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PROJECT LOCATION 
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PLANNING & BACKGROUND DATA 
Project Justification Statement:  This project was initiated by the local government of Newton County. It is an 
intersection improvement project intended to improve traffic flow on SR 81 and SR 142 and to reduce the 
potential for crashes at the intersection.   
 
The predominate existing and projected traffic pattern at this intersection are the movements of southbound 
left-turns on SR 81 and the westbound right-turns on SR 142.  The southbound left-turn traffic queues during 
the AM peak hour and the westbound right-turn traffic on SR 142 queues in the afternoon. The proposed 
project would realign the intersection to provide through traffic movements from southbound SR 81 to 
westbound SR 142 and vice versa.  This realignment would increase traffic flow during the AM and PM peak 
hours.  
 
The three-year crash data from 2010-2012 shown in Attachment 4 indicates that 60% of the traffic crashes are 
rear-end collisions, which is an indicator of traffic congestion.  The proposed project would realign the 
intersection and increase traffic flow on SR 81 and SR 142, thereby reducing the potential for rear-end 
collisions. 
 
The current Average Daily Traffic (ADT) on SR 81 is 12,400 vehicles per day (vpd) north of SR 142 and 5,200 vpd 
south of SR 142.  The existing ADT for SR 142 is 7,400 vpd.  Traffic is expected to grow by the design year 2038 
to 25,800 vpd on SR 81 north of SR 142 and 10,800 vpd south of SR 142 with or without the proposed project.  
SR 142 is expected to grow by the design year 2038 to 15,400 vpd with or without the proposed project.  The 
corresponding existing Level of Service (LOS) of the intersection is LOS B/C during the AM/PM peak hours.  The 
2038 no-build LOS at the intersection would be LOS F for both the AM and PM peak hours.   The 2038 build LOS 
at the intersection would be LOS B/C during the AM/PM peak hours.  The build condition would include 
realignment of the intersection, a right-turn lane on southbound SR 81 and would be traffic signal controlled by 
the year 2038. 
 
Existing conditions:  The intersection of SR 81 and SR 142 forms a Y-intersection with stop sign control on SR 
142.  There are no sidewalks or turn lanes at this intersection.   
 
The intersection contains aerial utilities along the west side of SR 81 and along the northeast side of SR 142.     
 
Other projects in the area:  None 
 
Description of the proposed project:  The proposed intersection would be reconstructed to align the north 
leg of SR 81 with the east leg of SR 142.  The south leg of SR 81 would form a stop-sign-controlled T-intersection 
with the realigned SR 142.  The only turn lane proposed would be a right turn lane for the southbound SR 81 
movement to continue on southbound SR 81. 
 
The intersection realignment would have a right-of-way width of 80-100 feet.  The length of the project is 
approximately 0.5 mile including SR 81 and SR 142. 
 
MPO: Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC)    MPO Project ID NE-101  
  
Regional Commission:  Atlanta Regional Commission    RC Project ID  NE-101 
 
Congressional District(s):  4 
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Major Interchanges/Intersections:   SR 81 at SR 142 
 
Lighting required:     No     Yes 
 
Transportation Management Plan [TMP] Required:    No   Yes  

If Yes: Project classified as:      Non-Significant  Significant 
TMP Components Anticipated:   TTC   TO   PI 
 

Will Context Sensitive Solutions procedures be utilized?   No   Yes 
 
Design Exceptions to FHWA/AASHTO controlling criteria anticipated: The proposed curve linking SR 142 
with the north leg of SR 81 only meets a 45 mph design speed. In order to maintain the current posted 55 
mph speed limit and to avoid significant impacts to the gas station property, a design exception will be 
pursued for horizontal curve radius. 
 
Design Variances to GDOT Standard Criteria anticipated: None 
 

UTILITY AND PROPERTY 
Temporary State Route Needed:    No   Yes   Undetermined 
 
Railroad Involvement:   None 
  
Utility Involvements:   There is an existing aerial line running through the project limits. Other utility 
facilities have yet to be identified. 
 
SUE Required:    No   Yes 
 
Public Interest Determination Policy and Procedure recommended (Utilities)?   No   Yes  
 
Right-of-Way:  Existing width:  80-100 ft  Proposed width:  80-100 ft 
 
Required Right-of-Way anticipated:  No   Yes   Undetermined 
Easements anticipated:   None  Temporary  Permanent  Utility  Other 
 

Anticipated number of impacted parcels:   2 to 5 
Displacements anticipated: Total: 0 

 Businesses: 0 
 Residences: 0 
 Other:  0 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL AND PERMITS 
Anticipated Environmental Document:  

GEPA:    NEPA:    CE   PCE  
 
MS4 Compliance – Is the project located in an MS4 area?   No   Yes 
The project is located in Newton County which is an MS4 area; however, the project would be adding less 
than 5,000 square feet of new impervious area (pavement)  so it should be exempt from MS4 
requirements. 
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ALTERNATIVES DISCUSSION 
Preferred Alternative:  This alternative would be reconstructed to align the north leg of SR 81 with the east leg 
of SR 142.  The south leg of SR 81 would form a stop-sign-controlled T-intersection with the realigned SR 142.  

Estimated Property Impacts: 2 to 5  Estimated Total Cost: $743,372 

Estimated ROW Cost: $170,000 Estimated CST Time: 9-12 months 

Rationale:  Traffic congestion would be reduced and would in turn reduce the potential for left-turning  and rear-
end collisions. 

No-Build Alternative:  Newton County would not take any action to improve the intersection. 

Rationale:  The intersection would continue to have traffic congestion that in turn would create the potential for 
rear-end and left-turning collisions. 

Alternative 1:  The alternative would construct a multi-lane roundabout at the intersection. 

Estimated Property Impacts: 7  Estimated Total Cost: $1,500,000 

Estimated ROW Cost: $437,500 Estimated CST Time: 18 months 

Rationale:  The travel speed on SR 81 and SR 142 would have to be reduced from 55 to 35 mph, which is 
undesirable and contrary to driver expections.  The roundabout would have to be designed as a multi-lane to 
accommodate existing and projected traffic volumes.  A multi-lane roundabout would require more right-of-way 
and impact the only two commercial properties at the intersection.  Also, the construction costs would be greater 
than the preferred alternative and construction time would be longer.  Additionally, this intersection is at a rural 
crossing of two major state routes and has truck traffic that would have to be accommodated within the 
roundabout design which is not desirable. 

 

Comments/Additional Information: None 

   

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS/SUPPORTING DATA  
1. Concept Layout 
2. Typical sections 

3. Cost Estimates 
4. Crash summaries 
5. Traffic diagrams  
6. Capacity analysis summary  
7. Signal Warrant Analysis 
8. Roundabout Analysis 
9. Meeting Minutes 
10. Signed Agreements 
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FILE P.I. No. OFFICE

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

DATE September 24, 2014

From:

To: Lisa L. Myers, State Project Review Engineer

Subject: REVISIONS TO PROGRAMMED COSTS

MGMT LET DATE

PROJECT MANAGER

MGMT ROW DATE

PROGRAMMED COSTS (TPro W/OUT INFLATION) LAST ESTIMATE UPDATE

CONSTRUCTION $ 682,500.00                          DATE

RIGHT OF WAY $ 100,000.00                          DATE

UTILITIES $ 100,000.00                          DATE

REVISED COST ESTIMATES

CONSTRUCTION* $ 483,374.78                          

RIGHT OF WAY $ 170,000.00                          

UTILITIES $ -                                       

  *Cost Contains 5  % Contingency

REASONS FOR COST INCREASE AND CONTINGENCY JUSTIFICATION:

Page 1 REVISIONS TO PROGRAMMED COSTS TEMPLATE - REVISED JULY 1, 2014

INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

STATE OF GEORGIA

-----------------------------

Office of Program 

Delivery

SR 81 at SR 142 Intersection Improvement

Cost estimate is slightly less than originally estimated.

0012648

Daniel Chastain



A.
CONSTRUCTION           

COST ESTIMATE:
$ Base Estimate From CES

B.
ENGINEERING AND 

INSPECTION (E & I):
$ Base Estimate (A)  x 5 %

C. CONTINGENCY: $ Base Estimate (A) +  E & I (B) x 5 %

See % Table in "Risk Based Cost 

Estimation" Memo

D.
TOTAL LIQUID AC 

ADJUSTMENT:
$  Total From Liquid AC Spreadsheet

E. CONSTRUCTION TOTAL: $ (A + B + C + D = E)

ATTACHMENTS:

Detailed Cost Estimate Printout From CES

Liquid AC Adjustment Spreadsheet

REVISIONS TO PROGRAMMED COSTS TEMPLATE - REVISED JULY 1, 2014 Page 2

CONTINGENCY SUMMARY

REIMBURSABLE COST

TOTAL  $                                                                                            -   

                415,014.00 

                  20,750.70 

UTILITY OWNER

REIMBURSABLE UTILTY COSTS

                483,374.78 

25,821.85                 

                  21,788.24 

http://www.dot.ga.gov/doingbusiness/PoliciesManuals/roads/EngineeringServices/Risk Based Cost Estimation.pdf
http://www.dot.ga.gov/doingbusiness/PoliciesManuals/roads/EngineeringServices/Risk Based Cost Estimation.pdf
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PROJ. NO. CALL NO. 9/29/2009

P.I. NO. 

DATE

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

REG. UNLEADED Sep-14 3.335$         

DIESEL 3.765$         

LIQUID AC 618.00$      

LIQUID AC  ADJUSTMENTS

PA=[((APM-APL)/APL)]xTMTxAPL

Asphalt

Price Adjustment (PA) 25399.8 25,399.80$                    

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month placed (APM) Max. Cap 60% 988.80$              

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month project let (APL) 618.00$              

Total Monthly Tonnage of asphalt cement (TMT) 68.5

ASPHALT Tons %AC  AC ton

Leveling 70 5.0% 3.5

12.5 OGFC 5.0% 0

12.5 mm 285 5.0% 14.25

9.5 mm SP 5.0% 0

25 mm SP 675 5.0% 33.75

19 mm SP 340 5.0% 17

1370 68.5

BITUMINOUS TACK COAT

Price Adjustment (PA) 422.05$              422.05$                          

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month placed (APM) Max. Cap 60% 988.80$              

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month project let (APL) 618.00$              

Total Monthly Tonnage of asphalt cement (TMT) 1.138201744

Bitum Tack

Gals gals/ton tons

265 232.8234 1.13820174

BITUMINOUS TACK COAT (surface treatment)

Price Adjustment (PA) 0 -$                                

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month placed (APM) Max. Cap 60% 988.80$              

Monthly Asphalt Cement Price month project let (APL) 618.00$              

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 25,821.85$                    

0012648

9/26/2014

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

http://www.dot.ga.gov/doingbusiness/Materials/Pages/asphaltcementindex.aspx
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8/29/14

Non-Reinbursable

Utility Quantity Unit Cost per unit Costs

Georgia Power Distribution 2 ea $20,000.00 $40,000.00

These poles have multiple 

Circuits- Require bigger poles

Includes lighting, transformers

drops, guying, switches

Zig-Zags, shortspans, road 

crossings for feeds, etc.

CATV (Aerial) 150 Feet $8.00 $1,200.00

1 Coax & 1 Fiber

Cable Total $1,200.00

AT&T Distribution

Aerial Cable 150 Feet $40.00 $6,000.00

Underground Cable 150 Feet $55.00 $8,250.00

Direct Bury

Relocate Cabinet/drops 1 EA $15,000.00 $15,000.00

Adjust manhole to grade 1 EA $3,500.00 $3,500.00

Phone Total $32,750.00

Atlanta Gas Light

4 in MP HDPE 60 Feet $24.00 $1,440.00

Gas Service Conn 1 Ea $2,000.00 $2,000.00

Gas Total $3,440.00

Water

All other size DIP 260 Feet $68.00 $17,680.00

Long side feeds 1 Ea $1,500.00 $1,500.00

Water Total $19,180.00

Sanitary Sewer

Adjust Sanitary Sewer MH 1 Ea $10,300.00 $10,300.00

Sanitary Sewer Total $10,300.00

Total $106,870.00

SR81 @ SR142 Intersection Utility Cost Estimate



 

 

 
 
 
 

Attachment 4 
Crash Summaries 

  



Summary of Crash Data by Type from 2010 to 2012 

Intersection of SR 81 at SR 142 
 

Year 
Total Number 

of Crashes 

Total Number 

of Injuries 
Right Angle Rear-End Left-Turn 

Other Type 

of Collision 

2010 5 7 0 4 1 0 

2011 4 7 0 2 2 0 

2012 1 2 0 0 1 0 

Totals 10 16 0 6 4 0 

 



 

 
 
 

Attachment 5 
Traffic Diagrams 

  



Department of Transportation 
State of Georgia 

__________________________________________
_________________________  

 
INTERDEPARTMENT CORRESPONDENCE 

 
 

FILE               Newton County     OFFICE Planning 
                   P.I. # 0012648 

                  DATE    March 4, 2014 
 

FROM           Cynthia L. VanDyke, State Transportation Planning Administrator 
 
TO              Albert Shelby, State Program Delivery Engineer 
                   Attention: Daniel Chastain 
 

SUBJECT Design Traffic Review for SR 81 @ SR 142.   

We have reviewed the consultant’s Design Traffic for the above project. The 
Design Traffic is approved.   

If you have any questions concerning this information, please contact 
Rhonda Niles at (404) 631-1924. 

 

CLV/RFN 













 

 
 
 

Attachment 6 
Capacity Analysis Summary 

  



SUMMARY OF CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
 

          

SR 81 @ SR 142  

Intersection LOS (delay) 

Year 
No-Build* Build 

AM PM AM PM 

2013 B (13.4) C (19.0) N/A N/A 

2018 C (16.2) D (29.4) A (8.8) B (10.3) 

2038 
F 

(342.8) 
F 

(608.2) B (17.8) C (28.3) 

* No-Build condition is Stop-Controlled. 

** Build Condition is signalized and with turning lanes. 

      



 

 
 
 

Attachment 7 
Signal Warrant Analysis 

  



Traffic Signal Warrant Study
SR 81 at Realigned SR 142

Existing Traffic Analysis
Signal Warrants - Summary

Major Street Approaches Minor Street Approaches

Northbound:   SR 142

Number of Lanes: 1

85% Speed < 40 MPH.

Total Approach Volume: 3,649

Eastbound:   SR 81

Number of Lanes: 1

Total Approach Volume: 2,550

Southbound:   SR 81

Number of Lanes: 2

85% Speed < 40 MPH.

Total Approach Volume: 6,197

Warrant Summary (Urban values apply.)

 Warrant 1 - Eight Hour Vehicular Volumes  ........................................................................................................................... Not Satisfied

 Warrant 1A - Minimum Vehicular Volume  .........................................................................................Not Satisfied

Required volumes reached for 4 hours, 8 are needed

 Warrant 1B - Interruption of Continuous Traffic  ..............................................................................Not Satisfied

Required volumes reached for 1 hours, 8 are needed

 Warrant 1 A&B - Combination of Warrants  ......................................................................................Not Satisfied

Required volumes reached for 4 hours, 8 are needed

 Warrant 2 - Four Hour Volumes  ............................................................................................................................................. Not Satisfied

Number of hours (1) volumes exceed minimum < minimum required (4).

 Warrant 3 - Peak Hour  ............................................................................................................................................................. Not Evaluated

 Warrant 3A - Peak Hour Delay  ...........................................................................................................Not Evaluated

 Warrant 3B - Peak Hour Volumes  ......................................................................................................Not Evaluated

 Warrant 4 - Pedestrian Volumes  ............................................................................................................................................ Not Evaluated

 Warrant 5 - School Crossing  .................................................................................................................................................. Not Evaluated

 Warrant 6 - Coordinated Signal System  ................................................................................................................................ Not Evaluated

 Warrant 7 - Crash Experience  ................................................................................................................................................ Not Evaluated

 Warrant 8 - Roadway Network  ............................................................................................................................................... Not Evaluated

 Warrant 9 - Intersection Near a Grade Crossing  .................................................................................................................. Not Evaluated



Traffic Signal Warrant Study
SR 81 at Realigned SR 142

Existing Traffic Analysis
Signal Warrants - Summary
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Warrant Curves

Peak Hour Warrant
Four Hour Warrant

[Urban,  2+ major lanes and 1 minor lane curves used]

16:15

15:1517:1514:15

07:0006:4506:3006:15
14:0013:4513:3013:15
08:0007:4507:3007:15

09:0008:4508:30

Analysis of 8-Hour Volume Warrants:
War 1A-Minimum Volume War 1B-Interruption of Traffic War 1C-Combination of Warrants

Hour Major Minor Maj Min Hour Major Minor Maj Min Hour Major Minor Maj Min

Begin Total Vol Dir 600 150 Begin Total Vol Dir 900 75 Begin Total Vol Dir 720 120

16:15 1,010 260 EB Yes Yes 16:15 1,010 260 EB Yes Yes 16:15 1,010 260 EB Yes Yes

15:15 768 211 EB Yes Yes 07:00 875 135 EB No Yes 06:15 875 135 EB Yes Yes

17:15 743 203 EB Yes Yes 06:45 875 135 EB No Yes 15:15 768 211 EB Yes Yes

14:15 684 195 EB Yes Yes 06:30 875 135 EB No Yes 17:15 743 203 EB Yes Yes

07:00 875 135 EB Yes No 06:15 875 135 EB No Yes 15:00 684 195 EB No Yes

06:45 875 135 EB Yes No 16:00 768 211 EB No Yes 14:45 684 195 EB No Yes

06:30 875 135 EB Yes No 15:45 768 211 EB No Yes 14:30 684 195 EB No Yes

06:15 875 135 EB Yes No 15:30 768 211 EB No Yes 14:15 684 195 EB No Yes

14:00 594 149 EB No No 15:15 768 211 EB No Yes 14:00 594 149 EB No Yes

13:45 594 149 EB No No 18:00 743 203 EB No Yes 13:45 594 149 EB No Yes

13:30 594 149 EB No No 17:45 743 203 EB No Yes 13:30 594 149 EB No Yes

13:15 594 149 EB No No 17:30 743 203 EB No Yes 13:15 594 149 EB No Yes

08:00 590 128 EB No No 17:15 743 203 EB No Yes 08:00 590 128 EB No Yes

07:45 590 128 EB No No 15:00 684 195 EB No Yes 07:45 590 128 EB No Yes

07:30 590 128 EB No No 14:45 684 195 EB No Yes 07:30 590 128 EB No Yes

07:15 590 128 EB No No 14:30 684 195 EB No Yes 07:15 590 128 EB No Yes

09:00 522 110 EB No No 14:15 684 195 EB No Yes 09:00 522 110 EB No No 

08:45 522 110 EB No No 14:00 594 149 EB No Yes 08:45 522 110 EB No No 

08:30 522 110 EB No No 13:45 594 149 EB No Yes 08:30 522 110 EB No No 

08:15 522 110 EB No No 13:30 594 149 EB No Yes 08:15 522 110 EB No No 

06:00 500 111 EB No No 13:15 594 149 EB No Yes 06:00 500 111 EB No No 

05:45 500 111 EB No No 08:00 590 128 EB No Yes 05:45 500 111 EB No No 

05:30 500 111 EB No No 07:45 590 128 EB No Yes 05:30 500 111 EB No No 

05:15 500 111 EB No No 07:30 590 128 EB No Yes 05:15 500 111 EB No No 
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Roundabout Analysis Tool v 2.1
2/24/12

Analyst:

Agency/Company:

Date:

Project Name or PI#:

Year, Peak Period:

County/District:

Intersection:

Roundabout Considerations Worksheet

# of circulatory lanes ADTs (current/ build year) % traffic on Major Road

Single Lane less than 25,000 less than 90%   

Multi-Lane less than 45,000 less than 90%

Volume Information (for Analysis Time Period)

1 Enter the Major/Minor Street ADT Volumes in the Chart below:

Volumes Split
Major Street 25,800 70%

Minor Street 10,800 30%

Total volumes 36,600

Proximity to Other Intersections

2 How close is the nearest signal (miles or feet)? 4 mi 0 '

3 Is the proposed intersection located within a coordinated signal network?

NO

NEWTON, GA

David A. Fairlie

MAAI

April, 2014

0012648

2038 AM

SR-81 @ SR-142

Insert Project Information 
Here in the BLUE SPACE.  
This information is linked 
to the Single Lane and 
Multi Lane Worksheets. 

Welcome to GDOT's Roundabout Analysis Tool.  This tool is designed for the user to determine the functionality of a 
proposed roundabout.  The analysis is based on the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual Methodology and NCHRP Report 672, 
FHWA's Roundabout Informational Guide.  Please read the notes in the Instructions tab before using the spreadsheet. 

Roundabouts may not operate well if there is too much traffic entering the intersection or if the 
percentage of traffic on the major road is too high. Candidate intersections shall be analyzed to determine 
whether a roundabout will perform acceptably. Shown below are thresholds to determine if a roundabout 
capacity analysis is required: 

Other things to consider when evaluating roundabouts as an alternative are Right of Way, sight distance, 
environmental impacts, and access to adjacent properties. 

Go up to next section… 

Georgia Department of Transportation Office of Traffic Operations



Roundabout Characteristics

Roundabout Type: Chart Key:

# of Approaches: 3 Single Lane

Name of Streets: SR-81 (NB) All

SR-81 (SB) Bypass?
SR-142 Multi-lane

Inner Ln Outer Ln

Bypass?

Approach Leg Characteristics:

North Leg (1) NE Leg (2) East Leg (3) SE Leg (4)

Street Name:
Entry Lane Config Left only Thru-Left All All Right only All

Bypass to Adj Leg? No No No

South Leg (5) SW Leg (6) West Leg (7) NW Leg (8)

Street Name:

Entry Lane Config Thru Thru-Right All All

Bypass to Adj Leg? No

SR-81 (SB) SR-142

Street Name

Multi-Lane

SR-81 (NB)

Street Name

Proposed Design Configuration Chart 
 
Directions for this Section only: (see Instructions Tab for other sections) 

1.  Select the type of roundabout you are analyzing. 
2.  Key in the number of approaches and the street names at the proposed intersections. 
3.  Complete the Approach Characteristics Chart: 
      a.  Select the Street Name from the pulldown menu for each approach leg 
      b.  Select the Lane Type for each entry apporach lane 
            *The first box is the inner lane, the second box is the outer lane 

      c.   Select Yes or No if a right turn bypass will be added to each approach leg 

Georgia Department of Transportation Office of Traffic Operations



Preliminary Roundabout Rendering**

North Leg (1)

SR-81 (SB)

West Leg (7)

0  

Right only
All

0

0

 East Leg (3)

SR-142

South Leg (5)

SR-81 (NB)

NW Leg (8) NE Leg (2)

0 0

All  

0 0

 All

 

0 0

All All

0 SE Leg (4)

 0

SW Leg (6)

Additional Legs

Th
ru

-R
ig

h
t

Th
ru

Le
ft

 o
n

ly

Th
ru

-L
ef

t

**Note  
This roundabout sketch does not 
include the secondary cardinal 
direction legs due to restrictions in 
the Excel software.  For complex 
roundabouts, a separate sketch is 
recommended by the designer. 

Georgia Department of Transportation Office of Traffic Operations



Roundabout Analysis Tool

Single Lane

5/19/2014

Version 2.1

General & Site Information v2.1

Analyst:

Agency/Co:

Date:

Project or PI#:

Year, Peak Hour:

County/District:

Entry Legs (FROM)

N (1) NE (2) E (3) SE (4) S (5) SW (6) W (7) NW (8)

455 280

915 10

425 20

1340 0 475 0 290 0 0 0

N NE E SE S SW W NW

90% 100% 88% 100% 90% 100% 100% 100%

10% 0% 12% 0% 10% 0% 0% 0%

0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

0.909 1.000 0.893 1.000 0.909 1.000 1.000 1.000

1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

N NE E SE S SW W NW

0 0 554 0 335 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1094 0 0 0 12 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

508 0 24 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1602 0 578 0 347 0 0 0

24 0 335 0 1094 0 0 0

Standard Single Lane or Urban Compact

SW (6), vph

Volumes

W (7), vph

   N (1), vph

Exit               NE (2), vph

Legs                 E (3), vph

(TO)               SE (4), vph

S (5), vph

% Bicycle

# of Pedestrians (ped/hr)

PHF

NW (8), vph

Output        Total Vehicles

Volume Characteristics

% Cars

% Heavy Vehicles

FHV

Fped

Flow to Leg #  N (1), pcu/h

NE (2), pcu/h

E (3), pcu/h

Entry/Conflicting Flows

SE (4), pcu/h

S (5), pcu/h

SW (6), pcu/h

W (7), pcu/h

NW (8), pcu/h

Entry flow, pcu/h

Conflicting flow, pcu/h

Enter type here…

Roundabout Type

Standard Single Lane

David A. Fairlie

Intersection 

Name:

MAAI

April, 2014

0012648

2038 AM

NEWTON, GA

SR-81 @ SR-142

N 

SE 

NE 

E 

S 

SW 

W 

NW 

North 

Georgia Department of Transportation

Office of Traffic Operations



Roundabout Analysis Tool

Single Lane

5/19/2014

Version 2.1

N NE E SE S SW W NW

1003 NA 722 NA 344 NA NA NA
1457 NA 516 NA 315 NA NA NA

1.45 #VALUE! 0.72 #VALUE! 0.92 #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

223 #VALUE! 20 #VALUE! 65 #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

F #VALUE! C #VALUE! F #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

1791 #VALUE! 171 #VALUE! 254 #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

N NE E SE S SW W NW

1188 NA 911 NA 505 NA NA NA

1457 NA 516 NA 315 NA NA NA

1.35 #VALUE! 0.64 #VALUE! 0.69 #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

176 #VALUE! 14 #VALUE! 25 #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

F #VALUE! B #VALUE! C #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

1691 #VALUE! 131 #VALUE! 143 #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

v2.1

Unit Legend:

vph = vehicles per hour

PHF = peak hour factor

FHV = heavy vehicle factor

pcu = passenger car unit

     Bypass Lane Merge Point Analysis (if applicable)

Does the bypass have a dedicated receiving lane?

Volumes

Right Turn Volume removed from Entry Leg

Volume Characteristics (for entry leg)

PHF #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

FHV #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Fped #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

NOTE:  Volume Characteristics for Exit Leg are already taken into account

Entry/Conflicting Flows

Entry Flow, pcu/hr #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Conflicting Flow, pcu/hr #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Bypass Lane Results (HCM 2010 Model)

Entry Capacity of Bypass, vph #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Flow Rates of Exiting Traffic, vph #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

V/C ratio #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Control Delay, s/veh #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

LOS #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

95th % Queue (ft) #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Approach w/Bypass Delay, s/veh #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Approach w/Bypass LOS #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Bypass 

#1

Bypass 

#2

Bypass 

#3

Bypass 

#4

Bypass 

#5

Bypass 

#6

HCM 2010 Model (build)

Results: Approach Measures of Effectiveness

Entry Capacity, vph
Entry Flow Rates, vph

V/C ratio

Control Delay, s/veh

LOS

95th % Queue (ft)

Calibrated Model (future)

Entry Capacity, vph

V/C ratio

Control Delay, sec/pcu

Bypass Characteristics

Select Entry Leg from Bypass (FROM)

Select Exit Leg for Bypass (TO)

LOS

Entry Flow Rates, vph

95th % Queue (ft)

Notes:

Georgia Department of Transportation

Office of Traffic Operations



Roundabout Analysis Tool

Multi-Lane

5/19/2014

Version 2.1

General & Site Information v2.1

Analyst:

Agency/Co:

Date:

Project or PI#:

Year, Peak Hour:

County/District:

Intersection:

N1 (1) N2 (1) NE1 (2) NE2 (2) E1 (3) E2 (3) SE1 (4) SE2 (4)

Left Only Left-Thru SELECT SELECT Lf-Th-Rt Right only SELECT SELECT

205 250

710 205

425 20

710 630 0 0 225 250 0 0

S1 (5) S2 (5) SW1 (6) SW2 (6) W1 (7) W2 (7) NW1 (8) NW2 (8)

Thru Right-Thru SELECT SELECT SELECT SELECT SELECT SELECT

135 145

10

Entry Volume, vph 135 155 0 0 0 0 0 0

N NE E SE S SW W NW

2 0 2 0 2 0 0 0

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

N NE E SE S SW W NW

90% 100% 88% 100% 90% 100% 100% 100%

10% 0% 12% 0% 10% 0% 0% 0%

0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

0.909 1.000 0.893 1.000 0.909 1.000 1.000 1.000

1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

Volumes

Lane Designation

David A. Fairlie

MAAI

April, 2014

0012648

2038 AM

Entry Legs (FROM)

SW (6), vph

W (7), vph

NW (8), vph

Entry Volume, vph

Lane Designation

Legs                      E (3), vph

(TO)                   SE (4), vph

S (5), vph

SW (6), vph

W (7), vph

NW (8), vph

N (1), vph

NE (2), vph

E (3), vph

SE (4), vph

S (5), vph

NEWTON, GA

# of Entry Flow Lanes

# of Conflict Flow Lanes

Volume Characteristics

% Cars

% Heavy Vehicles

% Bicycles

# of Pedestrians (ped/hr)

PHF

Fhv

Fped

SR-81 @ SR-142

               N (1), vph

Exit                   NE (2), vph

N (1) 

SE 

NE 

E 

S (5) 

SW 

W 

NW (8) 

North 

NORTH

NO SCALE

= Circulatory Lane Flow Path

= Approach Lane Flow Path

= Exiting Lane Flow Path

= Bypass Lane Flow Path

Bypass Flow Merge Point 

of Analysis

Georgia Department of Transportation

Office of Traffic Operations



Roundabout Analysis Tool

Multi-Lane

5/19/2014

Version 2.1

N NE E SE S SW W NW

Flow to             N (1), pcu/h 0 0 554 0 335 0 0 0

 Leg #             NE (2), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

E (3), pcu/h 1094 0 0 0 12 0 0 0

SE (4), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

S (5), pcu/h 508 0 24 0 0 0 0 0

SW (6), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

W (7), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NW (8), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Entry flow, pcu/h 1602 0 578 0 347 0 0 0

Entry flow Lane 1, pcu/h 849 0 274 0 161 0 0 0

Entry flow Lane 2, pcu/h 753 0 304 0 185 0 0 0

Conflicting flow, pcu/h 24 0 335 0 1094 0 0 0
v2.1

Left Only Left-Thru Lf-Th-Rt Right only Thru Right-Thru Lane 1 Lane 2

1009 1010 785 798 452 478 NA NA

772 685 245 272 147 168 NA NA

0.77 0.68 0.31 0.34 0.32 0.35 #VALUE! #VALUE!

18.0 14.1 8.2 8.5 13.4 13.4 #VALUE! #VALUE!

C B A A B B #VALUE! #VALUE!

213 153 37 42 38 43 #VALUE! #VALUE!

Lane Designations Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 1 Lane 2

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

#VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

#VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

#VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

#VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

Left Only Left-Thru Lf-Th-Rt Right only Thru Right-Thru Lane 1 Lane 2

1455 1459 1048 1083 499 557 NA NA

772 685 245 272 147 168 NA NA

0.53 0.47 0.23 0.25 0.29 0.30 #VALUE! #VALUE!

7.9 7.0 5.6 5.7 11.7 10.8 #VALUE! #VALUE!

A A A A B B #VALUE! #VALUE!

90 71 25 28 33 35 #VALUE! #VALUE!

Lane Designations Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 1 Lane 2

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

#VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

#VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

#VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

#VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

v2.1

Control Delay, s/veh

LOS

95th % Queue (ft)

W
Lane Designations

Entry Capacity, veh/h

Entry Flow Rates, veh/h

V/C ratio

Calibrated Model (future yr) N E S

NE SE SW NW

Control Delay, s/veh

LOS

HCM 2010 Model (build yr)

Lane Designations

Entry Capacity, veh/h

Entry Flow Rates, veh/h

V/C ratio

N E S W

Control Delay, sec/pcu

LOS

Entry/Conflicting Flows

Results: Approach Measures of Effectiveness

95th % Queue (ft)
#VALUE!

95th % Queue (ft)

Entry Capacity, veh/h

Entry Flow Rates, veh/h

V/C ratio

Approach Delay, LOS 16.2 sec, LOS C 8.4 sec, LOS A 13.4 sec, LOS B

SE SW NW

Entry Capacity, veh/h

Approach Delay, LOS #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

Approach Delay, LOS 7.5 sec, LOS A 5.7 sec, LOS A 11.2 sec, LOS B #VALUE!

Approach Delay, LOS #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Entry Flow Rates, veh/h

V/C ratio

Control Delay, sec/pcu

LOS

95th % Queue (ft)

NE

NORTH

NO SCALE

= Circulatory Lane Flow Path

= Approach Lane Flow Path

= Exiting Lane Flow Path

= Bypass Lane Flow Path

Bypass Flow Merge Point 

of Analysis

Georgia Department of Transportation

Office of Traffic Operations



Roundabout Analysis Tool

Multi-Lane

5/19/2014

Version 2.1

Does the bypass have a dedicated receiving lane?

2 2 2 2 2 2

Volumes

Entry Leg:  Insert Right Turn Volume

Exit Leg:    (Select Input Method)

Lane Flow in Exit Leg***       

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) #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

FHV (Entry Leg) #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Fped #N/A #N/A #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 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Conflicting Critical Flow       

Bypass Lane Results 

Entry Capacity of Bypass, veh/h #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

Flow Rates of Exiting Traffic, veh/h #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

V/C ratio #VALUE! #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Control Delay, sec/pcu #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

LOS #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

95th % Queue (ft) #VALUE! #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

 

Select Entry Leg from Bypass (FROM)

Select Exit Leg for Bypass (TO)

# of Conflicting Exit Flow Lanes

Bypass 

#6

Bypass 

#1

Bypass 

#2

Bypass 

#3

Bypass 

#4

Bypass 

#5Bypass Characteristics

Sum of inner circulatory flow lane to exit leg (leg 

bypass merges into)

Sum of outer circulatory flow lane to exit leg (leg 

bypass merges into)

     Bypass Lane Merge Point Analysis (if applicable)

NORTH

NO SCALE

= Circulatory Lane Flow Path

= Approach Lane Flow Path

= Exiting Lane Flow Path

= Bypass Lane Flow Path

Bypass Flow Merge Point 

of Analysis

Georgia Department of Transportation

Office of Traffic Operations



Roundabout Analysis Tool

Single Lane

5/19/2014

Version 2.1

General & Site Information v2.1

Analyst:

Agency/Co:

Date:

Project or PI#:

Year, Peak Hour:

County/District:

Entry Legs (FROM)

N (1) NE (2) E (3) SE (4) S (5) SW (6) W (7) NW (8)

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

N NE E SE S SW W NW

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

N NE E SE S SW W NW

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Standard Single Lane or Urban Compact

SW (6), vph

Volumes

W (7), vph

   N (1), vph

Exit               NE (2), vph

Legs                 E (3), vph

(TO)               SE (4), vph

S (5), vph

% Bicycle

# of Pedestrians (ped/hr)

PHF

NW (8), vph

Output        Total Vehicles

Volume Characteristics

% Cars

% Heavy Vehicles

FHV

Fped

Flow to Leg #  N (1), pcu/h

NE (2), pcu/h

E (3), pcu/h

Entry/Conflicting Flows

SE (4), pcu/h

S (5), pcu/h

SW (6), pcu/h

W (7), pcu/h

NW (8), pcu/h

Entry flow, pcu/h

Conflicting flow, pcu/h

Enter type here…

Roundabout Type

Standard Single Lane

David A. Fairlie

Intersection 

Name:

MAAI

April, 2014

0012648

2038 PM

NEWTON, GA

SR-81 @ SR-142

N 

SE 

NE 

E 

S 

SW 

W 

NW 

North 

Georgia Department of Transportation

Office of Traffic Operations



Roundabout Analysis Tool

Single Lane

5/19/2014

Version 2.1

N NE E SE S SW W NW

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

#VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

#VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

#VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

#VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

N NE E SE S SW W NW

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

#VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

#VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

#VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

#VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

v2.1

Unit Legend:

vph = vehicles per hour

PHF = peak hour factor

FHV = heavy vehicle factor

pcu = passenger car unit

     Bypass Lane Merge Point Analysis (if applicable)

Does the bypass have a dedicated receiving lane?

Volumes

Right Turn Volume removed from Entry Leg

Volume Characteristics (for entry leg)

PHF #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

FHV #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Fped #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

NOTE:  Volume Characteristics for Exit Leg are already taken into account

Entry/Conflicting Flows

Entry Flow, pcu/hr #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Conflicting Flow, pcu/hr #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Bypass Lane Results (HCM 2010 Model)

Entry Capacity of Bypass, vph #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Flow Rates of Exiting Traffic, vph #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

V/C ratio #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Control Delay, s/veh #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

LOS #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

95th % Queue (ft) #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Approach w/Bypass Delay, s/veh #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Approach w/Bypass LOS #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Bypass 

#1

Bypass 

#2

Bypass 

#3

Bypass 

#4

Bypass 

#5

Bypass 

#6

HCM 2010 Model (build)

Results: Approach Measures of Effectiveness

Entry Capacity, vph
Entry Flow Rates, vph

V/C ratio

Control Delay, s/veh

LOS

95th % Queue (ft)

Calibrated Model (future)

Entry Capacity, vph

V/C ratio

Control Delay, sec/pcu

Bypass Characteristics

Select Entry Leg from Bypass (FROM)

Select Exit Leg for Bypass (TO)

LOS

Entry Flow Rates, vph

95th % Queue (ft)

Notes:

Georgia Department of Transportation

Office of Traffic Operations



Roundabout Analysis Tool

Multi-Lane

5/19/2014

Version 2.1

General & Site Information v2.1

Analyst:

Agency/Co:

Date:

Project or PI#:

Year, Peak Hour:

County/District:

Intersection:

N1 (1) N2 (1) NE1 (2) NE2 (2) E1 (3) E2 (3) SE1 (4) SE2 (4)

Left Only Left-Thru SELECT SELECT Lf-Th-Rt Right only SELECT SELECT

410 475

635

570 10

635 570 0 0 420 475 0 0

S1 (5) S2 (5) SW1 (6) SW2 (6) W1 (7) W2 (7) NW1 (8) NW2 (8)

Thru Right-Thru SELECT SELECT SELECT SELECT SELECT SELECT

260 280

10

Entry Volume, vph 260 290 0 0 0 0 0 0

N NE E SE S SW W NW

2 0 2 0 2 0 0 0

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

N NE E SE S SW W NW

90% 100% 88% 100% 90% 100% 100% 100%

10% 0% 12% 0% 10% 0% 0% 0%

0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

0.909 1.000 0.893 1.000 0.909 1.000 1.000 1.000

1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

Volumes

Lane Designation

David A. Fairlie

MAAI

April, 2014

0012648

2038 PM

Entry Legs (FROM)

SW (6), vph

W (7), vph

NW (8), vph

Entry Volume, vph

Lane Designation

Legs                      E (3), vph

(TO)                   SE (4), vph

S (5), vph

SW (6), vph

W (7), vph

NW (8), vph

N (1), vph

NE (2), vph

E (3), vph

SE (4), vph

S (5), vph

NEWTON, GA

# of Entry Flow Lanes

# of Conflict Flow Lanes

Volume Characteristics

% Cars

% Heavy Vehicles

% Bicycles

# of Pedestrians (ped/hr)

PHF

Fhv

Fped

SR-81 @ SR-142

               N (1), vph

Exit                   NE (2), vph

N (1) 

SE 

NE 

E 

S (5) 

SW 

W 

NW (8) 

North 

NORTH

NO SCALE

= Circulatory Lane Flow Path

= Approach Lane Flow Path

= Exiting Lane Flow Path

= Bypass Lane Flow Path

Bypass Flow Merge Point 

of Analysis

Georgia Department of Transportation

Office of Traffic Operations



Roundabout Analysis Tool

Multi-Lane

5/19/2014

Version 2.1

N NE E SE S SW W NW

Flow to             N (1), pcu/h 0 0 1077 0 646 0 0 0

 Leg #             NE (2), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

E (3), pcu/h 759 0 0 0 12 0 0 0

SE (4), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

S (5), pcu/h 682 0 12 0 0 0 0 0

SW (6), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

W (7), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NW (8), pcu/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Entry flow, pcu/h 1441 0 1090 0 658 0 0 0

Entry flow Lane 1, pcu/h 759 0 511 0 311 0 0 0

Entry flow Lane 2, pcu/h 682 0 578 0 347 0 0 0

Conflicting flow, pcu/h 12 0 646 0 759 0 0 0
v2.1

Left Only Left-Thru Lf-Th-Rt Right only Thru Right-Thru Lane 1 Lane 2

1018 1019 622 642 581 604 NA NA

690 620 457 516 283 315 NA NA

0.68 0.61 0.73 0.80 0.49 0.52 #VALUE! #VALUE!

14.0 11.9 23.8 28.6 14.3 14.9 #VALUE! #VALUE!

B B C D B B #VALUE! #VALUE!

153 118 178 227 73 83 #VALUE! #VALUE!

Lane Designations Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 1 Lane 2

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

#VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

#VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

#VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

#VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

Left Only Left-Thru Lf-Th-Rt Right only Thru Right-Thru Lane 1 Lane 2

1473 1475 768 819 698 753 NA NA

690 620 457 516 283 315 NA NA

0.47 0.42 0.59 0.63 0.41 0.42 #VALUE! #VALUE!

6.9 6.3 14.3 14.7 10.7 10.3 #VALUE! #VALUE!

A A B B B B #VALUE! #VALUE!

71 59 112 128 54 57 #VALUE! #VALUE!

Lane Designations Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 1 Lane 2 Lane 1 Lane 2

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

#VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

#VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

#VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

#VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

v2.1

Control Delay, s/veh

LOS

95th % Queue (ft)

W
Lane Designations

Entry Capacity, veh/h

Entry Flow Rates, veh/h

V/C ratio

Calibrated Model (future yr) N E S

NE SE SW NW

Control Delay, s/veh

LOS

HCM 2010 Model (build yr)

Lane Designations

Entry Capacity, veh/h

Entry Flow Rates, veh/h

V/C ratio

N E S W

Control Delay, sec/pcu

LOS

Entry/Conflicting Flows

Results: Approach Measures of Effectiveness

95th % Queue (ft)
#VALUE!

95th % Queue (ft)

Entry Capacity, veh/h

Entry Flow Rates, veh/h

V/C ratio

Approach Delay, LOS 13 sec, LOS B 26.3 sec, LOS D 14.6 sec, LOS B

SE SW NW

Entry Capacity, veh/h

Approach Delay, LOS #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

Approach Delay, LOS 6.6 sec, LOS A 14.5 sec, LOS B 10.5 sec, LOS B #VALUE!

Approach Delay, LOS #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Entry Flow Rates, veh/h

V/C ratio

Control Delay, sec/pcu

LOS

95th % Queue (ft)

NE

NORTH

NO SCALE

= Circulatory Lane Flow Path

= Approach Lane Flow Path

= Exiting Lane Flow Path

= Bypass Lane Flow Path

Bypass Flow Merge Point 

of Analysis

Georgia Department of Transportation

Office of Traffic Operations



Roundabout Analysis Tool

Multi-Lane

5/19/2014

Version 2.1

Does the bypass have a dedicated receiving lane?

2 2 2 2 2 2

Volumes

Entry Leg:  Insert Right Turn Volume

Exit Leg:    (Select Input Method)

Lane Flow in Exit Leg***       

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) #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

FHV (Entry Leg) #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Fped #N/A #N/A #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 #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Conflicting Critical Flow       

Bypass Lane Results 

Entry Capacity of Bypass, veh/h #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

Flow Rates of Exiting Traffic, veh/h #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

V/C ratio #VALUE! #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

Control Delay, sec/pcu #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

LOS #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE! #VALUE!

95th % Queue (ft) #VALUE! #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A

 

Select Entry Leg from Bypass (FROM)

Select Exit Leg for Bypass (TO)

# of Conflicting Exit Flow Lanes

Bypass 

#6

Bypass 

#1

Bypass 

#2

Bypass 

#3

Bypass 

#4

Bypass 

#5Bypass Characteristics

Sum of inner circulatory flow lane to exit leg (leg 

bypass merges into)

Sum of outer circulatory flow lane to exit leg (leg 

bypass merges into)

     Bypass Lane Merge Point Analysis (if applicable)

NORTH

NO SCALE

= Circulatory Lane Flow Path

= Approach Lane Flow Path

= Exiting Lane Flow Path

= Bypass Lane Flow Path

Bypass Flow Merge Point 

of Analysis

Georgia Department of Transportation

Office of Traffic Operations
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Project: Crowell Rd. @ Brown Bridge Rd., PI #0012645  Meeting Date 6/16/2014 

 SR 81 @ SR 142, PI #0012648  MA Project No. NEWT016 & NEWT017 

Meeting: Concept Team Meeting  CC: File NEWT016 

Location: 
Newton County Administrative Bldg 2nd Floor 
Conference Room 

  File NEWT017 

Prepared By: Will Sheehan    

Prepared On: July 1, 2014    

 
 

ATTENDEES ORGANIZATION EMAIL 
Tom Garrett 
Chester Clegg 
George Brewer 
Bessie Reina 
Kedrick Collins 
Aaron Burgess 
Bobby Dollar 
Winton Ward 
Robert Simpson 
Will Sheehan 

Newton County (Engineering) 
Newton County (Engineering) 
GDOT 
GDOT 
GDOT 
GDOT 
GDOT 
GDOT 
GDOT 
MAAI 

tgarrett@co.newton.ga.us 
cclegg@co.newton.ga.us 
gbrewer@dot.ga.gov 
breina@dot.ga.gov 
kecollins@dot.ga.gov 
aburgess@dot.ga.gov 
rdollar@dot.ga.gov 
wward@dot.ga.gov 
rosimpson@dot.ga.gov 
wsheehan@maai.net 

 
The purpose of this meeting was to discuss the Concept Report(s) for the above referenced projects prior to distribution of the 
reports at GDOT. MA provided aerial layouts of the existing intersections along with printouts of the concepts as visual aids. 
The key points of the meeting are summarized below. 
 
PI #0012645 – Crowell Rd. at Brown Bridge Rd. 
 
 GDOT staff commented that the intersection angle should be verified and documented in the Concept Report. It is noted on 

page 3, paragraph 2 that the intersection skew angle is approximately 65 degrees; this will require a design variance which 
will need to be noted accordingly in the Concept Report. No improvements to the intersection angle will be proposed under 
this project as it is outside of the scope. However, modifications to the channelizing island in the northwest quadrant to 
better accommodate left turning movements are proposed. 

 
 In addition to extending the left turn lane along Brown Bridge Rd., the signal will be modified to include left-turn arrows 

and loop detectors on all four approaches; this needs to be documented in Concept Report. 
 

 An inquiry was made as to whether the concept cost estimate included quantities for overlaying the four approaches when 
the loop detectors are installed. It has been determined that these overlay quantities were not included and would need to be 
added to the cost estimate. 

 
 Regarding the Utility Public Interest Determination Policy and Procedures, GDOT staff noted that the GDOT PM would 

coordinate with the District Utility Engineer to determine if these measures are recommended for this project. 
 

 GDOT environmental/planning staff commented that the Carbon Monoxide hotspot analysis status would need to be 
verified and that this issue could affect the project’s PCE status. MA discussed this with their planning staff and verified 
that the analysis would not be required as the project would reduce delay and improve operations at the intersection to a 
LOS C. 
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2211 Beaver Ruin Road, Suite 190  
Norcross, Georgia 30071 
Phone: 770-263-5945 Fax: 770-263-0166 
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- There was further email discussion on this issue after the meeting. GDOT Environmental staff indicated that the CO 
analysis is based on the current LOS – not the future design traffic year. MA responded that the current LOS is B, 
which would still not require the CO analysis. The cutoff is LOS D or worse to do the analysis. 
 

 The MS4 status of the project was discussed. Newton County is an MS4 area; however, the project is proposing to add less 
than 5,000 SF of impervious area so it should be exempt from MS4 criteria. Meeting attendees agreed. 

 
 There is a gas station in the northwest quadrant of the intersection that may require some UST documentation although no 

Right-of-Way or easements are proposed on this project. 
 

 Meeting attendees commented that the funding responsibility for Right-of-Way Acquisition and Environmental Mitigation 
would need to be changed in the report from GDOT to Newton County. Although no Right-of-Way Acquisition or 
Mitigation is anticipated for this project. 

 
 There was a brief discussion on the Utility Cost shown in the report. This estimate was pulled from the Preconstruction 

Status Report. 
 

 A comment was made that the PI number shown in the report header was missing the “6” and needs to be corrected. 
 
PI #0012648 – SR 81 at SR 142 
 
 There was a discussion regarding the proposed radius for the curve between SR 142 and the north leg of SR 81. The 

roadway is posted for 55 mph, but this curve only meets a 45 mph speed design. The Concept Report states that the speed 
limit would be lowered on this curve and advance warning signs would be placed at each approach. After further 
discussions, it has been decided that a better approach would be to pursue a design exception for this curve. Once/if the 
design variance is approved, the roadway may retain its posted 55 mph speed limit. 

 
 The above curve radius discussion needs to be described in the Design Exception section of the report. 

 
 Signing for SR 81 and 142 through the intersection was discussed briefly. Northbound on SR 142, a sign would be placed 

at the new intersection location indicating “End SR 142” and another sign would indicate SR 81 SB to the left and SR 81 
NB straight ahead. Likewise, on the southbound SR 81 approach, a sign would be placed indicating “Begin SR 142” and 
another sign would indicate to make a right turn to stay on SR 81 southbound. 

 
 Regarding the Utility Public Interest Determination Policy and Procedures, GDOT staff noted that the GDOT PM would 

coordinate with the District Utility Engineer to determine if these measures are recommended for this project. 
 

 The MS4 status of the project was discussed. Newton County is an MS4 area; however, the project is proposing to add less 
than 5,000 SF of impervious area so it should be exempt from MS4 criteria. Meeting attendees agreed. 
 

 There is a gas station located within the limits of this project. Right-of-Way and easements are proposed from this property 
and UST documentation is anticipated. 

 
 Meeting attendees commented that the funding responsibility for Right-of-Way Acquisition and Environmental Mitigation 

would need to be changed in the report from GDOT to Newton County. No Right-of-Way Acquisition or Mitigation is 
anticipated for this project. 
 

 There was a brief discussion on the Utility Cost shown in the report. This estimate was pulled from the Preconstruction 
Status Report; however, it was listed erroneously in the report and needs to be corrected. 
 

 A comment was made that the PI number shown in the report header was missing the “6” and needs to be corrected. 
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ACTION ITEMS 
- Update Concept Report based on above content. 
- GDOT PM to coordinate with GDOT District Utilities regarding the Public Interest Determination Policy. 
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Project: Crowell Rd. @ Brown Bridge Rd., PI #0012645  Meeting Date 12/2/2013 

 SR 81 @ SR 142, PI #0012648  MA Project No. NEWT016 & NEWT017 

Meeting: Kickoff Meeting  CC: File NEWT016 

Location: 
Newton County Transportation Dep’t. Conference 

Room 
  File NEWT017 

Prepared By: Will Sheehan    

Prepared On: December 2, 2013    

 

 
ATTENDEES ORGANIZATION EMAIL 

Keith Ellis 

Tom Garrett 

Chester Clegg 

George Brewer 

Daniel Chastain 

Buddy Gratton 

Will Sheehan 

Newton County (Commissioner) 

Newton County (Engineering) 

Newton County (Engineering) 

GDOT 

GDOT 

MAAI 

MAAI 

kellis@co.newton.ga.us 

tgarrett@co.newton.ga.us 

cclegg@co.newton.ga.us 

gbrewer@dot.ga.gov 

dchastain@dot.ga.gov 

bgratton@maai.net 

wsheehan@maai.net 

 

The purpose of this meeting was to kick off the above-referenced intersection improvement projects in Newton County. MA 

provided aerial layouts of the existing intersections along with printouts of some “preliminary” concepts as visual aids. The key 

points of the meeting are summarized below. 

 

 MA will bill Newton County. Newton County will pay invoice and seek reimbursement from GDOT. If there are any large 

sum invoices (not anticipated given engineering budget), Newton County may have to wait to pay MA until funds are 

received from GDOT. 

 

 Project will be designed in InRoads; this is specified in PFA according to GDOT personnel. 

 

 MA will keep Mr. Chastain and/or Mr. Brewer in the loop on any submittals to Office of Environmental Services (OES), 

so that they may work on their end to facilitate prompt reviews. 

 

 Schedules for each project were provided by both MA & GDOT. The schedules were similar, but the meeting consensus 

was to go with the slightly more aggressive MA schedule. Other notes on schedule are listed below. 

 

- The schedules for each project will be the same all the way through the first plan review. 

 

- For the simpler project (Crowell @ Brown Bridge), MA will make a request to GDOT that only one field plan review 

be held. GDOT personnel did not see any problems with doing that. They suggested the possibility of an email review. 

 

- Official GDOT Concept Meeting will be held in February. 

 

- GDOT personnel mentioned that PI #0012645 CST funds and PI #0012648 ROW funds had recently been moved out 

from FY 2016 to 2017 and from FY 2015 to 2016, respectively. The MA schedule met the previous targets. The 

meeting consensus was that the funds could be moved up or the plans could be shelved (if only for a few months). The 

final decision was deferred to a later date. 

 

 The level of NEPA document is anticipated to be a PCE for the Crowell / Brown Bridge intersection and a CE for SR 81 / 

SR 142. 
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 Right-of-way is anticipated on SR 81 / SR 142, but not at Crowell / Brown Bridge. 

 

 MA presented the “preliminary” concepts for SR 81 at SR 142 that had been developed by Atkins. The concepts are 

described below. 

 

- “Concept 1” consists of reconfiguring the existing intersection so that the southern leg of SR 81 tees into a re-aligned 

SR 81 / SR 142 curve; this would allow the more heavily travelled movement to be continuous (no stop), while putting 

the stop condition on the lesser movement. 

 

- “Concept 2” would re-align SR 142 to intersect SR 81 at 90 degrees and would add a traffic signal and turn lanes. 

 

- Additionally, the possibility of a roundabout was discussed. The traffic volumes on each of the 3 legs are close enough 

that a roundabout cannot be ruled out at this point. 

 

The meeting consensus was that “Concept 1” and the roundabout were probably the best options to evaluate in the Concept 

Report subject to the traffic analysis. Ultimately, the preferred alternative would be selected based on a variety of factors 

including but not limited to cost, traffic operations, right-of-way impacts, and Newton County preference. 

 

Newton County pointed out that truck traffic should be considered as SR 142, also called Industrial Park Blvd., leads to 

industrial area so there is frequent truck traffic. Another consideration is encouraging truck traffic to use SR 142 instead of 

SR 81 to reach I-20, thereby bypassing downtown Oxford. MA noted that “Concept 1” would handle the truck traffic more 

effectively than a roundabout. 

 

 MA also presented the “preliminary” concept for Crowell Rd. at Brown Bridge Rd. This concept consisted of extension of 

a left-turn lane, traffic signal upgrades, and minor improvements to allow for adequate truck movements. 

 

- Newton County pointed out that there is a “dirt” area along Brown Bridge Rd. where the trucks had worn a path on the 

shoulder due to insufficient pavement width to perform left-turns. MA stated that they would overlay a truck turning 

template and propose modifications to allow for a proper turning movement. 

 

 MA does not anticipate any environmental issues on either project. A thorough environmental screening will occur, but as 

of now, the environmental work consists simply of viewing the area on Google Earth. 

 

- There is a gas station within the project limits of the SR 81 / SR 142 Project. All efforts will be made not to impact gas 

station in order to avoid UST investigation. 

 

- There is also a residential property along SR 81 that the MA historian would like to take a closer look at in the field to 

determine if it is contributing. Even if it is contributing, it is anticipated that adverse impacts could be avoided. 

 

ACTION ITEMS 

- MA to schedule traffic counts and submit traffic data to GDOT. 

- GDOT to update baseline schedule to match MA’s. 
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