split (%) 61.3% 61.3% 13.8% 75.0% 25.0% 25.0%

Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5

All-Red Time (s) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Recall Mode C-Max C-Max Min C-Max Min Min

Act Effct Green (s) 48.5 48.5 60.4 60.4 11.6 11.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.61 0.61 0.76 0.76 0.14 0.14

v/c Ratio 0.17 0.34 0.28 0.58 0.55 0.23

Control Delay 7.2 2.4 2.0 3.4 39.2 9.9

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 7.2 2.4 2.0 3.4 39.2 9.9

LOS A A A A D A

Approach Delay 4.0 3.0 29.9

Approach LOS A A C

Queue Length 50th (ft) 31 0 9 32 66 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 51 30 m22 m76 114 31

Internal Link Dist (ft) 3000 679 608

Turn Bay Length (ft) 200 250 100

Base Capacity (vph) 1130 1110 892 1406 354 369

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.17 0.34 0.28 0.58 0.40 0.18

Intersection Summary



Timings 2040 No Build AM

12: Poplar Road & Hospital Driveway #1 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 80

Actuated Cycle Length: 80

Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 4:EBT and 8:WBTL, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 60

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.58

Intersection Signal Delay: 6.3 Intersection LOS: A

Intersection Capacity Utilization 53.3% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.

Splits and Phases:     12: Poplar Road & Hospital Driveway #1



Timings 2040 No Build AM

6: Poplar Road & Newnan Crossing Boulevard 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 30 180 30 230 650 100 70 100 70 140 270 130

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 200 200 250 200 0 100 0 250

Storage Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 100 100 100 100 25 100 25 150

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 45 45

Link Distance (ft) 759 1448 725 453

Travel Time (s) 11.5 21.9 11.0 6.9

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 33 196 33 250 707 109 76 109 76 152 293 141

Turn Type pm+pt Perm pm+pt Perm pm+pt Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6

Detector Phase 7 4 4 3 8 8 5 2 2 1 6 6

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Minimum Split (s) 8.0 20.0 20.0 8.0 20.0 20.0 8.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0

Total Split (s) 8.0 24.0 24.0 16.0 32.0 32.0 9.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 31.0 31.0

Total Split (%) 10.0% 30.0% 30.0% 20.0% 40.0% 40.0% 11.3% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 38.8% 38.8%

Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5

All-Red Time (s) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Recall Mode Min C-Max C-Max Min C-Max C-Max None Min Min Min Min Min

Act Effct Green (s) 36.6 30.6 30.6 45.2 35.6 35.6 16.8 11.8 11.8 26.3 19.1 19.1

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.46 0.38 0.38 0.56 0.44 0.44 0.21 0.15 0.15 0.33 0.24 0.24

v/c Ratio 0.14 0.27 0.05 0.38 0.85 0.14 0.30 0.40 0.25 0.36 0.66 0.29

Control Delay 11.3 15.5 4.6 11.8 34.6 5.5 20.6 34.0 9.6 20.7 34.6 5.8

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 11.3 15.5 4.6 11.8 34.6 5.5 20.6 34.0 9.6 20.7 34.6 5.8

LOS B B A B C A C C A C C A

Approach Delay 13.6 26.3 23.0 24.1

Approach LOS B C C C

Queue Length 50th (ft) 5 42 0 58 309 4 26 50 0 54 135 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 21 88 7 121 #606 36 48 91 33 85 194 38

Internal Link Dist (ft) 679 1368 645 373

Turn Bay Length (ft) 200 200 250 200 100 250

Base Capacity (vph) 229 713 626 680 830 758 254 374 378 476 629 628

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.14 0.27 0.05 0.37 0.85 0.14 0.30 0.29 0.20 0.32 0.47 0.22

Intersection Summary



Timings 2040 No Build AM

6: Poplar Road & Newnan Crossing Boulevard 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 80

Actuated Cycle Length: 80

Offset: 2 (3%), Referenced to phase 4:EBTL and 8:WBTL, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 90

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.85

Intersection Signal Delay: 23.8 Intersection LOS: C

Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.0% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:     6: Poplar Road & Newnan Crossing Boulevard



Timings 2040 No Build PM

3: Poplar Road & Newnan Crossing Bypass 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 330 520 10 60 320 290 10 90 30 290 190 200

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 130 130 140 140 350 200 350 200

Storage Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 75 75 100 90 100 100 100 75

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 45 45

Link Distance (ft) 1624 3080 2748 1351

Travel Time (s) 24.6 46.7 41.6 20.5

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 359 565 11 65 348 315 11 98 33 315 207 217

Turn Type pm+pt Perm Perm Perm Perm Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 7 4 8 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6

Detector Phase 7 4 4 8 8 8 2 2 2 1 6 6

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Minimum Split (s) 8.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 8.0 20.0 20.0

Total Split (s) 21.0 52.0 52.0 31.0 31.0 31.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 18.0 38.0 38.0

Total Split (%) 23.3% 57.8% 57.8% 34.4% 34.4% 34.4% 22.2% 22.2% 22.2% 20.0% 42.2% 42.2%

Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5

All-Red Time (s) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Recall Mode Min C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max Max Max Max Min Max Max

Act Effct Green (s) 48.0 48.0 48.0 29.0 29.0 29.0 16.5 16.5 16.5 34.0 34.0 34.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.38 0.38 0.38

v/c Ratio 0.71 0.57 0.01 0.24 0.58 0.44 0.05 0.15 0.10 0.63 0.15 0.30

Control Delay 20.8 16.9 5.8 21.4 23.5 4.6 22.6 24.1 10.1 27.8 18.9 3.9

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 20.8 16.9 5.8 21.4 23.5 4.6 22.6 24.1 10.1 27.8 18.9 3.9

LOS C B A C C A C C B C B A

Approach Delay 18.3 15.2 20.8 18.3

Approach LOS B B C B

Queue Length 50th (ft) 113 203 0 14 114 0 5 25 2 133 40 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 175 301 8 m47 231 50 m18 48 28 210 64 44

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1544 3000 2668 1271

Turn Bay Length (ft) 130 130 140 140 350 200 350 200

Base Capacity (vph) 532 994 849 272 600 723 213 649 318 506 1337 733

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.67 0.57 0.01 0.24 0.58 0.44 0.05 0.15 0.10 0.62 0.15 0.30

Intersection Summary



Timings 2040 No Build PM

3: Poplar Road & Newnan Crossing Bypass 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 90

Actuated Cycle Length: 90

Offset: 4 (4%), Referenced to phase 4:EBTL and 8:WBTL, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 60

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.71

Intersection Signal Delay: 17.5 Intersection LOS: B

Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.9% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.

Splits and Phases:     3: Poplar Road & Newnan Crossing Bypass



Timings 2040 No Build PM

12: Poplar Road & Hospital Driveway #1 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 660 180 40 410 260 160

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 200 250 0 100

Storage Lanes 1 1 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 100 100 25 100

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 45

Link Distance (ft) 3080 759 688

Travel Time (s) 46.7 11.5 10.4

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 717 196 43 446 283 174

Turn Type Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 4 3 8 2

Permitted Phases 4 8 2

Detector Phase 4 4 3 8 2 2

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Minimum Split (s) 20.0 20.0 8.0 20.0 20.0 20.0

Total Split (s) 55.0 55.0 8.0 63.0 27.0 27.0

Total Split (%) 61.1% 61.1% 8.9% 70.0% 30.0% 30.0%

Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5

All-Red Time (s) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Recall Mode C-Max C-Max Min C-Max Min Min

Act Effct Green (s) 53.9 53.9 63.2 63.2 18.8 18.8

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.60 0.60 0.70 0.70 0.21 0.21

v/c Ratio 0.64 0.19 0.11 0.34 0.76 0.38

Control Delay 11.8 1.3 5.4 5.9 46.9 7.9

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 11.8 1.3 5.4 5.9 46.9 7.9

LOS B A A A D A

Approach Delay 9.6 5.9 32.0

Approach LOS A A C

Queue Length 50th (ft) 213 9 6 71 151 4

Queue Length 95th (ft) 291 15 m17 139 228 53

Internal Link Dist (ft) 3000 679 608

Turn Bay Length (ft) 200 250 100

Base Capacity (vph) 1117 1027 379 1307 452 527

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.64 0.19 0.11 0.34 0.63 0.33

Intersection Summary



Timings 2040 No Build PM

12: Poplar Road & Hospital Driveway #1 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 90

Actuated Cycle Length: 90

Offset: 6 (7%), Referenced to phase 4:EBT and 8:WBTL, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 60

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.76

Intersection Signal Delay: 14.1 Intersection LOS: B

Intersection Capacity Utilization 55.8% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.

Splits and Phases:     12: Poplar Road & Hospital Driveway #1



Timings 2040 No Build PM

6: Poplar Road & Newnan Crossing Boulevard 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 160 640 20 100 260 120 60 270 180 460 110 130

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 200 200 250 200 0 100 0 250

Storage Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 100 100 100 100 25 100 25 150

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 45 45

Link Distance (ft) 759 1448 725 453

Travel Time (s) 11.5 21.9 11.0 6.9

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 174 696 22 109 283 130 65 293 196 500 120 141

Turn Type pm+pt Perm pm+pt Perm pm+pt Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6

Detector Phase 7 4 4 3 8 8 5 2 2 1 6 6

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Minimum Split (s) 8.0 20.0 20.0 8.0 20.0 20.0 8.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0

Total Split (s) 13.0 38.0 38.0 8.0 33.0 33.0 8.0 20.0 20.0 24.0 36.0 36.0

Total Split (%) 14.4% 42.2% 42.2% 8.9% 36.7% 36.7% 8.9% 22.2% 22.2% 26.7% 40.0% 40.0%

Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5

All-Red Time (s) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Recall Mode Min C-Max C-Max Min C-Max C-Max None Min Min Min Min Min

Act Effct Green (s) 41.9 34.0 34.0 33.9 29.6 29.6 19.7 15.7 15.7 39.7 33.3 33.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.47 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.33 0.33 0.22 0.17 0.17 0.44 0.37 0.37

v/c Ratio 0.40 0.99 0.04 0.64 0.46 0.21 0.22 0.90 0.48 1.06 0.17 0.21

Control Delay 9.9 47.7 4.2 35.7 27.2 5.2 18.7 68.1 12.7 82.9 20.7 4.5

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 9.9 47.7 4.2 35.7 27.2 5.2 18.7 68.1 12.7 82.9 20.7 4.5

LOS A D A D C A B E B F C A

Approach Delay 39.3 23.5 42.7 58.6

Approach LOS D C D E

Queue Length 50th (ft) 17 276 1 34 127 0 21 164 16 ~265 46 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) m46 #619 m1 #85 202 38 44 #309 77 #460 86 38

Internal Link Dist (ft) 679 1368 645 373

Turn Bay Length (ft) 200 200 250 200 100 250

Base Capacity (vph) 440 704 609 169 613 608 300 331 415 473 689 675

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.40 0.99 0.04 0.64 0.46 0.21 0.22 0.89 0.47 1.06 0.17 0.21

Intersection Summary



Timings 2040 No Build PM

6: Poplar Road & Newnan Crossing Boulevard 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 90

Actuated Cycle Length: 90

Offset: 30 (33%), Referenced to phase 4:EBTL and 8:WBTL, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 90

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.06

Intersection Signal Delay: 42.3 Intersection LOS: D

Intersection Capacity Utilization 92.3% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.

Splits and Phases:     6: Poplar Road & Newnan Crossing Boulevard



Timings 2040 Build AM

3: Poplar Road & Newnan Crossing Bypass 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 170 80 120 330 520 590 220 270 280 310 100 100

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 130 130 250 0 350 200 350 200

Storage Lanes 1 1 2 0 1 1 2 1

Taper Length (ft) 75 75 100 90 100 100 100 75

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 45 45

Link Distance (ft) 1624 1256 2748 1351

Travel Time (s) 24.6 19.0 41.6 20.5

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 185 87 130 359 565 641 239 293 304 337 109 109

Turn Type pm+pt Perm Prot Perm pm+pt Perm Prot Perm

Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 8 2 2 6

Detector Phase 7 4 4 3 8 8 5 2 2 1 6 6

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Minimum Split (s) 8.0 20.0 20.0 8.0 20.0 20.0 8.0 20.0 20.0 8.0 20.0 20.0

Total Split (s) 14.0 41.0 41.0 20.0 47.0 47.0 17.0 20.0 20.0 19.0 22.0 22.0

Total Split (%) 14.0% 41.0% 41.0% 20.0% 47.0% 47.0% 17.0% 20.0% 20.0% 19.0% 22.0% 22.0%

Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5

All-Red Time (s) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Recall Mode Min C-Max C-Max Min C-Max C-Max Min Max Max Min Max Max

Act Effct Green (s) 47.7 38.4 38.4 14.6 43.7 43.7 29.6 17.1 17.1 13.9 18.6 18.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.48 0.38 0.38 0.15 0.44 0.44 0.30 0.17 0.17 0.14 0.19 0.19

v/c Ratio 0.53 0.06 0.19 0.72 0.69 0.66 0.55 0.48 0.58 0.71 0.17 0.29

Control Delay 17.0 20.3 4.6 42.7 24.7 9.2 23.2 32.4 9.0 49.7 35.4 9.2

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 17.0 20.3 4.6 42.7 24.7 9.2 23.2 32.4 9.0 49.7 35.4 9.2

LOS B C A D C A C C A D D A

Approach Delay 13.7 22.4 21.2 38.9

Approach LOS B C C D

Queue Length 50th (ft) 53 18 0 95 300 160 57 91 70 105 31 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 88 35 37 140 414 287 92 115 59 152 56 46

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1544 1176 2668 1271

Turn Bay Length (ft) 130 130 250 350 200 350 200

Base Capacity (vph) 362 1359 688 549 813 966 448 606 523 515 657 382

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.51 0.06 0.19 0.65 0.69 0.66 0.53 0.48 0.58 0.65 0.17 0.29

Intersection Summary



Timings 2040 Build AM

3: Poplar Road & Newnan Crossing Bypass 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 100

Actuated Cycle Length: 100

Offset: 36 (36%), Referenced to phase 4:EBTL and 8:WBT, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 65

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.72

Intersection Signal Delay: 23.8 Intersection LOS: C

Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.4% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     3: Poplar Road & Newnan Crossing Bypass



Timings 2040 Build AM

17: Poplar Road & I-85 SB Off-Ramp 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 370 170 250 1140 0 0 0 0 270 0 300

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 200 250 0 0 0 0 200

Storage Lanes 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 100 100 25 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 45 45

Link Distance (ft) 1256 783 1319 1189

Travel Time (s) 19.0 11.9 20.0 18.0

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 402 185 272 1239 0 0 0 0 293 0 326

Turn Type Perm Prot custom custom

Protected Phases 4 3 8 6 6

Permitted Phases 4 6 6

Detector Phase 4 4 3 8 6 6

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Minimum Split (s) 20.0 20.0 8.0 20.0 20.0 20.0

Total Split (s) 0.0 42.0 42.0 19.0 61.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 39.0 0.0 39.0

Total Split (%) 0.0% 42.0% 42.0% 19.0% 61.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 39.0% 0.0% 39.0%

Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5

All-Red Time (s) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Recall Mode C-Max C-Max Min C-Max Min Min

Act Effct Green (s) 51.7 51.7 13.2 68.9 23.1 23.1

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.52 0.52 0.13 0.69 0.23 0.23

v/c Ratio 0.22 0.20 0.60 0.51 0.37 0.79

Control Delay 10.5 5.0 38.9 6.7 32.3 42.6

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 10.5 5.0 38.9 6.7 32.3 42.6

LOS B A D A C D

Approach Delay 8.7 12.5

Approach LOS A B

Queue Length 50th (ft) 83 31 84 198 81 162

Queue Length 95th (ft) 150 m76 108 308 104 233

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1176 703 1239 1109

Turn Bay Length (ft) 200 250 200

Base Capacity (vph) 1830 908 527 2437 1202 593

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.22 0.20 0.52 0.51 0.24 0.55

Intersection Summary



Timings 2040 Build AM

17: Poplar Road & I-85 SB Off-Ramp 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 100

Actuated Cycle Length: 100

Offset: 20 (20%), Referenced to phase 4:EBT and 8:WBT, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 50

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.79

Intersection Signal Delay: 17.4 Intersection LOS: B

Intersection Capacity Utilization 60.9% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.

Splits and Phases:     17: Poplar Road & I-85 SB Off-Ramp



Timings 2040 Build AM

14: Poplar Road & I-85 NB On-Ramp 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 220 370 0 0 1060 460 330 0 440 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 250 0 0 200 200 250 0 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 0 1 1 2 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 100 25 25 100 100 150 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 45 45

Link Distance (ft) 783 1040 1221 1257

Travel Time (s) 11.9 15.8 18.5 19.0

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 239 402 0 0 1152 500 359 0 478 0 0 0

Turn Type pm+pt Perm custom custom

Protected Phases 7 4 8

Permitted Phases 4 8 2 2

Detector Phase 7 4 8 8 2 2

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Minimum Split (s) 8.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0

Total Split (s) 21.0 78.0 0.0 0.0 57.0 57.0 22.0 0.0 22.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Split (%) 21.0% 78.0% 0.0% 0.0% 57.0% 57.0% 22.0% 0.0% 22.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5

All-Red Time (s) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Recall Mode Min C-Max C-Max C-Max Min Min

Act Effct Green (s) 76.2 76.2 61.9 61.9 15.8 15.8

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.76 0.76 0.62 0.62 0.16 0.16

v/c Ratio 0.60 0.15 0.53 0.43 0.66 0.57

Control Delay 20.5 5.6 6.9 1.3 45.7 6.3

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 20.5 5.6 6.9 1.3 45.7 6.3

LOS C A A A D A

Approach Delay 11.2 5.2

Approach LOS B A

Queue Length 50th (ft) 66 18 83 0 111 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 124 99 242 6 155 46

Internal Link Dist (ft) 703 960 1141 1177

Turn Bay Length (ft) 250 200 200 250

Base Capacity (vph) 493 2698 2189 1170 618 894

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.48 0.15 0.53 0.43 0.58 0.53

Intersection Summary



Timings 2040 Build AM

14: Poplar Road & I-85 NB On-Ramp 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 100

Actuated Cycle Length: 100

Offset: 72 (72%), Referenced to phase 4:EBTL and 8:WBT, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 60

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.66

Intersection Signal Delay: 11.2 Intersection LOS: B

Intersection Capacity Utilization 60.9% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     14: Poplar Road & I-85 NB On-Ramp



Timings 2040 Build AM

12: Poplar Road & Hospital Driveway #1 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 330 480 80 1340 180 40

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 250 0 100

Storage Lanes 1 1 2 0

Taper Length (ft) 100 100 25 100

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 45

Link Distance (ft) 1040 759 688

Travel Time (s) 15.8 11.5 10.4

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 359 522 87 1457 239 0

Turn Type Perm pm+pt

Protected Phases 4 3 8 2

Permitted Phases 4 8

Detector Phase 4 4 3 8 2

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Minimum Split (s) 20.0 20.0 8.0 20.0 20.0

Total Split (s) 67.0 67.0 10.0 77.0 23.0 0.0

Total Split (%) 67.0% 67.0% 10.0% 77.0% 23.0% 0.0%

Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5

All-Red Time (s) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Recall Mode C-Max C-Max Min C-Max Min

Act Effct Green (s) 69.7 69.7 80.3 80.3 11.7

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.70 0.70 0.80 0.80 0.12

v/c Ratio 0.15 0.41 0.11 0.51 0.57

Control Delay 5.3 2.5 1.3 2.1 42.7

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 5.3 2.5 1.3 2.1 42.7

LOS A A A A D

Approach Delay 3.7 2.0 42.7

Approach LOS A A D

Queue Length 50th (ft) 40 17 4 43 67

Queue Length 95th (ft) 48 21 m8 63 103

Internal Link Dist (ft) 960 679 608

Turn Bay Length (ft) 250

Base Capacity (vph) 2468 1262 814 2842 661

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.15 0.41 0.11 0.51 0.36

Intersection Summary



Timings 2040 Build AM

12: Poplar Road & Hospital Driveway #1 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 100

Actuated Cycle Length: 100

Offset: 66 (66%), Referenced to phase 4:EBT and 8:WBTL, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 50

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.57

Intersection Signal Delay: 6.2 Intersection LOS: A

Intersection Capacity Utilization 50.1% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.

Splits and Phases:     12: Poplar Road & Hospital Driveway #1



Timings 2040 Build AM

6: Poplar Road & Newnan Crossing Boulevard 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 90 240 40 230 710 240 60 60 80 200 160 650

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 250 200 250 200 0 100 0 250

Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 100 100 100 100 25 100 25 150

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 45 45

Link Distance (ft) 759 1448 725 453

Travel Time (s) 11.5 21.9 11.0 6.9

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 98 304 0 250 772 261 65 65 87 217 174 707

Turn Type Prot pm+pt Perm pm+pt Perm pm+pt Free

Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 8 8 2 2 6 Free

Detector Phase 7 4 3 8 8 5 2 2 1 6

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Minimum Split (s) 8.0 20.0 8.0 20.0 20.0 8.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0

Total Split (s) 8.0 44.0 0.0 16.0 52.0 52.0 9.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 31.0 0.0

Total Split (%) 8.0% 44.0% 0.0% 16.0% 52.0% 52.0% 9.0% 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 31.0% 0.0%

Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5

All-Red Time (s) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Recall Mode Min C-Max Min C-Max C-Max None Min Min Min Min

Act Effct Green (s) 8.0 49.2 63.6 52.8 52.8 13.8 8.8 8.8 27.2 20.0 100.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.49 0.64 0.53 0.53 0.14 0.09 0.09 0.27 0.20 1.00

v/c Ratio 0.36 0.34 0.38 0.78 0.28 0.33 0.39 0.40 0.58 0.47 0.45

Control Delay 47.5 16.3 9.8 27.6 4.4 31.8 49.3 14.7 35.9 39.5 0.9

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 47.5 16.3 9.8 27.6 4.4 31.8 49.3 14.7 35.9 39.5 0.9

LOS D B A C A C D B D D A

Approach Delay 23.9 19.4 30.2 13.9

Approach LOS C B C B

Queue Length 50th (ft) 32 91 62 394 15 31 40 0 113 99 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 60 137 109 #659 60 61 80 44 172 158 0

Internal Link Dist (ft) 679 1368 645 373

Turn Bay Length (ft) 250 250 200 100 250

Base Capacity (vph) 273 903 676 984 936 195 298 326 389 503 1583

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.36 0.34 0.37 0.78 0.28 0.33 0.22 0.27 0.56 0.35 0.45

Intersection Summary



Timings 2040 Build AM

6: Poplar Road & Newnan Crossing Boulevard 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 100

Actuated Cycle Length: 100

Offset: 51 (51%), Referenced to phase 4:EBT and 8:WBTL, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 90

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.78

Intersection Signal Delay: 18.8 Intersection LOS: B

Intersection Capacity Utilization 68.4% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:     6: Poplar Road & Newnan Crossing Boulevard



Timings 2040 Build PM

3: Poplar Road & Newnan Crossing Bypass 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 70 620 110 420 410 360 10 130 120 530 290 130

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 130 130 250 0 350 200 350 200

Storage Lanes 1 1 2 0 1 1 2 1

Taper Length (ft) 75 75 100 90 100 100 100 75

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 45 45

Link Distance (ft) 1624 1256 2748 1351

Travel Time (s) 24.6 19.0 41.6 20.5

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 76 674 120 457 446 391 11 141 130 576 315 141

Turn Type pm+pt Perm Prot Perm pm+pt Perm Prot Perm

Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 4 8 2 2 6

Detector Phase 7 4 4 3 8 8 5 2 2 1 6 6

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Minimum Split (s) 8.0 20.0 20.0 8.0 20.0 20.0 8.0 20.0 20.0 8.0 20.0 20.0

Total Split (s) 9.0 30.0 30.0 23.0 44.0 44.0 8.0 20.0 20.0 27.0 39.0 39.0

Total Split (%) 9.0% 30.0% 30.0% 23.0% 44.0% 44.0% 8.0% 20.0% 20.0% 27.0% 39.0% 39.0%

Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5

All-Red Time (s) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Recall Mode Min C-Max C-Max Min C-Max C-Max Min Max Max Min Max Max

Act Effct Green (s) 32.7 27.7 27.7 17.3 40.0 40.0 22.2 18.2 18.2 20.8 35.0 35.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.33 0.28 0.28 0.17 0.40 0.40 0.22 0.18 0.18 0.21 0.35 0.35

v/c Ratio 0.24 0.69 0.23 0.77 0.60 0.45 0.04 0.22 0.33 0.81 0.25 0.22

Control Delay 17.3 37.1 9.4 49.9 28.9 7.0 15.5 33.4 13.6 47.0 23.9 4.8

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 17.3 37.1 9.4 49.9 28.9 7.0 15.5 33.4 13.6 47.0 23.9 4.8

LOS B D A D C A B C B D C A

Approach Delay 31.5 29.7 23.5 34.2

Approach LOS C C C C

Queue Length 50th (ft) 25 205 9 145 184 13 2 43 0 178 74 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 50 272 52 198 321 110 11 76 74 236 108 40

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1544 1176 2668 1271

Turn Bay Length (ft) 130 130 250 350 200 350 200

Base Capacity (vph) 316 979 512 652 745 868 261 643 394 790 1239 646

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.24 0.69 0.23 0.70 0.60 0.45 0.04 0.22 0.33 0.73 0.25 0.22

Intersection Summary



Timings 2040 Build PM

3: Poplar Road & Newnan Crossing Bypass 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 100

Actuated Cycle Length: 100

Offset: 74 (74%), Referenced to phase 4:EBTL and 8:WBT, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 70

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.81

Intersection Signal Delay: 31.0 Intersection LOS: C

Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.2% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     3: Poplar Road & Newnan Crossing Bypass



Timings 2040 Build PM

17: Poplar Road & I-85 SB Off-Ramp 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 0 970 300 440 780 0 0 0 0 460 0 410

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 200 250 0 0 0 0 200

Storage Lanes 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 1

Taper Length (ft) 25 100 100 25 25 25 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 45 45

Link Distance (ft) 1256 783 1319 1189

Travel Time (s) 19.0 11.9 20.0 18.0

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1054 326 478 848 0 0 0 0 500 0 446

Turn Type Perm Prot custom custom

Protected Phases 4 3 8 6 6

Permitted Phases 4 6 6

Detector Phase 4 4 3 8 6 6

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Minimum Split (s) 20.0 20.0 8.0 20.0 20.0 20.0

Total Split (s) 0.0 43.0 43.0 23.0 66.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 34.0 0.0 34.0

Total Split (%) 0.0% 43.0% 43.0% 23.0% 66.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 34.0% 0.0% 34.0%

Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5

All-Red Time (s) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Recall Mode C-Max C-Max Min C-Max Min Min

Act Effct Green (s) 46.1 46.1 17.7 67.8 24.2 24.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.46 0.46 0.18 0.68 0.24 0.24

v/c Ratio 0.65 0.36 0.79 0.35 0.60 0.86

Control Delay 9.4 1.6 43.4 9.5 36.0 37.1

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 9.4 1.6 43.4 9.5 36.0 37.1

LOS A A D A D D

Approach Delay 7.6 21.7

Approach LOS A C

Queue Length 50th (ft) 31 1 134 106 142 164

Queue Length 95th (ft) 307 m7 191 263 183 277

Internal Link Dist (ft) 1176 703 1239 1109

Turn Bay Length (ft) 200 250 200

Base Capacity (vph) 1631 898 652 2399 1030 602

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.65 0.36 0.73 0.35 0.49 0.74

Intersection Summary



Timings 2040 Build PM

17: Poplar Road & I-85 SB Off-Ramp 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 100

Actuated Cycle Length: 100

Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 4:EBT and 8:WBT, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 60

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.86

Intersection Signal Delay: 20.2 Intersection LOS: C

Intersection Capacity Utilization 62.5% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.

Splits and Phases:     17: Poplar Road & I-85 SB Off-Ramp



Timings 2040 Build PM

14: Poplar Road & I-85 NB On-Ramp 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 270 1160 0 0 950 270 270 0 250 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 250 0 0 200 200 250 0 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 0 1 1 2 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 100 25 25 100 100 150 25 25

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 45 45

Link Distance (ft) 783 1040 1221 1257

Travel Time (s) 11.9 15.8 18.5 19.0

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 293 1261 0 0 1033 293 293 0 272 0 0 0

Turn Type pm+pt Perm custom custom

Protected Phases 7 4 8

Permitted Phases 4 8 2 2

Detector Phase 7 4 8 8 2 2

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Minimum Split (s) 8.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0

Total Split (s) 27.0 78.0 0.0 0.0 51.0 51.0 22.0 0.0 22.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Split (%) 27.0% 78.0% 0.0% 0.0% 51.0% 51.0% 22.0% 0.0% 22.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5

All-Red Time (s) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Recall Mode Min C-Max C-Max C-Max Min Min

Act Effct Green (s) 78.0 78.0 62.0 62.0 14.0 14.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.78 0.78 0.62 0.62 0.14 0.14

v/c Ratio 0.63 0.46 0.47 0.27 0.61 0.48

Control Delay 20.5 1.8 5.0 0.8 45.5 14.0

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 20.5 1.8 5.0 0.8 45.5 14.0

LOS C A A A D B

Approach Delay 5.3 4.1

Approach LOS A A

Queue Length 50th (ft) 44 24 38 0 91 22

Queue Length 95th (ft) 139 64 171 5 128 61

Internal Link Dist (ft) 703 960 1141 1177

Turn Bay Length (ft) 250 200 200 250

Base Capacity (vph) 620 2759 2193 1093 618 667

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.47 0.46 0.47 0.27 0.47 0.41

Intersection Summary



Timings 2040 Build PM

14: Poplar Road & I-85 NB On-Ramp 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 100

Actuated Cycle Length: 100

Offset: 20 (20%), Referenced to phase 4:EBTL and 8:WBT, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 60

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.63

Intersection Signal Delay: 8.9 Intersection LOS: A

Intersection Capacity Utilization 62.5% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     14: Poplar Road & I-85 NB On-Ramp



Timings 2040 Build PM

12: Poplar Road & Hospital Driveway #1 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 1190 220 40 770 450 100

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 250 0 100

Storage Lanes 1 1 2 0

Taper Length (ft) 100 100 25 100

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 45

Link Distance (ft) 1040 759 688

Travel Time (s) 15.8 11.5 10.4

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 1293 239 43 837 598 0

Turn Type Perm pm+pt

Protected Phases 4 3 8 2

Permitted Phases 4 8

Detector Phase 4 4 3 8 2

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Minimum Split (s) 20.0 20.0 8.0 20.0 20.0

Total Split (s) 61.0 61.0 8.0 69.0 31.0 0.0

Total Split (%) 61.0% 61.0% 8.0% 69.0% 31.0% 0.0%

Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5

All-Red Time (s) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Recall Mode C-Max C-Max Min C-Max Min

Act Effct Green (s) 60.3 60.3 69.8 69.8 22.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.60 0.60 0.70 0.70 0.22

v/c Ratio 0.61 0.23 0.17 0.34 0.78

Control Delay 8.3 1.2 9.9 9.9 42.0

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 8.3 1.2 9.9 9.9 42.0

LOS A A A A D

Approach Delay 7.2 9.9 42.0

Approach LOS A A D

Queue Length 50th (ft) 203 8 9 144 177

Queue Length 95th (ft) 305 7 m30 212 224

Internal Link Dist (ft) 960 679 608

Turn Bay Length (ft) 250

Base Capacity (vph) 2135 1050 258 2470 932

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.61 0.23 0.17 0.34 0.64

Intersection Summary



Timings 2040 Build PM

12: Poplar Road & Hospital Driveway #1 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 100

Actuated Cycle Length: 100

Offset: 36 (36%), Referenced to phase 4:EBT and 8:WBTL, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 60

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.78

Intersection Signal Delay: 14.9 Intersection LOS: B

Intersection Capacity Utilization 55.9% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.

Splits and Phases:     12: Poplar Road & Hospital Driveway #1



Timings 2040 Build PM

6: Poplar Road & Newnan Crossing Boulevard 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 660 610 20 230 280 230 150 160 210 300 170 380

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 250 200 250 200 0 100 0 250

Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1

Taper Length (ft) 100 100 100 100 25 100 25 150

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Link Speed (mph) 45 45 45 45

Link Distance (ft) 759 1448 725 453

Travel Time (s) 11.5 21.9 11.0 6.9

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 717 685 0 250 304 250 163 174 228 326 185 413

Turn Type Prot pm+pt Perm pm+pt Perm pm+pt Free

Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 8 8 2 2 6 Free

Detector Phase 7 4 3 8 8 5 2 2 1 6

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Minimum Split (s) 8.0 20.0 8.0 20.0 20.0 8.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0

Total Split (s) 28.0 44.0 0.0 16.0 32.0 32.0 14.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 26.0 0.0

Total Split (%) 28.0% 44.0% 0.0% 16.0% 32.0% 32.0% 14.0% 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 26.0% 0.0%

Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5

All-Red Time (s) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Recall Mode Min C-Max Min C-Max C-Max None Min Min Min Min

Act Effct Green (s) 23.7 42.2 43.3 30.9 30.9 23.3 13.6 13.6 33.4 19.8 100.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.24 0.42 0.43 0.31 0.31 0.23 0.14 0.14 0.33 0.20 1.00

v/c Ratio 0.88 0.87 0.84 0.53 0.38 0.49 0.69 0.55 0.86 0.50 0.26

Control Delay 46.1 27.9 48.8 33.7 5.5 29.9 54.9 10.7 49.6 40.4 0.4

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 46.1 27.9 48.8 33.7 5.5 29.9 54.9 10.7 49.6 40.4 0.4

LOS D C D C A C D B D D A

Approach Delay 37.2 29.6 29.9 25.8

Approach LOS D C C C

Queue Length 50th (ft) 160 349 100 166 0 74 106 0 165 105 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) #311 #644 #248 255 57 123 174 65 #261 170 0

Internal Link Dist (ft) 679 1368 645 373

Turn Bay Length (ft) 250 250 200 100 250

Base Capacity (vph) 835 783 305 576 662 340 298 445 383 410 1583

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.86 0.87 0.82 0.53 0.38 0.48 0.58 0.51 0.85 0.45 0.26

Intersection Summary



Timings 2040 Build PM

6: Poplar Road & Newnan Crossing Boulevard 10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 100

Actuated Cycle Length: 100

Offset: 73 (73%), Referenced to phase 4:EBT and 8:WBTL, Start of Green

Natural Cycle: 90

Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.88

Intersection Signal Delay: 31.6 Intersection LOS: C

Intersection Capacity Utilization 84.4% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:     6: Poplar Road & Newnan Crossing Boulevard
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Roundabout Analysis Tool

Multi-Lane

1/20/2012

Version 2.0

General & Site Information

Analyst:

Agency/Company:

Date:

Project Name or PI#:

Year, Peak Hour:

County/District:

Intersection:

Volumes

N1 (1) N2 (1) NE1 (2) NE2 (2) E1 (3) E2 (3) SE1 (4) SE2 (4)

Lane Designation Right-Thru Lf-Th-Rt SELECT SELECT Left-Thru Thru SELECT SELECT

               N (1), vph

Exit                   NE (2), vph

Legs                      E (3), vph 135 135

(TO)                   SE (4), vph

S (5), vph 250

SW (6), vph

W (7), vph 445 695

NW (8), vph

Entry Volume, vph 135 135 0 0 695 695 0 0

S1 (5) S2 (5) SW1 (6) SW2 (6) W1 (7) W2 (7) NW1 (8) NW2 (8)

Lane Designation SELECT SELECT SELECT SELECT Thru Thru SELECT SELECT

N (1), vph

NE (2), vph

E (3), vph 185 185

Coweta County

Poplar Road at I-85 SB Ramps, 

2 SB Lanes

Entry Legs (FROM)

Daniel Studdard

Pond & Company

1/20/2012

I-85 at Poplar Rd Interchange

2040, AM Peak

N (1)

SE (4)

NE (2)

E (3)

S (5)

SW (6)

W (7)

NW (8)

North

SE (4), vph

S (5), vph

SW (6), vph

W (7), vph

NW (8), vph

Entry Volume, vph 0 0 0 0 185 185 0 0

N NE E SE S SW W NW

# of Entry Flow Lanes 2 0 2 0 0 0 2 0

# of Conflict Flow Lanes 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Volume Characteristics N NE E SE S SW W NW

% Cars 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85%

% Heavy Vehicles 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%

% Bicycles 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%

# of Pedestrians (ped/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Fhv 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

Fped 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

Georgia Department of Transportation

Office of Traffic Operations



Roundabout Analysis Tool

Multi-Lane

1/20/2012

Version 2.0

Entry/Conflicting Flows N NE E SE S SW W NW

Flow to             N (1), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

 Leg #             NE (2), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

E (3), pcu/h 293 0 0 0 0 0 402 0

SE (4), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

S (5), pcu/h 0 0 272 0 0 0 0 0

SW (6), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

W (7), pcu/h 0 0 1239 0 0 0 0 0

NW (8), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Entry flow, pcu/h 293 0 1511 0 0 0 402 0

Entry flow Lane 1, pcu/h 147 0 755 0 0 0 201 0

Entry flow Lane 2, pcu/h 147 0 755 0 0 0 201 0

Conflicting flow, pcu/h 1511 0 0 0 0 0 565 0

HCM 2010 Model
Lane Designations Right-Thru Lf-Th-Rt Left-Thru Thru Lane 1 Lane 2 Thru Thru

Entry Capacity, veh/h 364 392 1130 1130 NA NA 740 761

Entry Flow Rates, veh/h 147 147 755 755 NA NA 201 201

V/C ratio 0.40 0.37 0.67 0.67 #VALUE! #VALUE! 0.27 0.26

Control Delay, s/veh 18.4 16.4 12.7 12.7 #VALUE! #VALUE! 8.0 7.7

LOS C C B B #VALUE! #VALUE! A A

95th % Queue (ft) 47 42 136 136 #VALUE! #VALUE! 28 27

Approach Delay

Approach LOS

Lane Designations Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 1 Lane 2

Entry Capacity, veh/h NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

NE SE SW NW

15.7

C

12.7  

Results: Approach Measures of Effectiveness

N E S W

7.2

B #N/A A

Georgia Department of Transportation

Office of Traffic Operations

Entry Capacity, veh/h NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Entry Flow Rates, veh/h NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

V/C ratio #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

Control Delay, sec/pcu #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

LOS #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

95th % Queue (ft) #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #VALUE! #VALUE! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

Approach Delay

Approach LOS

UK Model** N NE E SE S SW W NW

Crit. Entry Capacity     pcu/h 1342 NA 2424 NA NA NA 2019 NA

Entry Flow   pcu/h 293 0 1511 0 0 0 402 0

V/C ratio 0.22 #VALUE! 0.62 #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! 0.20 #VALUE!

Control Delay, sec/pcu 4.5 #VALUE! 7.0 #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! 3.2 #VALUE!

LOS A #VALUE! A #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! A #VALUE!

95th % Queue (ft) 21 #VALUE! 119 #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! 19 #VALUE!

Notes:

Unit Legend:

vph = vehicles per hour

PHF = peak hour factor

FHV = heavy vehicle factor

pcu = passenger car unit

    

#N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A
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Roundabout Analysis Tool

Multi-Lane

1/20/2012

Version 2.0

N (1) W (7)

W (7) S (5)

Does the bypass have a dedicated receiving lane? No No

2 2 2 2 2 2

Volumes

Entry Leg:  Insert Right Turn Volume 300 170

Exit Leg:    (Select Input Method) Default Default

Lane Flow in Exit Leg*** 827 272     

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Critical Lane Flow (Manual) in Exit Leg*** #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

Volume Characteristics 

PHF (Entry Leg) 0.92 0.92 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

FHV (Entry Leg) 1.00 1.00 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Fped 1.00 1.00 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

PHF (Exit Leg)*** N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

FHV (Exit Leg)*** N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

***Volume Characteristics are already taken into account for Default method ONLY.  Insert Values above if Manual method.

Entry/Conflicting Flows

Entry Flow 326 185 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Conflicting Critical Flow 827 272     

Bypass Lane Results 

     Bypass Lane Merge Point Analysis (if applicable)

Sum of outer circulatory flow lane to exit leg (leg 

bypass merges into)

Bypass 

#6Bypass Characteristics

Select Entry Leg from Bypass (FROM)

Select Exit Leg for Bypass (TO)

# of Conflicting Exit Flow Lanes

Sum of inner circulatory flow lane to exit leg (leg 

bypass merges into)

Bypass 

#1

Bypass 

#2

Bypass 

#3

Bypass 

#4

Bypass 

#5

Georgia Department of Transportation

Office of Traffic Operations

Bypass Lane Results 

Entry Capacity of Bypass, veh/h 634 934 #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

Flow Rates of Exiting Traffic, veh/h 326 185 #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

V/C ratio 0.51 0.20 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Control Delay, sec/pcu 14.1 5.8 #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

LOS B A #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

95th % Queue (ft) 74 18 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A
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Roundabout Analysis Tool

Multi-Lane

1/20/2012

Version 2.0

General & Site Information

Analyst:

Agency/Company:

Date:

Project Name or PI#:

Year, Peak Hour:

County/District:

Intersection:

Volumes

N1 (1) N2 (1) NE1 (2) NE2 (2) E1 (3) E2 (3) SE1 (4) SE2 (4)

Lane Designation Right-Thru Lf-Th-Rt SELECT SELECT Left-Thru Thru SELECT SELECT

               N (1), vph

Exit                   NE (2), vph

Legs                      E (3), vph 230 230

(TO)                   SE (4), vph

S (5), vph 440

SW (6), vph

W (7), vph 170 610

NW (8), vph

Entry Volume, vph 230 230 0 0 610 610 0 0

S1 (5) S2 (5) SW1 (6) SW2 (6) W1 (7) W2 (7) NW1 (8) NW2 (8)

Lane Designation SELECT SELECT SELECT SELECT Thru Thru SELECT SELECT

N (1), vph

NE (2), vph

E (3), vph 485 485

Coweta County

Poplar Road at I-85 SB Ramps, 

2 SB Lanes

Entry Legs (FROM)

Daniel Studdard

Pond & Company

1/20/2012

I-85 at Poplar Rd Interchange

2040, PM Peak

N (1)

SE (4)

NE (2)

E (3)

S (5)

SW (6)

W (7)

NW (8)

North

SE (4), vph

S (5), vph

SW (6), vph

W (7), vph

NW (8), vph

Entry Volume, vph 0 0 0 0 485 485 0 0

N NE E SE S SW W NW

# of Entry Flow Lanes 2 0 2 0 0 0 2 0

# of Conflict Flow Lanes 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Volume Characteristics N NE E SE S SW W NW

% Cars 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85%

% Heavy Vehicles 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%

% Bicycles 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%

# of Pedestrians (ped/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Fhv 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

Fped 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

Georgia Department of Transportation

Office of Traffic Operations



Roundabout Analysis Tool

Multi-Lane

1/20/2012

Version 2.0

Entry/Conflicting Flows N NE E SE S SW W NW

Flow to             N (1), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

 Leg #             NE (2), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

E (3), pcu/h 500 0 0 0 0 0 1054 0

SE (4), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

S (5), pcu/h 0 0 478 0 0 0 0 0

SW (6), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

W (7), pcu/h 0 0 848 0 0 0 0 0

NW (8), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Entry flow, pcu/h 500 0 1326 0 0 0 1054 0

Entry flow Lane 1, pcu/h 250 0 663 0 0 0 527 0

Entry flow Lane 2, pcu/h 250 0 663 0 0 0 527 0

Conflicting flow, pcu/h 1326 0 0 0 0 0 978 0

HCM 2010 Model
Lane Designations Right-Thru Lf-Th-Rt Left-Thru Thru Lane 1 Lane 2 Thru Thru

Entry Capacity, veh/h 418 447 1130 1130 NA NA 543 570

Entry Flow Rates, veh/h 250 250 663 663 NA NA 527 527

V/C ratio 0.60 0.56 0.59 0.59 #VALUE! #VALUE! 0.97 0.93

Control Delay, s/veh 23.6 20.6 10.5 10.5 #VALUE! #VALUE! 59.4 48.1

LOS C C B B #VALUE! #VALUE! F E

95th % Queue (ft) 95 84 100 100 #VALUE! #VALUE! 328 291

Approach Delay

Approach LOS

Lane Designations Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 1 Lane 2

Entry Capacity, veh/h NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

NE SE SW NW

18.4

C

10.5  

Results: Approach Measures of Effectiveness

N E S W

43.3

B #N/A E

Georgia Department of Transportation

Office of Traffic Operations

Entry Capacity, veh/h NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Entry Flow Rates, veh/h NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

V/C ratio #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

Control Delay, sec/pcu #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

LOS #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

95th % Queue (ft) #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #VALUE! #VALUE! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

Approach Delay

Approach LOS

UK Model** N NE E SE S SW W NW

Crit. Entry Capacity     pcu/h 1475 NA 2424 NA NA NA 1724 NA

Entry Flow   pcu/h 500 0 1326 0 0 0 1054 0

V/C ratio 0.34 #VALUE! 0.55 #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! 0.61 #VALUE!

Control Delay, sec/pcu 5.4 #VALUE! 6.0 #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! 8.4 #VALUE!

LOS A #VALUE! A #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! A #VALUE!

95th % Queue (ft) 38 #VALUE! 88 #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! 112 #VALUE!

Notes:

Unit Legend:

vph = vehicles per hour

PHF = peak hour factor

FHV = heavy vehicle factor

pcu = passenger car unit

    

#N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A
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Roundabout Analysis Tool

Multi-Lane

1/20/2012

Version 2.0

N (1) W (7)

W (7) S (5)

Does the bypass have a dedicated receiving lane? No No

2 2 2 2 2 2

Volumes

Entry Leg:  Insert Right Turn Volume 410 300

Exit Leg:    (Select Input Method) Default Default

Lane Flow in Exit Leg*** 566 478     

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Critical Lane Flow (Manual) in Exit Leg*** #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

Volume Characteristics 

PHF (Entry Leg) 0.92 0.92 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

FHV (Entry Leg) 1.00 1.00 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Fped 1.00 1.00 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

PHF (Exit Leg)*** N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

FHV (Exit Leg)*** N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

***Volume Characteristics are already taken into account for Default method ONLY.  Insert Values above if Manual method.

Entry/Conflicting Flows

Entry Flow 446 326 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Conflicting Critical Flow 566 478     

Bypass Lane Results 

     Bypass Lane Merge Point Analysis (if applicable)

Sum of outer circulatory flow lane to exit leg (leg 

bypass merges into)

Bypass 

#6Bypass Characteristics

Select Entry Leg from Bypass (FROM)

Select Exit Leg for Bypass (TO)

# of Conflicting Exit Flow Lanes

Sum of inner circulatory flow lane to exit leg (leg 

bypass merges into)

Bypass 

#1

Bypass 

#2

Bypass 

#3

Bypass 

#4

Bypass 

#5

Georgia Department of Transportation

Office of Traffic Operations

Bypass Lane Results 

Entry Capacity of Bypass, veh/h 761 809 #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

Flow Rates of Exiting Traffic, veh/h 446 326 #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

V/C ratio 0.59 0.40 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Control Delay, sec/pcu 14.1 9.4 #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

LOS B A #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

95th % Queue (ft) 97 49 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A
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Multi-Lane
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Version 2.0

General & Site Information

Analyst:

Agency/Company:

Date:

Project Name or PI#:

Year, Peak Hour:

County/District:

Intersection:

Volumes

N1 (1) N2 (1) NE1 (2) NE2 (2) E1 (3) E2 (3) SE1 (4) SE2 (4)

Lane Designation SELECT SELECT SELECT SELECT Thru Right-Thru SELECT SELECT

               N (1), vph

Exit                   NE (2), vph

Legs                      E (3), vph

(TO)                   SE (4), vph

S (5), vph

SW (6), vph

W (7), vph 530 530

NW (8), vph

Entry Volume, vph 0 0 0 0 530 530 0 0

S1 (5) S2 (5) SW1 (6) SW2 (6) W1 (7) W2 (7) NW1 (8) NW2 (8)

Lane Designation Left Only Left Only SELECT SELECT Left-Thru Thru SELECT SELECT

N (1), vph 220

NE (2), vph

E (3), vph 50 320

Coweta County

Poplar Road at I-85 NB 

Ramps, 2 NB Lanes

Entry Legs (FROM)

Daniel Studdard

Pond & Company

1/20/2012

I-85 at Poplar Rd Interchange

2040, AM Peak

N (1)

SE (4)

NE (2)

E (3)

S (5)

SW (6)

W (7)

NW (8)

North

SE (4), vph

S (5), vph

SW (6), vph

W (7), vph 165 165

NW (8), vph

Entry Volume, vph 165 165 0 0 270 320 0 0

N NE E SE S SW W NW

# of Entry Flow Lanes 0 0 2 0 2 0 2 0

# of Conflict Flow Lanes 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Volume Characteristics N NE E SE S SW W NW

% Cars 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85%

% Heavy Vehicles 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%

% Bicycles 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%

# of Pedestrians (ped/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Fhv 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

Fped 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
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Entry/Conflicting Flows N NE E SE S SW W NW

Flow to             N (1), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 239 0

 Leg #             NE (2), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

E (3), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 402 0

SE (4), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

S (5), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

SW (6), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

W (7), pcu/h 0 0 1152 0 359 0 0 0

NW (8), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Entry flow, pcu/h 0 0 1152 0 359 0 641 0

Entry flow Lane 1, pcu/h 0 0 576 0 179 0 293 0

Entry flow Lane 2, pcu/h 0 0 576 0 179 0 348 0

Conflicting flow, pcu/h 0 0 598 0 641 0 0 0

HCM 2010 Model
Lane Designations Lane 1 Lane 2 Thru Right-Thru Left Only Left Only Left-Thru Thru

Entry Capacity, veh/h NA NA 722 744 699 721 1130 1130

Entry Flow Rates, veh/h NA NA 576 576 179 179 293 348

V/C ratio #VALUE! #VALUE! 0.80 0.77 0.26 0.25 0.26 0.31

Control Delay, s/veh #VALUE! #VALUE! 25.7 23.3 8.2 7.9 5.6 6.1

LOS #VALUE! #VALUE! D C A A A A

95th % Queue (ft) #VALUE! #VALUE! 205 189 26 24 26 33

Approach Delay

Approach LOS

Lane Designations Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 1 Lane 2

Entry Capacity, veh/h NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

NE SE SW NW

 

#N/A

19.9 10.0

Results: Approach Measures of Effectiveness

N E S W

5.9

C A A
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Entry Capacity, veh/h NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Entry Flow Rates, veh/h NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

V/C ratio #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

Control Delay, sec/pcu #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

LOS #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

95th % Queue (ft) #VALUE! #VALUE! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

Approach Delay

Approach LOS

UK Model** N NE E SE S SW W NW

Crit. Entry Capacity     pcu/h NA NA 1996 NA 1965 NA 2424 NA

Entry Flow   pcu/h 0 0 1152 0 359 0 641 0

V/C ratio #VALUE! #VALUE! 0.58 #VALUE! 0.18 #VALUE! 0.26 #VALUE!

Control Delay, sec/pcu #VALUE! #VALUE! 7.1 #VALUE! 3.2 #VALUE! 3.3 #VALUE!

LOS #VALUE! #VALUE! A #VALUE! A #VALUE! A #VALUE!

95th % Queue (ft) #VALUE! #VALUE! 99 #VALUE! 17 #VALUE! 27 #VALUE!

Notes:

Unit Legend:

vph = vehicles per hour

PHF = peak hour factor

FHV = heavy vehicle factor

pcu = passenger car unit

    

#N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A
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Roundabout Analysis Tool

Multi-Lane

1/20/2012

Version 2.0

S (5) E (3)

E (3) N (1)

Does the bypass have a dedicated receiving lane? No No

2 2 2 2 2 2

Volumes

Entry Leg:  Insert Right Turn Volume 440 460

Exit Leg:    (Select Input Method) Default Default

Lane Flow in Exit Leg*** 348 160     

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Critical Lane Flow (Manual) in Exit Leg*** #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

Volume Characteristics 

PHF (Entry Leg) 0.92 0.92 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

FHV (Entry Leg) 1.00 1.00 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Fped 1.00 1.00 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

PHF (Exit Leg)*** N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

FHV (Exit Leg)*** N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

***Volume Characteristics are already taken into account for Default method ONLY.  Insert Values above if Manual method.

Entry/Conflicting Flows

Entry Flow 478 500 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Conflicting Critical Flow 348 160     

Bypass Lane Results 

     Bypass Lane Merge Point Analysis (if applicable)

Sum of outer circulatory flow lane to exit leg (leg 

bypass merges into)

Bypass 

#6Bypass Characteristics

Select Entry Leg from Bypass (FROM)

Select Exit Leg for Bypass (TO)

# of Conflicting Exit Flow Lanes

Sum of inner circulatory flow lane to exit leg (leg 

bypass merges into)

Bypass 

#1

Bypass 

#2

Bypass 

#3

Bypass 

#4

Bypass 

#5

Georgia Department of Transportation

Office of Traffic Operations

Bypass Lane Results 

Entry Capacity of Bypass, veh/h 886 1011 #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

Flow Rates of Exiting Traffic, veh/h 478 500 #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

V/C ratio 0.54 0.49 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Control Delay, sec/pcu 11.4 9.5 #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

LOS B A #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

95th % Queue (ft) 83 70 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A
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Version 2.0

General & Site Information

Analyst:

Agency/Company:

Date:

Project Name or PI#:

Year, Peak Hour:

County/District:

Intersection:

Volumes

N1 (1) N2 (1) NE1 (2) NE2 (2) E1 (3) E2 (3) SE1 (4) SE2 (4)

Lane Designation SELECT SELECT SELECT SELECT Thru Right-Thru SELECT SELECT

               N (1), vph

Exit                   NE (2), vph

Legs                      E (3), vph

(TO)                   SE (4), vph

S (5), vph

SW (6), vph

W (7), vph 475 475

NW (8), vph

Entry Volume, vph 0 0 0 0 475 475 0 0

S1 (5) S2 (5) SW1 (6) SW2 (6) W1 (7) W2 (7) NW1 (8) NW2 (8)

Lane Designation Left Only Left Only SELECT SELECT Left-Thru Thru SELECT SELECT

N (1), vph 270

NE (2), vph

E (3), vph 445 715

Daniel Studdard

Pond & Company

1/20/2012

I-85 at Poplar Rd Interchange

2040, PM Peak

Coweta County

Poplar Road at I-85 NB 

Ramps, 2 NB Lanes

Entry Legs (FROM)

N (1)

SE (4)

NE (2)

E (3)

S (5)

SW (6)

W (7)

NW (8)

North

SE (4), vph

S (5), vph

SW (6), vph

W (7), vph 135 135

NW (8), vph

Entry Volume, vph 135 135 0 0 715 715 0 0

N NE E SE S SW W NW

# of Entry Flow Lanes 0 0 2 0 2 0 2 0

# of Conflict Flow Lanes 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Volume Characteristics N NE E SE S SW W NW

% Cars 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85%

% Heavy Vehicles 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%

% Bicycles 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%

# of Pedestrians (ped/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Fhv 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

Fped 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

Georgia Department of Transportation

Office of Traffic Operations
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Entry/Conflicting Flows N NE E SE S SW W NW

Flow to             N (1), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 293 0

 Leg #             NE (2), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

E (3), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 1261 0

SE (4), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

S (5), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

SW (6), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

W (7), pcu/h 0 0 1033 0 293 0 0 0

NW (8), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Entry flow, pcu/h 0 0 1033 0 293 0 1554 0

Entry flow Lane 1, pcu/h 0 0 516 0 147 0 777 0

Entry flow Lane 2, pcu/h 0 0 516 0 147 0 777 0

Conflicting flow, pcu/h 0 0 587 0 1554 0 0 0

HCM 2010 Model
Lane Designations Lane 1 Lane 2 Thru Right-Thru Left Only Left Only Left-Thru Thru

Entry Capacity, veh/h NA NA 728 749 352 381 1130 1130

Entry Flow Rates, veh/h NA NA 516 516 147 147 777 777

V/C ratio #VALUE! #VALUE! 0.71 0.69 0.42 0.39 0.69 0.69

Control Delay, s/veh #VALUE! #VALUE! 19.6 18.2 19.4 17.2 13.3 13.3

LOS #VALUE! #VALUE! C C C C B B

95th % Queue (ft) #VALUE! #VALUE! 149 139 50 44 146 146

Approach Delay

Approach LOS

Lane Designations Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 1 Lane 2

Entry Capacity, veh/h NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

 

#N/A

16.3 15.4

Results: Approach Measures of Effectiveness

N E S W

13.3

C C B

NE SE SW NW
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Entry Capacity, veh/h NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Entry Flow Rates, veh/h NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

V/C ratio #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

Control Delay, sec/pcu #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

LOS #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

95th % Queue (ft) #VALUE! #VALUE! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

Approach Delay

Approach LOS

UK Model** N NE E SE S SW W NW

Crit. Entry Capacity     pcu/h NA NA 2004 NA 1311 NA 2424 NA

Entry Flow   pcu/h 0 0 1033 0 293 0 1554 0

V/C ratio #VALUE! #VALUE! 0.52 #VALUE! 0.22 #VALUE! 0.64 #VALUE!

Control Delay, sec/pcu #VALUE! #VALUE! 6.3 #VALUE! 4.7 #VALUE! 7.3 #VALUE!

LOS #VALUE! #VALUE! A #VALUE! A #VALUE! A #VALUE!

95th % Queue (ft) #VALUE! #VALUE! 78 #VALUE! 21 #VALUE! 128 #VALUE!

Notes:

Unit Legend:

vph = vehicles per hour

PHF = peak hour factor

FHV = heavy vehicle factor

pcu = passenger car unit

#N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A
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Multi-Lane
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Version 2.0

S (5) E (3)

E (3) N (1)

Does the bypass have a dedicated receiving lane? No No

2 2 2 2 2 2

Volumes

Entry Leg:  Insert Right Turn Volume 250 270

Exit Leg:    (Select Input Method) Default Default

Lane Flow in Exit Leg*** 841 293     

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Critical Lane Flow (Manual) in Exit Leg*** #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

Volume Characteristics 

PHF (Entry Leg) 0.92 0.92 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

FHV (Entry Leg) 1.00 1.00 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Fped 1.00 1.00 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

PHF (Exit Leg)*** N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

FHV (Exit Leg)*** N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

***Volume Characteristics are already taken into account for Default method ONLY.  Insert Values above if Manual method.

Entry/Conflicting Flows

Entry Flow 272 293 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Conflicting Critical Flow 841 293     

Bypass Lane Results 

Sum of outer circulatory flow lane to exit leg (leg 

bypass merges into)

Bypass 

#6Bypass Characteristics

Select Entry Leg from Bypass (FROM)

Select Exit Leg for Bypass (TO)

# of Conflicting Exit Flow Lanes

Sum of inner circulatory flow lane to exit leg (leg 

bypass merges into)

Bypass 

#1

Bypass 

#2

Bypass 

#3

Bypass 

#4

Bypass 

#5

     Bypass Lane Merge Point Analysis (if applicable)

Georgia Department of Transportation

Office of Traffic Operations

Bypass Lane Results 

Entry Capacity of Bypass, veh/h 627 920 #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

Flow Rates of Exiting Traffic, veh/h 272 293 #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

V/C ratio 0.43 0.32 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Control Delay, sec/pcu 12.2 7.3 #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

LOS B A #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

95th % Queue (ft) 55 35 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

 

Georgia Department of Transportation

Office of Traffic Operations



I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Concept Report Traffic Study State of Georgia  
Project: PI-0009323  Department of Transportation 
February 2, 2012 
Appendix 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix E 
2040 Arterial Analysis Results 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Arterial Level of Service 2040 No Build AM
10/6/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company Page 1

Arterial Level of Service: EB Poplar Road

Arterial Flow Running Signal Travel Dist Arterial Arterial

Cross Street Class Speed Time Delay Time (s) (mi) Speed LOS

Newnan Crossing Bypa II 45 30.4 9.4 39.8 0.31 27.8 C

Hospital Driveway #1 II 45 46.7 7.2 53.9 0.58 39.0 A

Hospital Driveway #2 II 45 15.7 15.5 31.2 0.14 16.6 E

Total II 92.8 32.1 124.9 1.03 29.8 B

Arterial Level of Service: WB Poplar Road

Arterial Flow Running Signal Travel Dist Arterial Arterial

Cross Street Class Speed Time Delay Time (s) (mi) Speed LOS

Newnan Crossing Boul II 45 28.5 34.6 63.1 0.27 15.6 E

Hospital Driveway #1 II 45 15.7 3.4 19.1 0.14 27.1 C

Newnan Crossing Bypa II 45 46.7 15.7 62.4 0.58 33.7 B

Total II 90.9 53.7 144.6 1.00 24.9 C



Arterial Level of Service 2040 No Build PM
10/6/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company Page 1

Arterial Level of Service: EB Poplar Road

Arterial Flow Running Signal Travel Dist Arterial Arterial

Cross Street Class Speed Time Delay Time (s) (mi) Speed LOS

Newnan Crossing Bypa II 45 30.4 16.9 47.3 0.31 23.4 C

Hospital Driveway #1 II 45 46.7 11.8 58.5 0.58 35.9 A

Hospital Driveway #2 II 45 15.7 47.7 63.4 0.14 8.2 F

Total II 92.8 76.4 169.2 1.03 22.0 C

Arterial Level of Service: WB Poplar Road

Arterial Flow Running Signal Travel Dist Arterial Arterial

Cross Street Class Speed Time Delay Time (s) (mi) Speed LOS

Newnan Crossing Boul II 45 28.5 27.2 55.7 0.27 17.7 D

Hospital Driveway #1 II 45 15.7 5.9 21.6 0.14 24.0 C

Newnan Crossing Bypa II 45 46.7 23.5 70.2 0.58 29.9 B

Total II 90.9 56.6 147.5 1.00 24.4 C



Arterial Level of Service 2040 Build AM
10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Arterial Level of Service: EB Poplar Road

Arterial Flow Running Signal Travel Dist Arterial Arterial

Cross Street Class Speed Time Delay Time (s) (mi) Speed LOS

Newnan Crossing Bypa II 45 30.4 20.3 50.7 0.31 21.8 D

I-85 SB On-Ramp II 45 24.7 10.5 35.2 0.24 24.3 C

I-85 NB Off-Ramp II 45 16.2 5.6 21.8 0.15 24.5 C

Hospital Driveway #1 II 45 21.5 5.3 26.8 0.20 26.5 C

Hospital Driveway #2 II 45 15.7 16.3 32.0 0.14 16.2 E

Total II 108.5 58.0 166.5 1.03 22.4 C

Arterial Level of Service: WB Poplar Road

Arterial Flow Running Signal Travel Dist Arterial Arterial

Cross Street Class Speed Time Delay Time (s) (mi) Speed LOS

Newnan Crossing Boul II 45 28.5 27.6 56.1 0.27 17.6 D

Hospital Driveway #1 II 45 15.7 2.1 17.8 0.14 29.1 B

I-85 NB On-Ramp II 45 21.5 6.9 28.4 0.20 25.0 C

I-85 SB Off-Ramp II 45 16.2 6.7 22.9 0.15 23.3 C

Newnan Crossing Bypa II 45 24.7 24.7 49.4 0.24 17.3 D

Total II 106.6 68.0 174.6 1.00 20.6 D



Arterial Level of Service 2040 Build PM
10/20/2011

I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Synchro 7 -  Report

Pond & Company

Arterial Level of Service: EB Poplar Road

Arterial Flow Running Signal Travel Dist Arterial Arterial

Cross Street Class Speed Time Delay Time (s) (mi) Speed LOS

Newnan Crossing Bypa II 45 30.4 37.1 67.5 0.31 16.4 E

I-85 SB On-Ramp II 45 24.7 9.4 34.1 0.24 25.1 C

I-85 NB Off-Ramp II 45 16.2 1.8 18.0 0.15 29.7 B

Hospital Driveway #1 II 45 21.5 8.3 29.8 0.20 23.8 C

Hospital Driveway #2 II 45 15.7 27.9 43.6 0.14 11.9 F

Total II 108.5 84.5 193.0 1.03 19.3 D

Arterial Level of Service: WB Poplar Road

Arterial Flow Running Signal Travel Dist Arterial Arterial

Cross Street Class Speed Time Delay Time (s) (mi) Speed LOS

Newnan Crossing Boul II 45 28.5 33.7 62.2 0.27 15.9 E

Hospital Driveway #1 II 45 15.7 9.9 25.6 0.14 20.2 D

I-85 NB On-Ramp II 45 21.5 5.0 26.5 0.20 26.8 C

I-85 SB Off-Ramp II 45 16.2 9.5 25.7 0.15 20.8 D

Newnan Crossing Bypa II 45 24.7 28.9 53.6 0.24 16.0 E

Total II 106.6 87.0 193.6 1.00 18.6 D
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Freeway and Merge/Diverge Analysis Results 
 
 
  



                                                                               

                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.5                    

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                      Fax:                               

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

______________________________Design Analysis__________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency or Company:                                                             

Date Performed:         10/6/2011                                              

Analysis Time Period:   PM - No-Build                                          

Freeway/Direction:      I-85 SB                                                

From/To:                Poplar Road to US 27/29                                

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2040                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________

                                                                               

Volume, V                                   4880           veh/h               

Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.90                               

Peak 15-min volume, v15                     1356           v                   

Trucks and buses                            11             %                   

Recreational vehicles                       0              %                   

Terrain Type                                Rolling                            

    Grade                                   0.00           %                   

    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  

Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                

Recreational vehicles PCE, ER               2.0                                

Heavy vehicles adjustment, fHV              0.858                              

Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               

Flow rate, vp                               6317           pc/h                

Desired level of service                    D                                  

                                                                               

_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________

                                                                               

Lane width, LW                              12.0           ft                  

Right-shoulder lateral clearance, LC        6.0            ft                  

Interchange density, ID                     0.50           interchange/mi      

Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           

     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                

Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                

Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                

Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                

Number of lanes adjustment, fN              3.0            mi/h                

Free-flow speed                             70.0           mi/h                

                                            Urban Freeway                      

                                                                               

_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________

                                                                               

Desired level of service                    D                                  

Design flow rate, vp                        6317           pc/h                

Design free-flow speed, FFS                 70.0           mi/h                

Number of lanes required, N                 3                                  

Average passenger-car speed, S              62.6           mi/h                



Density, D                                  33.6           pc/mi/ln            

Level of service                            D                                  

                                                                               

      Fewer number of lanes required will not produce the desired LOS.         

  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               



                                                                               

                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.5                    

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                      Fax:                               

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

______________________________Design Analysis__________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency or Company:                                                             

Date Performed:         10/6/2011                                              

Analysis Time Period:   AM - Build                                             

Freeway/Direction:      I-85 SB                                                

From/To:                Poplar Road to US 27/29                                

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2040                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________

                                                                               

Volume, V                                   1980           veh/h               

Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.90                               

Peak 15-min volume, v15                     550            v                   

Trucks and buses                            11             %                   

Recreational vehicles                       0              %                   

Terrain Type                                Rolling                            

    Grade                                   0.00           %                   

    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  

Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                

Recreational vehicles PCE, ER               2.0                                

Heavy vehicles adjustment, fHV              0.858                              

Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               

Flow rate, vp                               2563           pc/h                

Desired level of service                    D                                  

                                                                               

_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________

                                                                               

Lane width, LW                              12.0           ft                  

Right-shoulder lateral clearance, LC        6.0            ft                  

Interchange density, ID                     0.50           interchange/mi      

Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           

     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                

Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                

Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                

Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                

Number of lanes adjustment, fN              4.5            mi/h                

Free-flow speed                             70.0           mi/h                

                                            Urban Freeway                      

                                                                               

_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________

                                                                               

Desired level of service                    D                                  

Design flow rate, vp                        2563           pc/h                

Design free-flow speed, FFS                 70.0           mi/h                

Number of lanes required, N                 2                                  

Average passenger-car speed, S              70.0           mi/h                



Density, D                                  18.3           pc/mi/ln            

Level of service                            C                                  

                                                                               

      Fewer number of lanes required will not produce the desired LOS.         

  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               



                                                                               

                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.5                    

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                      Fax:                               

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

______________________________Design Analysis__________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency or Company:                                                             

Date Performed:         10/6/2011                                              

Analysis Time Period:   AM - Build                                             

Freeway/Direction:      I-85 SB                                                

From/To:                Poplar Road to US 27/29                                

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2040                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________

                                                                               

Volume, V                                   1980           veh/h               

Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.90                               

Peak 15-min volume, v15                     550            v                   

Trucks and buses                            11             %                   

Recreational vehicles                       0              %                   

Terrain Type                                Rolling                            

    Grade                                   0.00           %                   

    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  

Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                

Recreational vehicles PCE, ER               2.0                                

Heavy vehicles adjustment, fHV              0.858                              

Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               

Flow rate, vp                               2563           pc/h                

Desired level of service                    D                                  

                                                                               

_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________

                                                                               

Lane width, LW                              12.0           ft                  

Right-shoulder lateral clearance, LC        6.0            ft                  

Interchange density, ID                     0.50           interchange/mi      

Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           

     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                

Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                

Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                

Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                

Number of lanes adjustment, fN              4.5            mi/h                

Free-flow speed                             70.0           mi/h                

                                            Urban Freeway                      

                                                                               

_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________

                                                                               

Desired level of service                    D                                  

Design flow rate, vp                        2563           pc/h                

Design free-flow speed, FFS                 70.0           mi/h                

Number of lanes required, N                 2                                  

Average passenger-car speed, S              70.0           mi/h                



Density, D                                  18.3           pc/mi/ln            

Level of service                            C                                  

                                                                               

      Fewer number of lanes required will not produce the desired LOS.         

  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               



                                                                               

                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.5                    

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                      Fax:                               

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

______________________________Design Analysis__________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency or Company:                                                             

Date Performed:         10/6/2011                                              

Analysis Time Period:   AM - Build                                             

Freeway/Direction:      I-85 SB                                                

From/To:                Poplar Road to US 27/29                                

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2040                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________

                                                                               

Volume, V                                   1980           veh/h               

Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.90                               

Peak 15-min volume, v15                     550            v                   

Trucks and buses                            11             %                   

Recreational vehicles                       0              %                   

Terrain Type                                Rolling                            

    Grade                                   0.00           %                   

    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  

Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                

Recreational vehicles PCE, ER               2.0                                

Heavy vehicles adjustment, fHV              0.858                              

Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               

Flow rate, vp                               2563           pc/h                

Desired level of service                    D                                  

                                                                               

_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________

                                                                               

Lane width, LW                              12.0           ft                  

Right-shoulder lateral clearance, LC        6.0            ft                  

Interchange density, ID                     0.50           interchange/mi      

Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           

     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                

Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                

Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                

Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                

Number of lanes adjustment, fN              4.5            mi/h                

Free-flow speed                             70.0           mi/h                

                                            Urban Freeway                      

                                                                               

_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________

                                                                               

Desired level of service                    D                                  

Design flow rate, vp                        2563           pc/h                

Design free-flow speed, FFS                 70.0           mi/h                

Number of lanes required, N                 2                                  

Average passenger-car speed, S              70.0           mi/h                



Density, D                                  18.3           pc/mi/ln            

Level of service                            C                                  

                                                                               

      Fewer number of lanes required will not produce the desired LOS.         

  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               



                                                                               

                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.5                    

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                      Fax:                               

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

______________________________Design Analysis__________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency or Company:                                                             

Date Performed:         10/6/2011                                              

Analysis Time Period:   AM - Build                                             

Freeway/Direction:      I-85 SB                                                

From/To:                Poplar Road to US 27/29                                

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2040                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________

                                                                               

Volume, V                                   1980           veh/h               

Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.90                               

Peak 15-min volume, v15                     550            v                   

Trucks and buses                            11             %                   

Recreational vehicles                       0              %                   

Terrain Type                                Rolling                            

    Grade                                   0.00           %                   

    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  

Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                

Recreational vehicles PCE, ER               2.0                                

Heavy vehicles adjustment, fHV              0.858                              

Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               

Flow rate, vp                               2563           pc/h                

Desired level of service                    D                                  

                                                                               

_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________

                                                                               

Lane width, LW                              12.0           ft                  

Right-shoulder lateral clearance, LC        6.0            ft                  

Interchange density, ID                     0.50           interchange/mi      

Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           

     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                

Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                

Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                

Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                

Number of lanes adjustment, fN              4.5            mi/h                

Free-flow speed                             70.0           mi/h                

                                            Urban Freeway                      

                                                                               

_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________

                                                                               

Desired level of service                    D                                  

Design flow rate, vp                        2563           pc/h                

Design free-flow speed, FFS                 70.0           mi/h                

Number of lanes required, N                 2                                  

Average passenger-car speed, S              70.0           mi/h                



Density, D                                  18.3           pc/mi/ln            

Level of service                            C                                  

                                                                               

      Fewer number of lanes required will not produce the desired LOS.         

  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               



                                                                               

                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.5                    

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                      Fax:                               

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

______________________________Design Analysis__________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency or Company:                                                             

Date Performed:         10/6/2011                                              

Analysis Time Period:   AM - Build                                             

Freeway/Direction:      I-85 SB                                                

From/To:                Poplar Road to US 27/29                                

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2040                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________

                                                                               

Volume, V                                   1980           veh/h               

Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.90                               

Peak 15-min volume, v15                     550            v                   

Trucks and buses                            11             %                   

Recreational vehicles                       0              %                   

Terrain Type                                Rolling                            

    Grade                                   0.00           %                   

    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  

Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                

Recreational vehicles PCE, ER               2.0                                

Heavy vehicles adjustment, fHV              0.858                              

Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               

Flow rate, vp                               2563           pc/h                

Desired level of service                    D                                  

                                                                               

_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________

                                                                               

Lane width, LW                              12.0           ft                  

Right-shoulder lateral clearance, LC        6.0            ft                  

Interchange density, ID                     0.50           interchange/mi      

Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           

     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                

Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                

Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                

Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                

Number of lanes adjustment, fN              4.5            mi/h                

Free-flow speed                             70.0           mi/h                

                                            Urban Freeway                      

                                                                               

_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________

                                                                               

Desired level of service                    D                                  

Design flow rate, vp                        2563           pc/h                

Design free-flow speed, FFS                 70.0           mi/h                

Number of lanes required, N                 2                                  

Average passenger-car speed, S              70.0           mi/h                



Density, D                                  18.3           pc/mi/ln            

Level of service                            C                                  

                                                                               

      Fewer number of lanes required will not produce the desired LOS.         

  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               



                                                                               

                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.5                    

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                      Fax:                               

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

______________________________Design Analysis__________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency or Company:                                                             

Date Performed:         10/6/2011                                              

Analysis Time Period:   AM - Build                                             

Freeway/Direction:      I-85 SB                                                

From/To:                Poplar Road to US 27/29                                

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2040                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________

                                                                               

Volume, V                                   1980           veh/h               

Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.90                               

Peak 15-min volume, v15                     550            v                   

Trucks and buses                            11             %                   

Recreational vehicles                       0              %                   

Terrain Type                                Rolling                            

    Grade                                   0.00           %                   

    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  

Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                

Recreational vehicles PCE, ER               2.0                                

Heavy vehicles adjustment, fHV              0.858                              

Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               

Flow rate, vp                               2563           pc/h                

Desired level of service                    D                                  

                                                                               

_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________

                                                                               

Lane width, LW                              12.0           ft                  

Right-shoulder lateral clearance, LC        6.0            ft                  

Interchange density, ID                     0.50           interchange/mi      

Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           

     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                

Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                

Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                

Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                

Number of lanes adjustment, fN              4.5            mi/h                

Free-flow speed                             70.0           mi/h                

                                            Urban Freeway                      

                                                                               

_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________

                                                                               

Desired level of service                    D                                  

Design flow rate, vp                        2563           pc/h                

Design free-flow speed, FFS                 70.0           mi/h                

Number of lanes required, N                 2                                  

Average passenger-car speed, S              70.0           mi/h                



Density, D                                  18.3           pc/mi/ln            

Level of service                            C                                  

                                                                               

      Fewer number of lanes required will not produce the desired LOS.         

  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               



                                                                               

                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.5                    

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                      Fax:                               

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

______________________________Design Analysis__________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency or Company:                                                             

Date Performed:         10/6/2011                                              

Analysis Time Period:   PM - Build                                             

Freeway/Direction:      I-85 SB                                                

From/To:                Poplar Road to SR 34                                   

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2040                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________

                                                                               

Volume, V                                   4840           veh/h               

Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.90                               

Peak 15-min volume, v15                     1344           v                   

Trucks and buses                            11             %                   

Recreational vehicles                       0              %                   

Terrain Type                                Rolling                            

    Grade                                   0.00           %                   

    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  

Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                

Recreational vehicles PCE, ER               2.0                                

Heavy vehicles adjustment, fHV              0.858                              

Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               

Flow rate, vp                               6265           pc/h                

Desired level of service                    D                                  

                                                                               

_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________

                                                                               

Lane width, LW                              12.0           ft                  

Right-shoulder lateral clearance, LC        6.0            ft                  

Interchange density, ID                     0.50           interchange/mi      

Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           

     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                

Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                

Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                

Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                

Number of lanes adjustment, fN              3.0            mi/h                

Free-flow speed                             70.0           mi/h                

                                            Urban Freeway                      

                                                                               

_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________

                                                                               

Desired level of service                    D                                  

Design flow rate, vp                        6265           pc/h                

Design free-flow speed, FFS                 70.0           mi/h                

Number of lanes required, N                 3                                  

Average passenger-car speed, S              63.0           mi/h                



Density, D                                  33.2           pc/mi/ln            

Level of service                            D                                  

                                                                               

      Fewer number of lanes required will not produce the desired LOS.         

  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               



                                                                               

                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.5                    

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                      Fax:                               

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

______________________________Design Analysis__________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency or Company:                                                             

Date Performed:         10/6/2011                                              

Analysis Time Period:   PM - Build                                             

Freeway/Direction:      I-85 SB                                                

From/To:                Poplar Road to SR 34                                   

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2040                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________

                                                                               

Volume, V                                   4840           veh/h               

Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.90                               

Peak 15-min volume, v15                     1344           v                   

Trucks and buses                            11             %                   

Recreational vehicles                       0              %                   

Terrain Type                                Rolling                            

    Grade                                   0.00           %                   

    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  

Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                

Recreational vehicles PCE, ER               2.0                                

Heavy vehicles adjustment, fHV              0.858                              

Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               

Flow rate, vp                               6265           pc/h                

Desired level of service                    D                                  

                                                                               

_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________

                                                                               

Lane width, LW                              12.0           ft                  

Right-shoulder lateral clearance, LC        6.0            ft                  

Interchange density, ID                     0.50           interchange/mi      

Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           

     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                

Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                

Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                

Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                

Number of lanes adjustment, fN              3.0            mi/h                

Free-flow speed                             70.0           mi/h                

                                            Urban Freeway                      

                                                                               

_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________

                                                                               

Desired level of service                    D                                  

Design flow rate, vp                        6265           pc/h                

Design free-flow speed, FFS                 70.0           mi/h                

Number of lanes required, N                 3                                  

Average passenger-car speed, S              63.0           mi/h                



Density, D                                  33.2           pc/mi/ln            

Level of service                            D                                  

                                                                               

      Fewer number of lanes required will not produce the desired LOS.         

  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               



                                                                               

                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.5                    

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                      Fax:                               

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

______________________________Design Analysis__________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency or Company:                                                             

Date Performed:         10/6/2011                                              

Analysis Time Period:   AM - Build                                             

Freeway/Direction:      I-85 SB                                                

From/To:                Poplar Road to SR 34                                   

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2040                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________

                                                                               

Volume, V                                   2130           veh/h               

Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.90                               

Peak 15-min volume, v15                     592            v                   

Trucks and buses                            11             %                   

Recreational vehicles                       0              %                   

Terrain Type                                Rolling                            

    Grade                                   0.00           %                   

    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  

Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                

Recreational vehicles PCE, ER               2.0                                

Heavy vehicles adjustment, fHV              0.858                              

Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               

Flow rate, vp                               2757           pc/h                

Desired level of service                    D                                  

                                                                               

_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________

                                                                               

Lane width, LW                              12.0           ft                  

Right-shoulder lateral clearance, LC        6.0            ft                  

Interchange density, ID                     0.50           interchange/mi      

Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           

     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                

Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                

Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                

Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                

Number of lanes adjustment, fN              4.5            mi/h                

Free-flow speed                             70.0           mi/h                

                                            Urban Freeway                      

                                                                               

_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________

                                                                               

Desired level of service                    D                                  

Design flow rate, vp                        2757           pc/h                

Design free-flow speed, FFS                 70.0           mi/h                

Number of lanes required, N                 2                                  

Average passenger-car speed, S              70.0           mi/h                



Density, D                                  19.7           pc/mi/ln            

Level of service                            C                                  

                                                                               

      Fewer number of lanes required will not produce the desired LOS.         

  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               



                                                                               

                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.5                    

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                      Fax:                               

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

______________________________Design Analysis__________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency or Company:                                                             

Date Performed:         10/6/2011                                              

Analysis Time Period:   AM - Build                                             

Freeway/Direction:      I-85 NB                                                

From/To:                Poplar Road to SR 34                                   

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2040                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________

                                                                               

Volume, V                                   3970           veh/h               

Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.90                               

Peak 15-min volume, v15                     1103           v                   

Trucks and buses                            11             %                   

Recreational vehicles                       0              %                   

Terrain Type                                Rolling                            

    Grade                                   0.00           %                   

    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  

Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                

Recreational vehicles PCE, ER               2.0                                

Heavy vehicles adjustment, fHV              0.858                              

Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               

Flow rate, vp                               5139           pc/h                

Desired level of service                    D                                  

                                                                               

_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________

                                                                               

Lane width, LW                              12.0           ft                  

Right-shoulder lateral clearance, LC        6.0            ft                  

Interchange density, ID                     0.50           interchange/mi      

Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           

     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                

Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                

Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                

Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                

Number of lanes adjustment, fN              3.0            mi/h                

Free-flow speed                             70.0           mi/h                

                                            Urban Freeway                      

                                                                               

_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________

                                                                               

Desired level of service                    D                                  

Design flow rate, vp                        5139           pc/h                

Design free-flow speed, FFS                 70.0           mi/h                

Number of lanes required, N                 3                                  

Average passenger-car speed, S              68.7           mi/h                



Density, D                                  24.9           pc/mi/ln            

Level of service                            C                                  

                                                                               

      Fewer number of lanes required will not produce the desired LOS.         

  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               



                                                                               

                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.5                    

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                      Fax:                               

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

______________________________Design Analysis__________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency or Company:                                                             

Date Performed:         10/6/2011                                              

Analysis Time Period:   PM - No-Build                                          

Freeway/Direction:      I-85 SB                                                

From/To:                Poplar Road to US 27/29                                

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2040                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________

                                                                               

Volume, V                                   4880           veh/h               

Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.90                               

Peak 15-min volume, v15                     1356           v                   

Trucks and buses                            11             %                   

Recreational vehicles                       0              %                   

Terrain Type                                Rolling                            

    Grade                                   0.00           %                   

    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  

Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                

Recreational vehicles PCE, ER               2.0                                

Heavy vehicles adjustment, fHV              0.858                              

Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               

Flow rate, vp                               6317           pc/h                

Desired level of service                    D                                  

                                                                               

_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________

                                                                               

Lane width, LW                              12.0           ft                  

Right-shoulder lateral clearance, LC        6.0            ft                  

Interchange density, ID                     0.50           interchange/mi      

Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           

     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                

Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                

Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                

Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                

Number of lanes adjustment, fN              3.0            mi/h                

Free-flow speed                             70.0           mi/h                

                                            Urban Freeway                      

                                                                               

_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________

                                                                               

Desired level of service                    D                                  

Design flow rate, vp                        6317           pc/h                

Design free-flow speed, FFS                 70.0           mi/h                

Number of lanes required, N                 3                                  

Average passenger-car speed, S              62.6           mi/h                



Density, D                                  33.6           pc/mi/ln            

Level of service                            D                                  

                                                                               

      Fewer number of lanes required will not produce the desired LOS.         

  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               



                                                                               

                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.5                    

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                      Fax:                               

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

______________________________Design Analysis__________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency or Company:                                                             

Date Performed:         10/6/2011                                              

Analysis Time Period:                                                          

Freeway/Direction:      I-85 NB                                                

From/To:                Poplar Road to US 27/29                                

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2020                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________

                                                                               

Volume, V                                   2200           veh/h               

Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.90                               

Peak 15-min volume, v15                     611            v                   

Trucks and buses                            11             %                   

Recreational vehicles                       0              %                   

Terrain Type                                Rolling                            

    Grade                                   0.00           %                   

    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  

Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                

Recreational vehicles PCE, ER               2.0                                

Heavy vehicles adjustment, fHV              0.858                              

Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               

Flow rate, vp                               2848           pc/h                

Desired level of service                    D                                  

                                                                               

_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________

                                                                               

Lane width, LW                              12.0           ft                  

Right-shoulder lateral clearance, LC        6.0            ft                  

Interchange density, ID                     0.50           interchange/mi      

Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           

     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                

Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                

Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                

Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                

Number of lanes adjustment, fN              4.5            mi/h                

Free-flow speed                             70.0           mi/h                

                                            Urban Freeway                      

                                                                               

_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________

                                                                               

Desired level of service                    D                                  

Design flow rate, vp                        2848           pc/h                

Design free-flow speed, FFS                 70.0           mi/h                

Number of lanes required, N                 2                                  

Average passenger-car speed, S              69.9           mi/h                



Density, D                                  20.4           pc/mi/ln            

Level of service                            C                                  

                                                                               

      Fewer number of lanes required will not produce the desired LOS.         

  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               



                                                                               

                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.5                    

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                      Fax:                               

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

______________________________Design Analysis__________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency or Company:                                                             

Date Performed:         10/6/2011                                              

Analysis Time Period:                                                          

Freeway/Direction:      I-85 NB                                                

From/To:                Poplar Road to SR 34                                   

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2020                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________

                                                                               

Volume, V                                   2010           veh/h               

Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.90                               

Peak 15-min volume, v15                     558            v                   

Trucks and buses                            11             %                   

Recreational vehicles                       0              %                   

Terrain Type                                Rolling                            

    Grade                                   0.00           %                   

    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  

Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                

Recreational vehicles PCE, ER               2.0                                

Heavy vehicles adjustment, fHV              0.858                              

Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               

Flow rate, vp                               2602           pc/h                

Desired level of service                    D                                  

                                                                               

_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________

                                                                               

Lane width, LW                              12.0           ft                  

Right-shoulder lateral clearance, LC        6.0            ft                  

Interchange density, ID                     0.50           interchange/mi      

Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           

     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                

Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                

Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                

Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                

Number of lanes adjustment, fN              4.5            mi/h                

Free-flow speed                             70.0           mi/h                

                                            Urban Freeway                      

                                                                               

_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________

                                                                               

Desired level of service                    D                                  

Design flow rate, vp                        2602           pc/h                

Design free-flow speed, FFS                 70.0           mi/h                

Number of lanes required, N                 2                                  

Average passenger-car speed, S              70.0           mi/h                



Density, D                                  18.6           pc/mi/ln            

Level of service                            C                                  

                                                                               

      Fewer number of lanes required will not produce the desired LOS.         

  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               



                                                                               

                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.5                    

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                      Fax:                               

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

______________________________Design Analysis__________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency or Company:                                                             

Date Performed:         10/6/2011                                              

Analysis Time Period:                                                          

Freeway/Direction:      I-85 NB                                                

From/To:                Poplar Road to SR 34                                   

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2020                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________

                                                                               

Volume, V                                   2010           veh/h               

Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.90                               

Peak 15-min volume, v15                     558            v                   

Trucks and buses                            11             %                   

Recreational vehicles                       0              %                   

Terrain Type                                Rolling                            

    Grade                                   0.00           %                   

    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  

Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                

Recreational vehicles PCE, ER               2.0                                

Heavy vehicles adjustment, fHV              0.858                              

Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               

Flow rate, vp                               2602           pc/h                

Desired level of service                    D                                  

                                                                               

_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________

                                                                               

Lane width, LW                              12.0           ft                  

Right-shoulder lateral clearance, LC        6.0            ft                  

Interchange density, ID                     0.50           interchange/mi      

Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           

     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                

Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                

Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                

Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                

Number of lanes adjustment, fN              4.5            mi/h                

Free-flow speed                             70.0           mi/h                

                                            Urban Freeway                      

                                                                               

_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________

                                                                               

Desired level of service                    D                                  

Design flow rate, vp                        2602           pc/h                

Design free-flow speed, FFS                 70.0           mi/h                

Number of lanes required, N                 2                                  

Average passenger-car speed, S              70.0           mi/h                



Density, D                                  18.6           pc/mi/ln            

Level of service                            C                                  

                                                                               

      Fewer number of lanes required will not produce the desired LOS.         

  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               



                                                                               

                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.5                    

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                      Fax:                               

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

______________________________Design Analysis__________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency or Company:                                                             

Date Performed:         10/6/2011                                              

Analysis Time Period:                                                          

Freeway/Direction:      I-85 NB                                                

From/To:                Poplar Road to SR 34                                   

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2020                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________

                                                                               

Volume, V                                   2010           veh/h               

Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.90                               

Peak 15-min volume, v15                     558            v                   

Trucks and buses                            11             %                   

Recreational vehicles                       0              %                   

Terrain Type                                Rolling                            

    Grade                                   0.00           %                   

    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  

Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                

Recreational vehicles PCE, ER               2.0                                

Heavy vehicles adjustment, fHV              0.858                              

Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               

Flow rate, vp                               2602           pc/h                

Desired level of service                    D                                  

                                                                               

_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________

                                                                               

Lane width, LW                              12.0           ft                  

Right-shoulder lateral clearance, LC        6.0            ft                  

Interchange density, ID                     0.50           interchange/mi      

Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           

     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                

Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                

Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                

Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                

Number of lanes adjustment, fN              4.5            mi/h                

Free-flow speed                             70.0           mi/h                

                                            Urban Freeway                      

                                                                               

_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________

                                                                               

Desired level of service                    D                                  

Design flow rate, vp                        2602           pc/h                

Design free-flow speed, FFS                 70.0           mi/h                

Number of lanes required, N                 2                                  

Average passenger-car speed, S              70.0           mi/h                



Density, D                                  18.6           pc/mi/ln            

Level of service                            C                                  

                                                                               

      Fewer number of lanes required will not produce the desired LOS.         

  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               



                                                                               

                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.5                    

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                      Fax:                               

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

______________________________Design Analysis__________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency or Company:                                                             

Date Performed:         10/6/2011                                              

Analysis Time Period:                                                          

Freeway/Direction:      I-85 NB                                                

From/To:                Poplar Road to SR 34                                   

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2020                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________

                                                                               

Volume, V                                   2010           veh/h               

Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.90                               

Peak 15-min volume, v15                     558            v                   

Trucks and buses                            11             %                   

Recreational vehicles                       0              %                   

Terrain Type                                Rolling                            

    Grade                                   0.00           %                   

    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  

Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                

Recreational vehicles PCE, ER               2.0                                

Heavy vehicles adjustment, fHV              0.858                              

Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               

Flow rate, vp                               2602           pc/h                

Desired level of service                    D                                  

                                                                               

_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________

                                                                               

Lane width, LW                              12.0           ft                  

Right-shoulder lateral clearance, LC        6.0            ft                  

Interchange density, ID                     0.50           interchange/mi      

Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           

     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                

Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                

Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                

Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                

Number of lanes adjustment, fN              4.5            mi/h                

Free-flow speed                             70.0           mi/h                

                                            Urban Freeway                      

                                                                               

_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________

                                                                               

Desired level of service                    D                                  

Design flow rate, vp                        2602           pc/h                

Design free-flow speed, FFS                 70.0           mi/h                

Number of lanes required, N                 2                                  

Average passenger-car speed, S              70.0           mi/h                



Density, D                                  18.6           pc/mi/ln            

Level of service                            C                                  

                                                                               

      Fewer number of lanes required will not produce the desired LOS.         

  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               



                                                                               

                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.5                    

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                      Fax:                               

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

______________________________Design Analysis__________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency or Company:                                                             

Date Performed:         10/6/2011                                              

Analysis Time Period:                                                          

Freeway/Direction:      I-85 NB                                                

From/To:                Poplar Road to SR 34                                   

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2020                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________

                                                                               

Volume, V                                   2010           veh/h               

Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.90                               

Peak 15-min volume, v15                     558            v                   

Trucks and buses                            11             %                   

Recreational vehicles                       0              %                   

Terrain Type                                Rolling                            

    Grade                                   0.00           %                   

    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  

Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                

Recreational vehicles PCE, ER               2.0                                

Heavy vehicles adjustment, fHV              0.858                              

Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               

Flow rate, vp                               2602           pc/h                

Desired level of service                    D                                  

                                                                               

_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________

                                                                               

Lane width, LW                              12.0           ft                  

Right-shoulder lateral clearance, LC        6.0            ft                  

Interchange density, ID                     0.50           interchange/mi      

Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           

     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                

Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                

Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                

Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                

Number of lanes adjustment, fN              4.5            mi/h                

Free-flow speed                             70.0           mi/h                

                                            Urban Freeway                      

                                                                               

_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________

                                                                               

Desired level of service                    D                                  

Design flow rate, vp                        2602           pc/h                

Design free-flow speed, FFS                 70.0           mi/h                

Number of lanes required, N                 2                                  

Average passenger-car speed, S              70.0           mi/h                



Density, D                                  18.6           pc/mi/ln            

Level of service                            C                                  

                                                                               

      Fewer number of lanes required will not produce the desired LOS.         

  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               



                                                                               

                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.5                    

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                      Fax:                               

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

______________________________Design Analysis__________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency or Company:                                                             

Date Performed:         10/6/2011                                              

Analysis Time Period:                                                          

Freeway/Direction:      I-85 NB                                                

From/To:                Poplar Road to SR 34                                   

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2020                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________

                                                                               

Volume, V                                   2010           veh/h               

Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.90                               

Peak 15-min volume, v15                     558            v                   

Trucks and buses                            11             %                   

Recreational vehicles                       0              %                   

Terrain Type                                Rolling                            

    Grade                                   0.00           %                   

    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  

Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                

Recreational vehicles PCE, ER               2.0                                

Heavy vehicles adjustment, fHV              0.858                              

Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               

Flow rate, vp                               2602           pc/h                

Desired level of service                    D                                  

                                                                               

_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________

                                                                               

Lane width, LW                              12.0           ft                  

Right-shoulder lateral clearance, LC        6.0            ft                  

Interchange density, ID                     0.50           interchange/mi      

Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           

     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                

Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                

Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                

Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                

Number of lanes adjustment, fN              4.5            mi/h                

Free-flow speed                             70.0           mi/h                

                                            Urban Freeway                      

                                                                               

_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________

                                                                               

Desired level of service                    D                                  

Design flow rate, vp                        2602           pc/h                

Design free-flow speed, FFS                 70.0           mi/h                

Number of lanes required, N                 2                                  

Average passenger-car speed, S              70.0           mi/h                



Density, D                                  18.6           pc/mi/ln            

Level of service                            C                                  

                                                                               

      Fewer number of lanes required will not produce the desired LOS.         

  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               



                                                                               

                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.5                    

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                      Fax:                               

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

______________________________Design Analysis__________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency or Company:                                                             

Date Performed:         10/6/2011                                              

Analysis Time Period:                                                          

Freeway/Direction:      I-85 NB                                                

From/To:                Poplar Road to SR 34                                   

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2020                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________

                                                                               

Volume, V                                   2010           veh/h               

Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.90                               

Peak 15-min volume, v15                     558            v                   

Trucks and buses                            11             %                   

Recreational vehicles                       0              %                   

Terrain Type                                Rolling                            

    Grade                                   0.00           %                   

    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  

Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                

Recreational vehicles PCE, ER               2.0                                

Heavy vehicles adjustment, fHV              0.858                              

Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               

Flow rate, vp                               2602           pc/h                

Desired level of service                    D                                  

                                                                               

_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________

                                                                               

Lane width, LW                              12.0           ft                  

Right-shoulder lateral clearance, LC        6.0            ft                  

Interchange density, ID                     0.50           interchange/mi      

Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           

     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                

Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                

Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                

Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                

Number of lanes adjustment, fN              4.5            mi/h                

Free-flow speed                             70.0           mi/h                

                                            Urban Freeway                      

                                                                               

_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________

                                                                               

Desired level of service                    D                                  

Design flow rate, vp                        2602           pc/h                

Design free-flow speed, FFS                 70.0           mi/h                

Number of lanes required, N                 2                                  

Average passenger-car speed, S              70.0           mi/h                



Density, D                                  18.6           pc/mi/ln            

Level of service                            C                                  

                                                                               

      Fewer number of lanes required will not produce the desired LOS.         

  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               



                                                                               

                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.5                    

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                      Fax:                               

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

______________________________Design Analysis__________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency or Company:                                                             

Date Performed:         10/6/2011                                              

Analysis Time Period:                                                          

Freeway/Direction:      I-85 NB                                                

From/To:                Poplar Road to SR 34                                   

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2020                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________

                                                                               

Volume, V                                   2010           veh/h               

Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.90                               

Peak 15-min volume, v15                     558            v                   

Trucks and buses                            11             %                   

Recreational vehicles                       0              %                   

Terrain Type                                Rolling                            

    Grade                                   0.00           %                   

    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  

Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                

Recreational vehicles PCE, ER               2.0                                

Heavy vehicles adjustment, fHV              0.858                              

Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               

Flow rate, vp                               2602           pc/h                

Desired level of service                    D                                  

                                                                               

_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________

                                                                               

Lane width, LW                              12.0           ft                  

Right-shoulder lateral clearance, LC        6.0            ft                  

Interchange density, ID                     0.50           interchange/mi      

Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           

     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                

Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                

Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                

Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                

Number of lanes adjustment, fN              4.5            mi/h                

Free-flow speed                             70.0           mi/h                

                                            Urban Freeway                      

                                                                               

_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________

                                                                               

Desired level of service                    D                                  

Design flow rate, vp                        2602           pc/h                

Design free-flow speed, FFS                 70.0           mi/h                

Number of lanes required, N                 2                                  

Average passenger-car speed, S              70.0           mi/h                



Density, D                                  18.6           pc/mi/ln            

Level of service                            C                                  

                                                                               

      Fewer number of lanes required will not produce the desired LOS.         

  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               



                                                                               

                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.5                    

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                      Fax:                               

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

______________________________Design Analysis__________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency or Company:                                                             

Date Performed:         10/6/2011                                              

Analysis Time Period:   PM - No-Build                                          

Freeway/Direction:      I-85 NB                                                

From/To:                Poplar Road to US 27/29                                

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2020                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________

                                                                               

Volume, V                                   1920           veh/h               

Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.90                               

Peak 15-min volume, v15                     533            v                   

Trucks and buses                            11             %                   

Recreational vehicles                       0              %                   

Terrain Type                                Rolling                            

    Grade                                   0.00           %                   

    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  

Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                

Recreational vehicles PCE, ER               2.0                                

Heavy vehicles adjustment, fHV              0.858                              

Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               

Flow rate, vp                               2485           pc/h                

Desired level of service                    D                                  

                                                                               

_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________

                                                                               

Lane width, LW                              12.0           ft                  

Right-shoulder lateral clearance, LC        6.0            ft                  

Interchange density, ID                     0.50           interchange/mi      

Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           

     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                

Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                

Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                

Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                

Number of lanes adjustment, fN              4.5            mi/h                

Free-flow speed                             70.0           mi/h                

                                            Urban Freeway                      

                                                                               

_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________

                                                                               

Desired level of service                    D                                  

Design flow rate, vp                        2485           pc/h                

Design free-flow speed, FFS                 70.0           mi/h                

Number of lanes required, N                 2                                  

Average passenger-car speed, S              70.0           mi/h                



Density, D                                  17.8           pc/mi/ln            

Level of service                            B                                  

                                                                               

      Fewer number of lanes required will not produce the desired LOS.         

  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               



                                                                               

                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.5                    

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                      Fax:                               

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

______________________________Design Analysis__________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency or Company:                                                             

Date Performed:         10/6/2011                                              

Analysis Time Period:   AM - Build                                             

Freeway/Direction:      I-85 NB                                                

From/To:                Poplar Road to US 27/29                                

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2020                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________

                                                                               

Volume, V                                   2200           veh/h               

Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.90                               

Peak 15-min volume, v15                     611            v                   

Trucks and buses                            11             %                   

Recreational vehicles                       0              %                   

Terrain Type                                Rolling                            

    Grade                                   0.00           %                   

    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  

Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                

Recreational vehicles PCE, ER               2.0                                

Heavy vehicles adjustment, fHV              0.858                              

Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               

Flow rate, vp                               2848           pc/h                

Desired level of service                    D                                  

                                                                               

_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________

                                                                               

Lane width, LW                              12.0           ft                  

Right-shoulder lateral clearance, LC        6.0            ft                  

Interchange density, ID                     0.50           interchange/mi      

Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           

     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                

Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                

Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                

Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                

Number of lanes adjustment, fN              4.5            mi/h                

Free-flow speed                             70.0           mi/h                

                                            Urban Freeway                      

                                                                               

_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________

                                                                               

Desired level of service                    D                                  

Design flow rate, vp                        2848           pc/h                

Design free-flow speed, FFS                 70.0           mi/h                

Number of lanes required, N                 2                                  

Average passenger-car speed, S              69.9           mi/h                



Density, D                                  20.4           pc/mi/ln            

Level of service                            C                                  

                                                                               

      Fewer number of lanes required will not produce the desired LOS.         

  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               



                                                                               

                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.5                    

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                      Fax:                               

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

______________________________Design Analysis__________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency or Company:                                                             

Date Performed:         10/6/2011                                              

Analysis Time Period:   AM - Build                                             

Freeway/Direction:      I-85 NB                                                

From/To:                Poplar Road to SR 34                                   

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2020                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________

                                                                               

Volume, V                                   2320           veh/h               

Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.90                               

Peak 15-min volume, v15                     644            v                   

Trucks and buses                            11             %                   

Recreational vehicles                       0              %                   

Terrain Type                                Rolling                            

    Grade                                   0.00           %                   

    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  

Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                

Recreational vehicles PCE, ER               2.0                                

Heavy vehicles adjustment, fHV              0.858                              

Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               

Flow rate, vp                               3003           pc/h                

Desired level of service                    D                                  

                                                                               

_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________

                                                                               

Lane width, LW                              12.0           ft                  

Right-shoulder lateral clearance, LC        6.0            ft                  

Interchange density, ID                     0.50           interchange/mi      

Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           

     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                

Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                

Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                

Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                

Number of lanes adjustment, fN              4.5            mi/h                

Free-flow speed                             70.0           mi/h                

                                            Urban Freeway                      

                                                                               

_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________

                                                                               

Desired level of service                    D                                  

Design flow rate, vp                        3003           pc/h                

Design free-flow speed, FFS                 70.0           mi/h                

Number of lanes required, N                 2                                  

Average passenger-car speed, S              69.8           mi/h                



Density, D                                  21.5           pc/mi/ln            

Level of service                            C                                  

                                                                               

      Fewer number of lanes required will not produce the desired LOS.         

  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               



                                                                               

                      HCS+: Ramps and Ramp Junctions Release 5.5               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                     Fax:                                

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

_________________________________Merge Analysis________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency/Co.:                                                                    

Date performed:         10/4/2011                                              

Analysis time period:   AM                                                     

Freeway/Dir of Travel:  NB                                                     

Junction:               I-85 at Poplar Rd NB On-Ramp                           

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2040                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

__________________________________Freeway Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Type of analysis                            Merge                              

Number of lanes in freeway                  3                                  

Free-flow speed on freeway                  70.0           mph                 

Volume on freeway                           3240           vph                 

                                                                               

__________________________________On Ramp Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Side of freeway                             Right                              

Number of lanes in ramp                     1                                  

Free-flow speed on ramp                     35.0           mph                 

Volume on ramp                              730            vph                 

Length of first accel/decel lane            1400           ft                  

Length of second accel/decel lane                          ft                  

                                                                               

_________________________Adjacent Ramp Data (if one exists)____________________

                                                                               

Does adjacent ramp exist?                   No                                 

Volume on adjacent Ramp                                    vph                 

Position of adjacent Ramp                                                      

Type of adjacent Ramp                                                          

Distance to adjacent Ramp                                  ft                  

                                                                               

____________________Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions___________________

                                                                               

Junction Components                    Freeway     Ramp        Adjacent        

                                                               Ramp            

Volume, V (vph)                        3240        730                   vph   

Peak-hour factor, PHF                  0.90        0.90                        

Peak 15-min volume, v15                900         203                   v     

Trucks and buses                       11          3                     %     

Recreational vehicles                  0           0                     %     

Terrain type:                          Rolling     Rolling                     

     Grade                                     %           %           %       

     Length                                    mi          mi          mi      

Trucks and buses PCE, ET               2.5         2.5                         

Recreational vehicle PCE, ER           2.0         2.0                         



Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV          0.858       0.957                       

Driver population factor, fP           1.00        1.00                        

Flow rate, vp                          4194        848                   pcph  

                                                                               

_________________________Estimation of V12 Merge Areas_________________________

                                                                               

                  L  =            (Equation 25-2 or 25-3)                      

                   EQ                                                          

                  P  =    0.617   Using Equation  1                            

                   FM                                                          

                  v  = v  (P  ) =  2586   pc/h                                 

                   12   F   FM                                                 

                                                                               

_______________________________Capacity Checks_________________________________

                                                                               

                           Actual        Maximum         LOS F?                

     v                     5042          7200            No                    

      FO                                                                       

     v     v               1608 pc/h     (Equation 25-4 or 25-5)               

      3 or  av34                                                               

Is   v     v      > 2700 pc/h?           No                                    

      3 or  av34                                                               

Is   v     v      > 1.5 v  /2            No                                    

      3 or  av34         12                                                    

If yes, v    = 2586                      (Equation 25-8)                       

         12A                                                                   

                                                                               

________________________Flow Entering Merge Influence Area_____________________

                      Actual        Max Desirable         Violation?           

     v                5042          4600                  No                   

      R12                                                                      

_________________Level of Service Determination (if not F)_____________________

                                                                               

Density, D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v  + 0.0078 v   - 0.00627 L   =   23.1    pc/mi/ln

          R                   R           12            A                      

Level of service for ramp-freeway junction areas of influence  C               

                                                                               

_____________________________Speed Estimation__________________________________

                                                                               

Intermediate speed variable,                 M  = 0.344                        

                                              S                                

Space mean speed in ramp influence area,     S  = 60.4    mph                  

                                              R                                

Space mean speed in outer lanes,             S  = 66.0    mph                  

                                              0                                

Space mean speed for all vehicles,           S  = 62.1    mph                  

_______________________________________________________________________________

                                                                               



                                                                               

                      HCS+: Ramps and Ramp Junctions Release 5.5               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                     Fax:                                

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

_________________________________Merge Analysis________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency/Co.:                                                                    

Date performed:         10/4/2011                                              

Analysis time period:   AM                                                     

Freeway/Dir of Travel:  NB                                                     

Junction:               I-85 at Poplar Rd NB On-Ramp                           

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2040                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

__________________________________Freeway Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Type of analysis                            Merge                              

Number of lanes in freeway                  3                                  

Free-flow speed on freeway                  70.0           mph                 

Volume on freeway                           3240           vph                 

                                                                               

__________________________________On Ramp Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Side of freeway                             Right                              

Number of lanes in ramp                     1                                  

Free-flow speed on ramp                     35.0           mph                 

Volume on ramp                              730            vph                 

Length of first accel/decel lane            1400           ft                  

Length of second accel/decel lane                          ft                  

                                                                               

_________________________Adjacent Ramp Data (if one exists)____________________

                                                                               

Does adjacent ramp exist?                   No                                 

Volume on adjacent Ramp                                    vph                 

Position of adjacent Ramp                                                      

Type of adjacent Ramp                                                          

Distance to adjacent Ramp                                  ft                  

                                                                               

____________________Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions___________________

                                                                               

Junction Components                    Freeway     Ramp        Adjacent        

                                                               Ramp            

Volume, V (vph)                        3240        730                   vph   

Peak-hour factor, PHF                  0.90        0.90                        

Peak 15-min volume, v15                900         203                   v     

Trucks and buses                       11          3                     %     

Recreational vehicles                  0           0                     %     

Terrain type:                          Rolling     Rolling                     

     Grade                                     %           %           %       

     Length                                    mi          mi          mi      

Trucks and buses PCE, ET               2.5         2.5                         

Recreational vehicle PCE, ER           2.0         2.0                         



Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV          0.858       0.957                       

Driver population factor, fP           1.00        1.00                        

Flow rate, vp                          4194        848                   pcph  

                                                                               

_________________________Estimation of V12 Merge Areas_________________________

                                                                               

                  L  =            (Equation 25-2 or 25-3)                      

                   EQ                                                          

                  P  =    0.617   Using Equation  1                            

                   FM                                                          

                  v  = v  (P  ) =  2586   pc/h                                 

                   12   F   FM                                                 

                                                                               

_______________________________Capacity Checks_________________________________

                                                                               

                           Actual        Maximum         LOS F?                

     v                     5042          7200            No                    

      FO                                                                       

     v     v               1608 pc/h     (Equation 25-4 or 25-5)               

      3 or  av34                                                               

Is   v     v      > 2700 pc/h?           No                                    

      3 or  av34                                                               

Is   v     v      > 1.5 v  /2            No                                    

      3 or  av34         12                                                    

If yes, v    = 2586                      (Equation 25-8)                       

         12A                                                                   

                                                                               

________________________Flow Entering Merge Influence Area_____________________

                      Actual        Max Desirable         Violation?           

     v                5042          4600                  No                   

      R12                                                                      

_________________Level of Service Determination (if not F)_____________________

                                                                               

Density, D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v  + 0.0078 v   - 0.00627 L   =   23.1    pc/mi/ln

          R                   R           12            A                      

Level of service for ramp-freeway junction areas of influence  C               

                                                                               

_____________________________Speed Estimation__________________________________

                                                                               

Intermediate speed variable,                 M  = 0.344                        

                                              S                                

Space mean speed in ramp influence area,     S  = 60.4    mph                  

                                              R                                

Space mean speed in outer lanes,             S  = 66.0    mph                  

                                              0                                

Space mean speed for all vehicles,           S  = 62.1    mph                  

_______________________________________________________________________________

                                                                               



                                                                               

                      HCS+: Ramps and Ramp Junctions Release 5.5               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                     Fax:                                

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

_________________________________Merge Analysis________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency/Co.:                                                                    

Date performed:         10/4/2011                                              

Analysis time period:   AM                                                     

Freeway/Dir of Travel:  NB                                                     

Junction:               I-85 at Poplar Rd NB On-Ramp                           

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2040                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

__________________________________Freeway Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Type of analysis                            Merge                              

Number of lanes in freeway                  3                                  

Free-flow speed on freeway                  70.0           mph                 

Volume on freeway                           3240           vph                 

                                                                               

__________________________________On Ramp Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Side of freeway                             Right                              

Number of lanes in ramp                     1                                  

Free-flow speed on ramp                     35.0           mph                 

Volume on ramp                              730            vph                 

Length of first accel/decel lane            1400           ft                  

Length of second accel/decel lane                          ft                  

                                                                               

_________________________Adjacent Ramp Data (if one exists)____________________

                                                                               

Does adjacent ramp exist?                   No                                 

Volume on adjacent Ramp                                    vph                 

Position of adjacent Ramp                                                      

Type of adjacent Ramp                                                          

Distance to adjacent Ramp                                  ft                  

                                                                               

____________________Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions___________________

                                                                               

Junction Components                    Freeway     Ramp        Adjacent        

                                                               Ramp            

Volume, V (vph)                        3240        730                   vph   

Peak-hour factor, PHF                  0.90        0.90                        

Peak 15-min volume, v15                900         203                   v     

Trucks and buses                       11          3                     %     

Recreational vehicles                  0           0                     %     

Terrain type:                          Rolling     Rolling                     

     Grade                                     %           %           %       

     Length                                    mi          mi          mi      

Trucks and buses PCE, ET               2.5         2.5                         

Recreational vehicle PCE, ER           2.0         2.0                         



Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV          0.858       0.957                       

Driver population factor, fP           1.00        1.00                        

Flow rate, vp                          4194        848                   pcph  

                                                                               

_________________________Estimation of V12 Merge Areas_________________________

                                                                               

                  L  =            (Equation 25-2 or 25-3)                      

                   EQ                                                          

                  P  =    0.617   Using Equation  1                            

                   FM                                                          

                  v  = v  (P  ) =  2586   pc/h                                 

                   12   F   FM                                                 

                                                                               

_______________________________Capacity Checks_________________________________

                                                                               

                           Actual        Maximum         LOS F?                

     v                     5042          7200            No                    

      FO                                                                       

     v     v               1608 pc/h     (Equation 25-4 or 25-5)               

      3 or  av34                                                               

Is   v     v      > 2700 pc/h?           No                                    

      3 or  av34                                                               

Is   v     v      > 1.5 v  /2            No                                    

      3 or  av34         12                                                    

If yes, v    = 2586                      (Equation 25-8)                       

         12A                                                                   

                                                                               

________________________Flow Entering Merge Influence Area_____________________

                      Actual        Max Desirable         Violation?           

     v                5042          4600                  No                   

      R12                                                                      

_________________Level of Service Determination (if not F)_____________________

                                                                               

Density, D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v  + 0.0078 v   - 0.00627 L   =   23.1    pc/mi/ln

          R                   R           12            A                      

Level of service for ramp-freeway junction areas of influence  C               

                                                                               

_____________________________Speed Estimation__________________________________

                                                                               

Intermediate speed variable,                 M  = 0.344                        

                                              S                                

Space mean speed in ramp influence area,     S  = 60.4    mph                  

                                              R                                

Space mean speed in outer lanes,             S  = 66.0    mph                  

                                              0                                

Space mean speed for all vehicles,           S  = 62.1    mph                  

_______________________________________________________________________________

                                                                               



                                                                               

                      HCS+: Ramps and Ramp Junctions Release 5.5               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                     Fax:                                

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

_________________________________Merge Analysis________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency/Co.:                                                                    

Date performed:         10/4/2011                                              

Analysis time period:   AM                                                     

Freeway/Dir of Travel:  NB                                                     

Junction:               I-85 at Poplar Rd NB On-Ramp                           

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2040                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

__________________________________Freeway Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Type of analysis                            Merge                              

Number of lanes in freeway                  3                                  

Free-flow speed on freeway                  70.0           mph                 

Volume on freeway                           3240           vph                 

                                                                               

__________________________________On Ramp Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Side of freeway                             Right                              

Number of lanes in ramp                     1                                  

Free-flow speed on ramp                     35.0           mph                 

Volume on ramp                              730            vph                 

Length of first accel/decel lane            1400           ft                  

Length of second accel/decel lane                          ft                  

                                                                               

_________________________Adjacent Ramp Data (if one exists)____________________

                                                                               

Does adjacent ramp exist?                   No                                 

Volume on adjacent Ramp                                    vph                 

Position of adjacent Ramp                                                      

Type of adjacent Ramp                                                          

Distance to adjacent Ramp                                  ft                  

                                                                               

____________________Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions___________________

                                                                               

Junction Components                    Freeway     Ramp        Adjacent        

                                                               Ramp            

Volume, V (vph)                        3240        730                   vph   

Peak-hour factor, PHF                  0.90        0.90                        

Peak 15-min volume, v15                900         203                   v     

Trucks and buses                       11          3                     %     

Recreational vehicles                  0           0                     %     

Terrain type:                          Rolling     Rolling                     

     Grade                                     %           %           %       

     Length                                    mi          mi          mi      

Trucks and buses PCE, ET               2.5         2.5                         

Recreational vehicle PCE, ER           2.0         2.0                         



Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV          0.858       0.957                       

Driver population factor, fP           1.00        1.00                        

Flow rate, vp                          4194        848                   pcph  

                                                                               

_________________________Estimation of V12 Merge Areas_________________________

                                                                               

                  L  =            (Equation 25-2 or 25-3)                      

                   EQ                                                          

                  P  =    0.617   Using Equation  1                            

                   FM                                                          

                  v  = v  (P  ) =  2586   pc/h                                 

                   12   F   FM                                                 

                                                                               

_______________________________Capacity Checks_________________________________

                                                                               

                           Actual        Maximum         LOS F?                

     v                     5042          7200            No                    

      FO                                                                       

     v     v               1608 pc/h     (Equation 25-4 or 25-5)               

      3 or  av34                                                               

Is   v     v      > 2700 pc/h?           No                                    

      3 or  av34                                                               

Is   v     v      > 1.5 v  /2            No                                    

      3 or  av34         12                                                    

If yes, v    = 2586                      (Equation 25-8)                       

         12A                                                                   

                                                                               

________________________Flow Entering Merge Influence Area_____________________

                      Actual        Max Desirable         Violation?           

     v                5042          4600                  No                   

      R12                                                                      

_________________Level of Service Determination (if not F)_____________________

                                                                               

Density, D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v  + 0.0078 v   - 0.00627 L   =   23.1    pc/mi/ln

          R                   R           12            A                      

Level of service for ramp-freeway junction areas of influence  C               

                                                                               

_____________________________Speed Estimation__________________________________

                                                                               

Intermediate speed variable,                 M  = 0.344                        

                                              S                                

Space mean speed in ramp influence area,     S  = 60.4    mph                  

                                              R                                

Space mean speed in outer lanes,             S  = 66.0    mph                  

                                              0                                

Space mean speed for all vehicles,           S  = 62.1    mph                  

_______________________________________________________________________________

                                                                               



                                                                               

                      HCS+: Ramps and Ramp Junctions Release 5.5               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                     Fax:                                

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

_________________________________Merge Analysis________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency/Co.:                                                                    

Date performed:         10/4/2011                                              

Analysis time period:   AM                                                     

Freeway/Dir of Travel:  NB                                                     

Junction:               I-85 at Poplar Rd NB On-Ramp                           

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2040                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

__________________________________Freeway Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Type of analysis                            Merge                              

Number of lanes in freeway                  3                                  

Free-flow speed on freeway                  70.0           mph                 

Volume on freeway                           3240           vph                 

                                                                               

__________________________________On Ramp Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Side of freeway                             Right                              

Number of lanes in ramp                     1                                  

Free-flow speed on ramp                     35.0           mph                 

Volume on ramp                              730            vph                 

Length of first accel/decel lane            1400           ft                  

Length of second accel/decel lane                          ft                  

                                                                               

_________________________Adjacent Ramp Data (if one exists)____________________

                                                                               

Does adjacent ramp exist?                   No                                 

Volume on adjacent Ramp                                    vph                 

Position of adjacent Ramp                                                      

Type of adjacent Ramp                                                          

Distance to adjacent Ramp                                  ft                  

                                                                               

____________________Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions___________________

                                                                               

Junction Components                    Freeway     Ramp        Adjacent        

                                                               Ramp            

Volume, V (vph)                        3240        730                   vph   

Peak-hour factor, PHF                  0.90        0.90                        

Peak 15-min volume, v15                900         203                   v     

Trucks and buses                       11          3                     %     

Recreational vehicles                  0           0                     %     

Terrain type:                          Rolling     Rolling                     

     Grade                                     %           %           %       

     Length                                    mi          mi          mi      

Trucks and buses PCE, ET               2.5         2.5                         

Recreational vehicle PCE, ER           2.0         2.0                         



Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV          0.858       0.957                       

Driver population factor, fP           1.00        1.00                        

Flow rate, vp                          4194        848                   pcph  

                                                                               

_________________________Estimation of V12 Merge Areas_________________________

                                                                               

                  L  =            (Equation 25-2 or 25-3)                      

                   EQ                                                          

                  P  =    0.617   Using Equation  1                            

                   FM                                                          

                  v  = v  (P  ) =  2586   pc/h                                 

                   12   F   FM                                                 

                                                                               

_______________________________Capacity Checks_________________________________

                                                                               

                           Actual        Maximum         LOS F?                

     v                     5042          7200            No                    

      FO                                                                       

     v     v               1608 pc/h     (Equation 25-4 or 25-5)               

      3 or  av34                                                               

Is   v     v      > 2700 pc/h?           No                                    

      3 or  av34                                                               

Is   v     v      > 1.5 v  /2            No                                    

      3 or  av34         12                                                    

If yes, v    = 2586                      (Equation 25-8)                       

         12A                                                                   

                                                                               

________________________Flow Entering Merge Influence Area_____________________

                      Actual        Max Desirable         Violation?           

     v                5042          4600                  No                   

      R12                                                                      

_________________Level of Service Determination (if not F)_____________________

                                                                               

Density, D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v  + 0.0078 v   - 0.00627 L   =   23.1    pc/mi/ln

          R                   R           12            A                      

Level of service for ramp-freeway junction areas of influence  C               

                                                                               

_____________________________Speed Estimation__________________________________

                                                                               

Intermediate speed variable,                 M  = 0.344                        

                                              S                                

Space mean speed in ramp influence area,     S  = 60.4    mph                  

                                              R                                

Space mean speed in outer lanes,             S  = 66.0    mph                  

                                              0                                

Space mean speed for all vehicles,           S  = 62.1    mph                  

_______________________________________________________________________________

                                                                               



                                                                               

                      HCS+: Ramps and Ramp Junctions Release 5.5               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                     Fax:                                

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

_________________________________Merge Analysis________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency/Co.:                                                                    

Date performed:         10/4/2011                                              

Analysis time period:   AM                                                     

Freeway/Dir of Travel:  NB                                                     

Junction:               I-85 at Poplar Rd NB On-Ramp                           

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2040                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

__________________________________Freeway Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Type of analysis                            Merge                              

Number of lanes in freeway                  3                                  

Free-flow speed on freeway                  70.0           mph                 

Volume on freeway                           3240           vph                 

                                                                               

__________________________________On Ramp Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Side of freeway                             Right                              

Number of lanes in ramp                     1                                  

Free-flow speed on ramp                     35.0           mph                 

Volume on ramp                              730            vph                 

Length of first accel/decel lane            1400           ft                  

Length of second accel/decel lane                          ft                  

                                                                               

_________________________Adjacent Ramp Data (if one exists)____________________

                                                                               

Does adjacent ramp exist?                   No                                 

Volume on adjacent Ramp                                    vph                 

Position of adjacent Ramp                                                      

Type of adjacent Ramp                                                          

Distance to adjacent Ramp                                  ft                  

                                                                               

____________________Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions___________________

                                                                               

Junction Components                    Freeway     Ramp        Adjacent        

                                                               Ramp            

Volume, V (vph)                        3240        730                   vph   

Peak-hour factor, PHF                  0.90        0.90                        

Peak 15-min volume, v15                900         203                   v     

Trucks and buses                       11          3                     %     

Recreational vehicles                  0           0                     %     

Terrain type:                          Rolling     Rolling                     

     Grade                                     %           %           %       

     Length                                    mi          mi          mi      

Trucks and buses PCE, ET               2.5         2.5                         

Recreational vehicle PCE, ER           2.0         2.0                         



Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV          0.858       0.957                       

Driver population factor, fP           1.00        1.00                        

Flow rate, vp                          4194        848                   pcph  

                                                                               

_________________________Estimation of V12 Merge Areas_________________________

                                                                               

                  L  =            (Equation 25-2 or 25-3)                      

                   EQ                                                          

                  P  =    0.617   Using Equation  1                            

                   FM                                                          

                  v  = v  (P  ) =  2586   pc/h                                 

                   12   F   FM                                                 

                                                                               

_______________________________Capacity Checks_________________________________

                                                                               

                           Actual        Maximum         LOS F?                

     v                     5042          7200            No                    

      FO                                                                       

     v     v               1608 pc/h     (Equation 25-4 or 25-5)               

      3 or  av34                                                               

Is   v     v      > 2700 pc/h?           No                                    

      3 or  av34                                                               

Is   v     v      > 1.5 v  /2            No                                    

      3 or  av34         12                                                    

If yes, v    = 2586                      (Equation 25-8)                       

         12A                                                                   

                                                                               

________________________Flow Entering Merge Influence Area_____________________

                      Actual        Max Desirable         Violation?           

     v                5042          4600                  No                   

      R12                                                                      

_________________Level of Service Determination (if not F)_____________________

                                                                               

Density, D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v  + 0.0078 v   - 0.00627 L   =   23.1    pc/mi/ln

          R                   R           12            A                      

Level of service for ramp-freeway junction areas of influence  C               

                                                                               

_____________________________Speed Estimation__________________________________

                                                                               

Intermediate speed variable,                 M  = 0.344                        

                                              S                                

Space mean speed in ramp influence area,     S  = 60.4    mph                  

                                              R                                

Space mean speed in outer lanes,             S  = 66.0    mph                  

                                              0                                

Space mean speed for all vehicles,           S  = 62.1    mph                  

_______________________________________________________________________________

                                                                               



                                                                               

                      HCS+: Ramps and Ramp Junctions Release 5.5               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                     Fax:                                

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

_________________________________Merge Analysis________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency/Co.:                                                                    

Date performed:         10/4/2011                                              

Analysis time period:   AM                                                     

Freeway/Dir of Travel:  NB                                                     

Junction:               I-85 at Poplar Rd NB On-Ramp                           

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2040                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

__________________________________Freeway Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Type of analysis                            Merge                              

Number of lanes in freeway                  3                                  

Free-flow speed on freeway                  70.0           mph                 

Volume on freeway                           3240           vph                 

                                                                               

__________________________________On Ramp Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Side of freeway                             Right                              

Number of lanes in ramp                     1                                  

Free-flow speed on ramp                     35.0           mph                 

Volume on ramp                              730            vph                 

Length of first accel/decel lane            1400           ft                  

Length of second accel/decel lane                          ft                  

                                                                               

_________________________Adjacent Ramp Data (if one exists)____________________

                                                                               

Does adjacent ramp exist?                   No                                 

Volume on adjacent Ramp                                    vph                 

Position of adjacent Ramp                                                      

Type of adjacent Ramp                                                          

Distance to adjacent Ramp                                  ft                  

                                                                               

____________________Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions___________________

                                                                               

Junction Components                    Freeway     Ramp        Adjacent        

                                                               Ramp            

Volume, V (vph)                        3240        730                   vph   

Peak-hour factor, PHF                  0.90        0.90                        

Peak 15-min volume, v15                900         203                   v     

Trucks and buses                       11          3                     %     

Recreational vehicles                  0           0                     %     

Terrain type:                          Rolling     Rolling                     

     Grade                                     %           %           %       

     Length                                    mi          mi          mi      

Trucks and buses PCE, ET               2.5         2.5                         

Recreational vehicle PCE, ER           2.0         2.0                         



Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV          0.858       0.957                       

Driver population factor, fP           1.00        1.00                        

Flow rate, vp                          4194        848                   pcph  

                                                                               

_________________________Estimation of V12 Merge Areas_________________________

                                                                               

                  L  =            (Equation 25-2 or 25-3)                      

                   EQ                                                          

                  P  =    0.617   Using Equation  1                            

                   FM                                                          

                  v  = v  (P  ) =  2586   pc/h                                 

                   12   F   FM                                                 

                                                                               

_______________________________Capacity Checks_________________________________

                                                                               

                           Actual        Maximum         LOS F?                

     v                     5042          7200            No                    

      FO                                                                       

     v     v               1608 pc/h     (Equation 25-4 or 25-5)               

      3 or  av34                                                               

Is   v     v      > 2700 pc/h?           No                                    

      3 or  av34                                                               

Is   v     v      > 1.5 v  /2            No                                    

      3 or  av34         12                                                    

If yes, v    = 2586                      (Equation 25-8)                       

         12A                                                                   

                                                                               

________________________Flow Entering Merge Influence Area_____________________

                      Actual        Max Desirable         Violation?           

     v                5042          4600                  No                   

      R12                                                                      

_________________Level of Service Determination (if not F)_____________________

                                                                               

Density, D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v  + 0.0078 v   - 0.00627 L   =   23.1    pc/mi/ln

          R                   R           12            A                      

Level of service for ramp-freeway junction areas of influence  C               

                                                                               

_____________________________Speed Estimation__________________________________

                                                                               

Intermediate speed variable,                 M  = 0.344                        

                                              S                                

Space mean speed in ramp influence area,     S  = 60.4    mph                  

                                              R                                

Space mean speed in outer lanes,             S  = 66.0    mph                  

                                              0                                

Space mean speed for all vehicles,           S  = 62.1    mph                  

_______________________________________________________________________________

                                                                               



                                                                               

                      HCS+: Ramps and Ramp Junctions Release 5.5               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                     Fax:                                

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

_________________________________Merge Analysis________________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency/Co.:                                                                    

Date performed:         10/4/2011                                              

Analysis time period:   AM                                                     

Freeway/Dir of Travel:  NB                                                     

Junction:               I-85 at Poplar Rd NB On-Ramp                           

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2040                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

__________________________________Freeway Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Type of analysis                            Merge                              

Number of lanes in freeway                  3                                  

Free-flow speed on freeway                  70.0           mph                 

Volume on freeway                           3240           vph                 

                                                                               

__________________________________On Ramp Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Side of freeway                             Right                              

Number of lanes in ramp                     1                                  

Free-flow speed on ramp                     35.0           mph                 

Volume on ramp                              730            vph                 

Length of first accel/decel lane            1400           ft                  

Length of second accel/decel lane                          ft                  

                                                                               

_________________________Adjacent Ramp Data (if one exists)____________________

                                                                               

Does adjacent ramp exist?                   No                                 

Volume on adjacent Ramp                                    vph                 

Position of adjacent Ramp                                                      

Type of adjacent Ramp                                                          

Distance to adjacent Ramp                                  ft                  

                                                                               

____________________Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions___________________

                                                                               

Junction Components                    Freeway     Ramp        Adjacent        

                                                               Ramp            

Volume, V (vph)                        3240        730                   vph   

Peak-hour factor, PHF                  0.90        0.90                        

Peak 15-min volume, v15                900         203                   v     

Trucks and buses                       11          3                     %     

Recreational vehicles                  0           0                     %     

Terrain type:                          Rolling     Rolling                     

     Grade                                     %           %           %       

     Length                                    mi          mi          mi      

Trucks and buses PCE, ET               2.5         2.5                         

Recreational vehicle PCE, ER           2.0         2.0                         



Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV          0.858       0.957                       

Driver population factor, fP           1.00        1.00                        

Flow rate, vp                          4194        848                   pcph  

                                                                               

_________________________Estimation of V12 Merge Areas_________________________

                                                                               

                  L  =            (Equation 25-2 or 25-3)                      

                   EQ                                                          

                  P  =    0.617   Using Equation  1                            

                   FM                                                          

                  v  = v  (P  ) =  2586   pc/h                                 

                   12   F   FM                                                 

                                                                               

_______________________________Capacity Checks_________________________________

                                                                               

                           Actual        Maximum         LOS F?                

     v                     5042          7200            No                    

      FO                                                                       

     v     v               1608 pc/h     (Equation 25-4 or 25-5)               

      3 or  av34                                                               

Is   v     v      > 2700 pc/h?           No                                    

      3 or  av34                                                               

Is   v     v      > 1.5 v  /2            No                                    

      3 or  av34         12                                                    

If yes, v    = 2586                      (Equation 25-8)                       

         12A                                                                   

                                                                               

________________________Flow Entering Merge Influence Area_____________________

                      Actual        Max Desirable         Violation?           

     v                5042          4600                  No                   

      R12                                                                      

_________________Level of Service Determination (if not F)_____________________

                                                                               

Density, D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v  + 0.0078 v   - 0.00627 L   =   23.1    pc/mi/ln

          R                   R           12            A                      

Level of service for ramp-freeway junction areas of influence  C               

                                                                               

_____________________________Speed Estimation__________________________________

                                                                               

Intermediate speed variable,                 M  = 0.344                        

                                              S                                

Space mean speed in ramp influence area,     S  = 60.4    mph                  

                                              R                                

Space mean speed in outer lanes,             S  = 66.0    mph                  

                                              0                                

Space mean speed for all vehicles,           S  = 62.1    mph                  

_______________________________________________________________________________

                                                                               



                                                                               

                      HCS+: Ramps and Ramp Junctions Release 5.5               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

                                                                               

Phone:                                     Fax:                                

E-mail:                                                                        

                                                                               

_________________________________Diverge Analysis______________________________

                                                                               

Analyst:                Pond & Company                                         

Agency/Co.:                                                                    

Date performed:         10/4/2011                                              

Analysis time period:   AM                                                     

Freeway/Dir of Travel:  NB                                                     

Junction:               I-85 at Poplar Rd NB Off-Ramp                          

Jurisdiction:           Coweta County                                          

Analysis Year:          2020                                                   

Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

__________________________________Freeway Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Type of analysis                            Diverge                            

Number of lanes in freeway                  3                                  

Free-flow speed on freeway                  70.0           mph                 

Volume on freeway                           2200           vph                 

                                                                               

_________________________________Off Ramp Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Side of freeway                             Right                              

Number of lanes in ramp                     1                                  

Free-Flow speed on ramp                     35.0           mph                 

Volume on ramp                              420            vph                 

Length of first accel/decel lane            229            ft                  

Length of second accel/decel lane                          ft                  

                                                                               

_________________________Adjacent Ramp Data (if one exists)____________________

                                                                               

Does adjacent ramp exist?                   No                                 

Volume on adjacent ramp                                    vph                 

Position of adjacent ramp                                                      

Type of adjacent ramp                                                          

Distance to adjacent ramp                                  ft                  

                                                                               

____________________Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions___________________

                                                                               

Junction Components                    Freeway     Ramp        Adjacent        

                                                               Ramp            

Volume, V (vph)                        2200        420                   vph   

Peak-hour factor, PHF                  0.90        0.90                        

Peak 15-min volume, v15                611         117                   v     

Trucks and buses                       11          3                     %     

Recreational vehicles                  0           0                     %     

Terrain type:                          Rolling     Rolling                     

     Grade                             0.00    %   0.00    %           %       

     Length                            0.00    mi  0.00    mi          mi      

Trucks and buses PCE, ET               2.5         2.5                         

Recreational vehicle PCE, ER           2.0         2.0                         



Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV          0.858       0.957                       

Driver population factor, fP           1.00        1.00                        

Flow rate, vp                          2848        488                   pcph  

                                                                               

_________________________Estimation of V12 Diverge Areas_______________________

                                                                               

                  L  =            (Equation 25-8 or 25-9)                      

                   EQ                                                          

                  P  =    0.666   Using Equation  5                            

                   FD                                                          

                  v  = v  + (v - v ) P  =  2061   pc/h                         

                   12   R     F   R   FD                                       

                                                                               

_______________________________Capacity Checks_________________________________

                                                                               

                           Actual        Maximum         LOS F?                

     v  = v                2848          7200            No                    

      Fi   F                                                                   

     v  = v - v            2360          7200            No                    

      FO   F   R                                                               

     v                     488           2000            No                    

      R                                                                        

     v     v               787  pc/h     (Equation 25-15 or 25-16)             

      3 or  av34                                                               

Is   v     v      > 2700 pc/h?           No                                    

      3 or  av34                                                               

Is   v     v      > 1.5 v  /2            No                                    

      3 or  av34         12                                                    

If yes, v    = 2061                      (Equation 25-18)                      

         12A                                                                   

                                                                               

______________________Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area_____________________

                      Actual        Max Desirable         Violation?           

     v                2061          4400                  No                   

      12                                                                       

_________________Level of Service Determination (if not F)_____________________

                                                                               

Density,               D = 4.252 + 0.0086 v  - 0.009  L   =   19.9    pc/mi/ln 

                        R                  12          D                       

Level of service for ramp-freeway junction areas of influence B                

                                                                               

_____________________________Speed Estimation__________________________________

                                                                               

Intermediate speed variable,                 D  = 0.472                        

                                              S                                

Space mean speed in ramp influence area,     S  = 56.8    mph                  

                                              R                                

Space mean speed in outer lanes,             S  = 76.8    mph                  

                                              0                                

Space mean speed for all vehicles,           S  = 61.2    mph                  

_______________________________________________________________________________
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Description:  I-85 at Poplar Road Interchange Design Traffic                   

                                                                               

__________________________________Freeway Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Type of analysis                            Diverge                            

Number of lanes in freeway                  3                                  

Free-flow speed on freeway                  70.0           mph                 

Volume on freeway                           2200           vph                 

                                                                               

_________________________________Off Ramp Data_________________________________

                                                                               

Side of freeway                             Right                              

Number of lanes in ramp                     1                                  

Free-Flow speed on ramp                     35.0           mph                 

Volume on ramp                              420            vph                 

Length of first accel/decel lane            229            ft                  

Length of second accel/decel lane                          ft                  

                                                                               

_________________________Adjacent Ramp Data (if one exists)____________________

                                                                               

Does adjacent ramp exist?                   No                                 

Volume on adjacent ramp                                    vph                 

Position of adjacent ramp                                                      

Type of adjacent ramp                                                          

Distance to adjacent ramp                                  ft                  

                                                                               

____________________Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions___________________

                                                                               

Junction Components                    Freeway     Ramp        Adjacent        

                                                               Ramp            

Volume, V (vph)                        2200        420                   vph   

Peak-hour factor, PHF                  0.90        0.90                        

Peak 15-min volume, v15                611         117                   v     

Trucks and buses                       11          3                     %     

Recreational vehicles                  0           0                     %     

Terrain type:                          Rolling     Rolling                     

     Grade                             0.00    %   0.00    %           %       

     Length                            0.00    mi  0.00    mi          mi      

Trucks and buses PCE, ET               2.5         2.5                         

Recreational vehicle PCE, ER           2.0         2.0                         



Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV          0.858       0.957                       

Driver population factor, fP           1.00        1.00                        

Flow rate, vp                          2848        488                   pcph  

                                                                               

_________________________Estimation of V12 Diverge Areas_______________________

                                                                               

                  L  =            (Equation 25-8 or 25-9)                      

                   EQ                                                          

                  P  =    0.666   Using Equation  5                            

                   FD                                                          

                  v  = v  + (v - v ) P  =  2061   pc/h                         

                   12   R     F   R   FD                                       

                                                                               

_______________________________Capacity Checks_________________________________

                                                                               

                           Actual        Maximum         LOS F?                

     v  = v                2848          7200            No                    

      Fi   F                                                                   

     v  = v - v            2360          7200            No                    

      FO   F   R                                                               

     v                     488           2000            No                    

      R                                                                        

     v     v               787  pc/h     (Equation 25-15 or 25-16)             

      3 or  av34                                                               

Is   v     v      > 2700 pc/h?           No                                    

      3 or  av34                                                               

Is   v     v      > 1.5 v  /2            No                                    

      3 or  av34         12                                                    

If yes, v    = 2061                      (Equation 25-18)                      

         12A                                                                   

                                                                               

______________________Flow Entering Diverge Influence Area_____________________

                      Actual        Max Desirable         Violation?           

     v                2061          4400                  No                   

      12                                                                       

_________________Level of Service Determination (if not F)_____________________

                                                                               

Density,               D = 4.252 + 0.0086 v  - 0.009  L   =   19.9    pc/mi/ln 

                        R                  12          D                       

Level of service for ramp-freeway junction areas of influence B                

                                                                               

_____________________________Speed Estimation__________________________________

                                                                               

Intermediate speed variable,                 D  = 0.472                        

                                              S                                

Space mean speed in ramp influence area,     S  = 56.8    mph                  

                                              R                                

Space mean speed in outer lanes,             S  = 76.8    mph                  

                                              0                                

Space mean speed for all vehicles,           S  = 61.2    mph                  

_______________________________________________________________________________
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Travel Demand Modeling for I-85 at Poplar Road 
Interchange & Newnan Bypass Extension Studies 

����    Purpose 

Cambridge Systematics (CS), Inc. provided travel demand modeling services to Pond & 
Company (Pond) for interchange design on I-85 at Poplar Road and extension of the 
Newnan Bypass in Coweta County. CS provided model results to Pond for use in 
developing traffic projections and analysis for this project consistent with the Georgia 
Department of Transportation (GDOT) plan development process (PDP). These represent 
two different projects for Coweta County prepared with GDOT oversight per the PDP for 
concept and preliminary design.  This Technical Memorandum describes the work 
approach and results from model refinement and scenario testing. 

����    Work Approach 

The following tasks comprise the services which CS performed to accomplish the purpose 
of this work order.   

ARC Coordination  

CS coordinated with the Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC) to obtain the latest version 
of the ARC travel demand model. The ARC model was used for this study. CS worked 
with the ARC regarding model modifications and model updates for this project. 

Study Area   

The initial study area was defined as a one-mile buffer along I-85 between Bullsboro Drive 
(SR 34) and US 29.  As requested by the client the study area was expanded to include the 
Newnan Bypass extension, south of Lower Fayetteville Road to SR 16 and the Pine Road 
realignment at US 29.   

TAZs and Socioeconomic (SE) Data Modifications 

CS made various modifications including splitting TAZs and updating SE data to reflect 
approved growth in the vicinity of the study area.  Three TAZs were split to better define 
the study area.  The original ARC zones 1573, 1586, and 2005 were split to create smaller 
zones for improved model accuracy.  Zone 1573 was split creating 1572 west of I-85.  Zone 
1586 was split along Mary Freeman Road creating Zone 1630 to the west.  Zone 2005 was 
split east of Goodwyn Road creating Zone 1570 to the west.  Figures 1 and 2 show the 
TAZs before and after the splits.   
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Figure 1. TAZs before Modifications 
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Figure 2. TAZs after Modifications 

 
 

After splitting the TAZs, SE data were reallocated within the zones to better reflect current 
growth as well as future growth including the new hospital east of the Poplar Road 
interchange, a new technical college, and a proposed mega-site development south of US 
29.  The zonal data modifications are shown in the tables below.  Zone 1570 includes the 
new hospital and community college.  Zones 1572, 1573, and 1630 were each increased to 
reflect these approved residential and employment developments.  Zone 1591 includes a 
proposed mega-site that is in the works and the zonal data was increased to reflect the 
expected build-out numbers for 2020 and 2030.   
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Modifications to the Highway Network 

Highway network modifications included roadway and centroid connector modifications.  
The first set of highway network modifications were made to enhance model validity 
within the project study area. This included accommodating zone splits with new 
centroids, centroid connectors, and link splits to allow for trip loadings.   

A second set of highway network modifications were implemented in future year 
networks to mimic changes to the base year network and add in new corridors and ramps 
to test build scenarios for both projects.  As part of the Newnan Bypass extension, Pine 
Road was realigned at SR 16 and US 29 and the interchange at Amlijack Road and I-85 
was removed.  The modifications are shown below in Figures 3 and 4.   

ZONE EMP POP HSHLD UNIV ZONE EMP POP HSHLD UNIV
1562 2,657 3,680 1,428 0 1562 3,503 6,340 2,602 0
1570 0 2,008 661 0 1570 1,155 3,651 1,371 0
1572 1,895 885 355 0 1572 3,749 1,176 491 0
1573 2,892 4,616 1,895 0 1573 3,308 6,131 2,622 0
1585 1,019 5,283 1,902 0 1585 1,771 8,920 3,075 0
1586 69 2,561 1,169 0 1586 715 4,650 1,820 0
1591 242 1,392 511 0 1591 746 2,668 1,037 0
1630 772 2,145 536 0 1630 923 3,896 1,685 0
2005 179 593 219 0 2005 446 1,077 455 0
2007 220 1,685 616 0 2007 853 3,065 1,187 0
2008 368 2,985 1,036 0 2008 1,563 5,736 2,146 0

ZONE EMP POP HSHLD UNIV ZONE EMP POP HSHLD UNIV
1562 3,503 6,340 2,602 0 1562 3,503 6,340 2,602 0
1570 4,200 3,651 1,371 2,000 1570 4,200 3,651 1,371 2,000
1572 3,749 1,885 855 0 1572 3,749 1,885 855 0
1573 3,308 6,131 2,622 0 1573 3,308 6,131 2,622 0
1585 1,771 8,920 3,075 0 1585 1,771 8,920 3,075 0
1586 715 4,650 1,820 0 1586 715 4,650 1,820 0
1591 5,309 800 400 0 1591 10,618 1,600 800 0
1630 1,892 3,896 1,685 0 1630 1,892 3,896 1,685 0
2005 446 1,077 455 0 2005 446 1,077 455 0
2007 853 3,065 1,187 0 2007 853 3,065 1,187 0
2008 1,563 5,736 2,146 0 2008 1,563 5,736 2,146 0

Table 1. Coweta County 2010 ZDATA (ARC) Table 2. Coweta County 2030 ZDATA (ARC)

Table 3. Changes to the 2020 ZDATA Table 4. Changes to the 2030 ZDATA
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Figure 3. 2030 Network Before Modifications 

 
 
Figure 4. 2030 Network After Modifications 
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Existing Conditions

The latest ARC travel demand model was
and the future years are 2010, 2020, and 2030. CS 
volume-over-count ratios for the 2005 model,
GDOT 2009 traffic counts and 2010
performance. CS revalidate
model performance statistics 
validation was of the study are

*FHWA Model Calibration and Reasonableness Checking Manual
 

*FHWA Model Calibration and Reasonableness Checking Manual
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onditions and Model Revalidation 

travel demand model was released in October 2008. The base year is 2005 
and the future years are 2010, 2020, and 2030. CS ran the 2005 and 2010 model

count ratios for the 2005 model, and compared 2010 modeled volumes with 
GDOT 2009 traffic counts and 2010 collected traffic counts to evaluate subarea model 

revalidated the subarea model to obtain better results 
statistics and network plots of the Coweta County study area. 

validation was of the study area and the results are provided below in 

*FHWA Model Calibration and Reasonableness Checking Manual 

*FHWA Model Calibration and Reasonableness Checking Manual 

released in October 2008. The base year is 2005 
2010 models, evaluated 

2010 modeled volumes with 
collected traffic counts to evaluate subarea model 

the subarea model to obtain better results based on regional 
network plots of the Coweta County study area. The 

esults are provided below in Tables 5 through 8. 
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*FHWA Model Calibration and Reasonableness Checking Manual
**2009 GDOT traffic counts 

 

*FHWA Model Calibration and Reasonableness Checking Manual
**2009 GDOT traffic counts 

 

Future Year Models

CS performed models runs
included the 2020 no build, 2020 build, 2
networks did not include 
for the build condition did 
of the models runs are show b
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and vehicle hours traveled (VHT) for the entire ARC model.  
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*FHWA Model Calibration and Reasonableness Checking Manual 

*FHWA Model Calibration and Reasonableness Checking Manual 

odels Runs 

runs for the future years of 2020 and 2030. The model scenarios 
2020 no build, 2020 build, 2030 no build, and 2030 build. 

include the interchange or the bypass extension while 
did include the interchange and the bypass extension

of the models runs are show below in Tables 9 through 11.  Table 12 shows the total 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and vehicle hours traveled (VHT) for the entire ARC model.  

 

 

2020 and 2030. The model scenarios 
030 no build, and 2030 build. The no build model 

while model networks 
and the bypass extension.   The results 

Table 12 shows the total 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and vehicle hours traveled (VHT) for the entire ARC model.   
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NB/WB SB/EB Total NB/WB SB/EB Total NB/WB SB/EB Total NB/WB SB/EB Total
SR34 W of Newnan Byp 9,239 9,060 18,299 9,986 9,663 19,649 12,724 12,736 25,460 30% 13,978 14,714 28,692 46% 13%
SR 34 E of Newnan Byp 13,471 13,323 26,794 19,611 19,502 39,113 22,231 21,608 43,839 12% 26,919 27,174 54,093 38% 23%
SR 34 E of Newnan Crossing Blvd 13,327 13,907 27,234 18,447 19,008 37,455 21,837 21,571 43,408 16% 26,189 26,305 52,494 40% 21%
SR 34 W of I-85 13,327 13,963 27,290 18,610 19,191 37,801 22,670 23,215 45,885 21% 28,840 29,030 57,870 53% 26%
SR 34 E of I-85 12,420 12,003 24,423 17,336 15,904 33,240 18,886 17,669 36,555 10% 24,496 22,587 47,083 42% 29%
Poplar Rd W of Newnan Byp 5,915 5,841 11,756 5,096 5,367 10,463 3,678 3,651 7,329 -30% 8,327 4,621 12,948 24% 77%
Poplar Rd W of Interchange 3,956 4,013 7,969 4,085 4,032 8,117 6,625 7,038 13,663 68% 6,648 7,240 13,888 71% 2%
Poplar Rd E of Interchange 3,956 4,013 7,969 4,085 4,032 8,117 6,625 7,038 13,663 68% 6,648 7,240 13,888 71% 2%
I-85 N of Poplar Rd Interchange 21,794 22,092 43,886 25,052 25,871 50,923 33,966 34,448 68,414 34% 47,629 48,133 95,762 88% 40%
I-85 S of Poplar Rd Interchange 21,794 22,092 43,886 25,052 25,871 50,923 33,966 34,448 68,414 34% 47,629 48,133 95,762 88% 40%
I-85 S of US27/SR16 Interchange 22,451 23,306 45,757 24,445 25,174 49,619 28,659 2,875 31,534 -36% 38,173 39,009 77,182 56% 145%
Newnan Byp S of Lower Fayettville 2,834 2,959 5,793 2,747 2,422 5,169 5,875 6,299 12,174 136% 5,778 4,251 10,029 94% -18%
Newnan Byp N of Poplar 2,834 2,959 5,793 2,747 2,422 5,169 3,053 3,453 6,506 26% 1,566 5,938 7,504 45% 15%
Newnan Byp N of Turkey Creek Rd 9 0 9 276 272 548 106 68 174 -68% 282 358 640 17% 268%
Newnan Byp S of Turkey Creek Rd - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Newnan Byp N of SR 16 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Turkey Creek Rd W of Newnan Byp 906 843 1,749 2,240 2,088 4,328 1,909 1,871 3,780 -13% 2,840 2,064 4,904 13% 30%
Turkey Creek Rd E of Newnan Byp 913 843 1,756 2,515 2,360 4,875 2,015 1,939 3,954 -19% 3,067 2,368 5,435 11% 37%
Pine Rd W of SR 16 3,141 3,171 6,312 3,564 3,513 7,077 4,109 4,104 8,213 16% 5,535 5,291 10,826 53% 32%
SR 16 W of Newnan Byp 2,440 2,392 4,832 2,070 2,106 4,176 4,964 4,931 9,895 137% 9,320 10,337 19,657 371% 99%
SR 16 E of Newnan Byp 2,440 2,392 4,832 2,070 2,106 4,176 4,964 4,931 9,895 137% 9,320 10,337 19,657 371% 99%
US27 N of SR16 Intersection 6,045 6,142 12,187 6,079 5,713 11,792 11,439 11,306 22,745 93% 13,837 12,899 26,736 127% 18%
US27 N of I-85 Interchange 9,315 9,498 18,813 9,136 8,687 17,823 15,716 15,621 31,337 76% 20,749 18,549 39,298 120% 25%
US27 S of I-85 Interchange 5,264 4,879 10,143 5,476 5,127 10,603 15,242 15,522 30,764 190% 21,416 18,925 40,341 280% 31%

Table 9. ARC Model Traffic Volumes (True Nobuild w/out Poplar Interchage and Newnan Bypass) - Coweta County

Location
2005 2010 2020 % Growth 

(2010-20)
2030 % Growth 

(2010-30)
% Growth 
(2020-30)

NB/WB SB/EB Total NB/WB SB/EB Total NB/WB SB/EB Total NB/WB SB/EB Total
SR34 W of Newnan Byp 9,239 9,060 18,299 9,986 9,663 19,649 14,207 14,173 28,380 44% 13,255 13,812 27,067 38% -5%
SR 34 E of Newnan Byp 13,471 13,323 26,794 19,611 19,502 39,113 19,792 19,884 39,676 1% 24,261 24,610 48,871 25% 23%
SR 34 E of Newnan Crossing Blvd 13,327 13,907 27,234 18,447 19,008 37,455 19,199 19,656 38,855 4% 24,085 24,432 48,517 30% 25%
SR 34 W of I-85 13,327 13,963 27,290 18,610 19,191 37,801 19,982 20,524 40,506 7% 26,520 27,026 53,546 42% 32%
SR 34 E of I-85 12,420 12,003 24,423 17,336 15,904 33,240 17,137 16,174 33,311 0% 22,091 20,612 42,703 28% 28%
Poplar Rd W of Newnan Byp 5,915 5,841 11,756 5,096 5,367 10,463 4,614 4,304 8,918 -15% 7,333 3,921 11,254 8% 26%
Poplar Rd W of Interchange 3,956 4,013 7,969 4,085 4,032 8,117 8,837 8,394 17,231 112% 10,667 10,135 20,802 156% 21%
Poplar Rd E of Interchange 3,956 4,013 7,969 4,085 4,032 8,117 10,284 10,362 20,646 154% 11,489 11,976 23,465 189% 14%
I-85 N of Poplar Rd Interchange 21,794 22,092 43,886 25,052 25,871 50,923 31,507 32,313 63,820 25% 47,898 49,042 96,940 90% 52%
I-85 S of Poplar Rd Interchange 21,794 22,092 43,886 25,052 25,871 50,923 29,685 29,967 59,652 17% 47,570 47,691 95,261 87% 60%
I-85 S of US27/SR16 Interchange 22,451 23,306 45,757 24,445 25,174 49,619 28,723 29,777 58,500 18% 38,477 38,961 77,438 56% 32%
Newnan Byp S of Lower Fayettville 2,834 2,959 5,793 2,747 2,422 5,169 4,763 4,624 9,387 82% 5,971 4,514 10,485 103% 12%
Newnan Byp N of Poplar 2,834 2,959 5,793 2,747 2,422 5,169 4,825 2,457 7,282 41% 3,007 7,172 10,179 97% 40%
Newnan Byp N of Turkey Creek Rd 9 0 9 276 272 548 540 507 1,047 91% 2,875 4,160 7,035 1184% 572%
Newnan Byp S of Turkey Creek Rd - - - - - - 846 853 1,699 - 4,889 5,549 10,438 - 514%
Newnan Byp N of SR 16 - - - - - - 628 613 1,241 - 5,900 6,203 12,103 - 875%
Turkey Creek Rd W of Newnan Byp 906 843 1,749 2,240 2,088 4,328 1,929 1,945 3,874 -10% 3,688 3,030 6,718 55% 73%
Turkey Creek Rd E of Newnan Byp 913 843 1,756 2,515 2,360 4,875 2,532 2,509 5,041 3% 2,800 2,770 5,570 14% 10%
Pine Rd W of SR 16 3,141 3,171 6,312 3,564 3,513 7,077 3,244 3,326 6,570 -7% 5,363 5,476 10,839 53% 65%
SR 16 W of Newnan Byp 2,440 2,392 4,832 2,070 2,106 4,176 4,267 4,286 8,553 105% 6,369 7,248 13,617 226% 59%
SR 16 E of Newnan Byp 2,440 2,392 4,832 2,070 2,106 4,176 4,772 4,775 9,547 129% 10,159 11,341 21,500 415% 125%
US27 N of SR16 Intersection 6,045 6,142 12,187 6,079 5,713 11,792 7,181 7,215 14,396 22% 11,957 11,513 23,470 99% 63%
US27 N of I-85 Interchange 9,315 9,498 18,813 9,136 8,687 17,823 9,904 9,997 19,901 12% 17,744 16,532 34,276 92% 72%
US27 S of I-85 Interchange 5,264 4,879 10,143 5,476 5,127 10,603 5,943 5,276 11,219 6% 21,197 19,566 40,763 284% 263%

Table 10. ARC Model Traffic Volumes with I-85 and Poplar Rd Interchange and Newnan Bypass Extension- Coweta County

Location
2005 2010 2020 % Growth 

(2010-20)
2030 % Growth 

(2010-30)
% Growth 
(2020-30)

NB/WB SB/EB Total NB/WB SB/EB Total
SR34 W of Newnan Byp 1,483 1,437 2,920 -3,963 -4,778 -8,741
SR 34 E of Newnan Byp -2,439 -1,724 -4,163 -2,449 -2,774 -5,223
SR 34 E of Newnan Crossing Blvd -2,638 -1,915 -4,553 -3,119 -2,827 -5,946
SR 34 W of I-85 -2,688 -2,691 -5,379 -3,587 -3,498 -7,085
SR 34 E of I-85 -1,749 -1,495 -3,244 -3,122 -2,153 -5,275
Poplar Rd W of Newnan Byp 936 653 1,589 292 3,686 3,978
Poplar Rd W of Interchange 2,212 1,356 3,568 3,207 2,187 5,394
Poplar Rd E of Interchange 3,659 3,324 6,983 5,124 4,467 9,591
I-85 N of Poplar Rd Interchange -2,459 -2,135 -4,594 -6,751 -6,337 -13,088
I-85 S of Poplar Rd Interchange -4,281 -4,481 -8,762 -9,608 -9,557 -19,165
I-85 S of US27/SR16 Interchange 64 26,902 26,966 -2,833 -2,346 -5,179
Newnan Byp S of Lower Fayettville -1,112 -1,675 -2,787 -3,249 -1,784 -5,033
Newnan Byp N of Poplar 1,772 -996 776 963 -3,471 -2,508
Newnan Byp N of Turkey Creek Rd 434 439 873 242 221 463
Newnan Byp S of Turkey Creek Rd - - - - - -
Newnan Byp N of SR 16 - - - - - -
Turkey Creek Rd W of Newnan Byp 20 74 94 -32 778 746
Turkey Creek Rd E of Newnan Byp 517 570 1,087 378 1,155 1,533
Pine Rd W of SR 16 -865 -778 -1,643 -755 -463 -1,218
SR 16 W of Newnan Byp -697 -645 -1,342 -3,569 -4,459 -8,028
SR 16 E of Newnan Byp -192 -156 -348 -2,765 -3,687 -6,452
US27 N of SR16 Intersection -4,258 -4,091 -8,349 -4,389 -3,505 -7,894
US27 N of I-85 Interchange -5,812 -5,624 -11,436 -7,239 -5,172 -12,411
US27 S of I-85 Interchange -9,299 -10,246 -19,545 -13,688 -12,098 -25,786

Table 11. Volume Difference between Build and No Build (Table 10-Table 9)

Location
2020 2030
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Select Link Analysis 

CS performed a select link analysis to determine the origins and destinations of vehicles 
that might use the new interchange and bypass extension. The select links included Poplar 
Road and four ramps of the interchange. The select link analysis are shown in Maps 1 
through 7 attached. 

VMT VHT VMT VHT

2020 No Build 187,612,781 7,463,097

2020 Build 187,207,643 7,443,223

2030 No Build 216,475,233 9,047,704

2030 Build 216,333,865 9,042,867

-405,138 -19,874

-141,368 -4,838

Table 12. ARC Model Runs by Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 
and Vehicle Hours Traveled (VHT)

TOTAL Difference (B-NB)
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at
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d
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ra
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w
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ra
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d
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w
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d
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d
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p
ro
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p
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A
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p
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c
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p
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ro
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p
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ro
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f
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d
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d
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d
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p
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at
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at
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p
ro
vi
d
ed

to
A
R
C
b
y
C
o
w
et
a
C
o
u
n
ty

fo
r
th
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d
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b
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ra
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d
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at
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at
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c
ge
n
er
at
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c
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at
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d
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b
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d
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d
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p
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p
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p
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d
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d
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b
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c
co
u
n
ts
.
Ye
ar

2
0
2
0
an
d
2
0
3
0
m
o
d
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d
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b
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at
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c
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ra
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d
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P
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p
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p
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p
en

in
g
ye
ar

2
0
3
5
Tw

en
ty

ye
ar
s
af
te
r
o
p
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P
in
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ro
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n
d
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P
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c
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b
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is
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p
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w
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is
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b
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b
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P
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p
la
r
R
o
ad

at
I
8
5
(2
0
1
0
an
d
2
0
1
5
)

0
.1
0

6
4
%

U
S
2
7
/2
9
/S
R
1
4
an
d
SR

1
6
at

I
8
5

0
.0
8

5
4
%

K
an
d
D
Fa
ct
o
rs
fo
r
St
u
d
y
A
re
a

P
M

P
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p
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w
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p
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r
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p
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p
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p
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